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I, Karina Brown, declare and state as follows: 

1. I work as the Oregon reporter for Courthouse News Service, reporting on the 

courts and general news. I started working for Courthouse News in 2006, covering the Clark 

County Superior Court in Vancouver, Washington, and then took over the Oregon report in 

2008 when the previous reporter moved away. I am based in Portland.     

2.  Since I started working for Courthouse News, my job has included writing a 

daily report on civil litigation filed in the federal and state courts of Oregon. The name of that 

publication is the Oregon Report. I have also written many articles for Courthouse News’ web 

site, www.courthousenews.com – in fact, I was one of the first of Courthouse News’ reporters 

to write for the web site. One recent example is my March 16, 2021 story about a March 16, 

2021 order issued by Chief U.S. District Judge Marco Hernández sanctioning the City of 

Portland for its protest policing, a true and correct copy of which is attached as Exhibit 1. 

3. When I was first hired, I covered the courts in the tri-county area around 

Portland, visiting the Multnomah County Circuit Court every court day, and going to the 

Washington and Clackamas County Circuit Courts once a week. Additionally, I traveled to the 

Lane and Marion County Circuit Courts once a week to report on the new civil litigation filed in 

those courts. Courthouse News later hired reporters in 2011 and 2013 to cover the Circuit 

Courts in Lane and Marion counties every court day. I supervised the work of those additional 

reporters and included their reporting in the Oregon Report.  

4. The new civil actions, as set forth in the complaints we review, are a traditional 

check point on the court beat. At the Multnomah County Circuit Court, I was joined by 

reporters from The Oregonian, Willamette Week and the Portland Mercury, who, like me, were 

reviewing the new civil complaints. Unless I was sick or on vacation, I would arrive at the 
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Multnomah County Courthouse on 4th Avenue each court day at around 3:30 p.m., proceed to 

the clerk’s office, and walk to a door that opened into the office space of the clerk’s office. I 

pressed a button below a sign that said “court personnel only,” which unlocked the door so I 

could let myself in. I and the other reporters were allowed into the office area specifically to 

review the newly filed civil complaints.  

5. I and the other journalists worked in an empty cubicle next to the docketing 

clerk. When any of the journalists arrived, we were recognized by the civil operations 

supervisor, Brandon Logan, who then brought a stack of newly filed complaints from the intake 

counter to the cubicle where we worked. Between 4:30 and 5:00 p.m., Mr. Logan would bring 

another batch of complaints, and any additional complaints filed shortly before the office closed 

at 5:00 p.m. were also brought over individually. As a result, we saw all or nearly all the new 

civil complaints filed that day. The new complaints that we reviewed had just been received by 

the court at the adjacent intake counter. The complaints had been stamped “filed” and assigned 

a case number by the intake clerk, but they were not yet docketed.  

6. Prior to the Multnomah County court’s implementation of eCourt, the new 

complaints remained available for press review in the reporters’ cubicle on the day they were 

received by the court and the day afterward. After the second day, the new complaints would be 

docketed and taken to the records room. After the implementation of eCourt, a docketing clerk 

began docketing new complaints into the courts’ case management system before they were 

taken to the records room. The docketing clerk worked in the cubicle next to the reporters’ 

cubicle, with the reporters’ cubicle situated between the intake counter and the docketing desk. 

The new complaints were still delivered from the intake counter to the reporters’ cubicle on the 

day the court received them, as described above. However, on the next day the complaints 
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moved to the docketing desk, where the docketing clerk would enter the new cases into the 

court’s case management system. The docketing clerk would permit me to check her stack to 

make sure I had not missed any late filings from the previous day. After her docketing work was 

completed, docket information appeared on computer terminals at the courthouse. The new 

complaints were taken to the records room on the third day. 

7. The Multnomah County Circuit Court clerk’s office began the transition to e-

filing on May 6, 2014. They started by scanning paper filings into electronic form and attaching 

them to docket entries on the court’s case management system, after the new complaints were 

docketed. The terminology for the administrative work tied to clerk entry of a new filing into 

the docket evolved somewhere around that time to the current commonly used term, 

“processing.” The scanning program disrupted the routine of reviewing the paper complaints 

and delayed access until after the new complaints were both scanned and processed. As a result 

of a conversation with then-Trial Court Administrator Doug Bray, I was permitted to ask the 

scanning clerks for the new complaints as they were received and prior to processing. With that 

adjustment, I was able to continue reporting on most of the new civil complaints on the day they 

were received prior to docketing. But it was not to last.  

8. When Multnomah County Circuit Court switched over to mandatory e-filing on 

Dec. 1, 2014, I and the other reporters could no longer see the new complaints as they were 

received, before processing. Instead we were required to wait until after processing, at the point 

when a docket entry appeared on computer terminals at the courthouse, and to review electronic 

versions of the complaints on the computer terminals in the clerk’s office. To review an e-filed 

complaint, I clicked on the complaint’s case number and the case register of actions, or docket, 

opened up. I then clicked on the docket entry labeled “complaint” to see the complaint itself. 
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9. The Oregon Circuit Courts were converting to e-filing in groups, and as each 

group converted, I could see the dockets and the processed complaints from those courts 

through the terminals in Multnomah County. The docket system appeared to be unified for all 

Oregon courts. On July 16, 2014, I began reporting the same information on new litigation via 

the courts.oregon.gov website, through a paid online subscription with the Oregon Judicial 

Department. Using a page from the website called Oregon e-Court Case Information, I sign in 

with a user name and a password to arrive at a landing page, where I search for civil actions by 

“all locations,” and after making that choice, search for civil actions filed in the Oregon Circuit 

Courts by date range.  

10. Currently, I review new civil complaints filed in all of Oregon’s Circuit Courts 

on a daily basis, and report on the newsworthy ones for the Oregon Report. However, my only 

two options for reviewing complaints in the Circuit Courts of Oregon are to review them at the 

courthouse on public terminals or online via Courthouse News’ paid subscription. In both cases, 

they are only made available after they are processed.  

11. I have reviewed the Declaration of Nancy Cozine In Support of Defendant’s 

Motion for Summary Judgment. In her declaration, Ms. Cozine implies that the press receives 

access to newly e-filed complaints just at is had in the time before e-filing. This is incorrect. As 

discussed above, prior to e-filing I was able to see newly filed complaints, shortly after they 

were received by the court at the intake counter, by the end of the day on which they were 

received and before they had been docketed or “processed.” However, there currently is no way 

to see all new civil complaints in Oregon as I once did, i.e., by the end of the day on which the 

court receives them. I am able to see new e-filed complaints only after they have been processed 

and “accepted” by court staff, which results in regular and ongoing delays in access.  
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12. Ms. Cozine’s declaration does not address the lapse in time between when new 

e-filed complaints are received by the Oregon Circuit Courts and when they are reviewed and 

“accepted,” and then made available for press review. In my experience covering the Oregon 

courts, this delay did not exist with paper filings, prior to the adoption of scanning and e-filing, 

because clerks performed initial intake tasks at the intake window, and the press could then see 

the complaints without delays. Now, however, there are delays between when the court receives 

new e-filed complaints and when the court “accepts” them and makes them available to the 

press or public. These delays can be several days or longer.  

13. The following cases provide an illustration of the delays created by Oregon’s 

current access policies and practices:  

a. James v. Pacificorp, Case No. 20CV33885, filed 9/30/2020.  This class 

action complaint was filed against PacifiCorp and Pacific Power arising from the catastrophic 

Oregon wildfires in the summer of 2020. I believe it was the first class action lawsuits filed in 

connection with the wildfires. It was filed in Multnomah County on September 30, 2020. But the 

complaint was not “accepted,” and thus not made available to the press, until October 5, 2020 – 

five calendar days later. Attached as Exhibit 2 is a true and correct copy of the complaint 

showing the filing date of September 30, 2020. Attached as Exhibit 3 is the Court’s Register of 

Action for this case, which also shows the filing date of September 30, 2020. 

b. State of Oregon v. Rabern, Case No. 21CV06391, filed 2/19/2021. This 

case was filed by the Oregon State Forester to enforce repair orders seeking removal of a culvert 

causing unnecessary sediment to enter state waters. It was filed in Marion County on February 

19, 2021. But the complaint was not “accepted,” and thus not made available to the press, until 

February 22, 2021 – three calendar days later. Attached as Exhibit 4 is a true and correct copy of 
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the complaint showing the filing date of February 19, 2021. Attached as Exhibit 5 is the Court’s 

Register of Action for this case, which also shows the filing date of February 19, 2021. 

c. State of Oregon v. Carpenter, Case No. 21CV20025, filed 5/12/2021. 

This case was filed by the Oregon Department of Human Services to void the transfer of real 

property as a voidable fraudulent transfer. It was filed in Lane County on May 12, 2021. But the 

complaint was not “accepted,” and thus not made available to the press, until May 18, 2021 – six 

calendar days later. Attached as Exhibit 6 is a true and correct copy of the complaint showing 

the filing date of May 18, 2021. Attached as Exhibit 7 is the Court’s Register of Action for this 

case, which also shows the filing date of May 18, 2021. 

14. I reviewed each of the complaints discussed above on the dates on which the 

court first made them available to the press. I am confident of the dates on which they were first 

made available to me, and on which I first able to review them, because I maintain a daily log in 

which I track, in real time, the dates on which new complaints are first made available to the 

public, and when I first see them. I also track the filing date so Courthouse News can track 

delays in access. My tracking for these three cases confirms the dates on which I first saw them, 

which, based on my daily tracking, is also the date on which the courts first made them 

available to the press and public.  

15. I have also reviewed Exhibit 1 to Ms. Cozine’s declaration. This chart does not 

accurately reflect the filing processes for paper and e-filed complaints used by the Multnomah 

County court as I personally observed them over the course of my fifteen years covering that 

court. The chart is incorrect in at least the following respects: 

a. Ms. Cozine’s use of the yellow diamonds to equate filers waiting in line at 

the clerk window with paper complaints, on the one hand, with the court’s receipt of a paper 
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complaint by mail or an electronic complaint through File & Serve, on the other hand, is curious 

and not accurate. Filers waiting in line and not yet at the clerk’s window still had possession of 

their paper filings, and the court clerks had not yet received them. Once the filers reached the 

window they would then hand their documents to the clerks. However, prior to that exchange the 

court clerks had not received the documents. It is therefore not accurate to equate a person 

waiting in line to hand a document to the clerk with the court’s receipt of a paper complaint 

through the mail or the court’s receipt of an electronic complaint through File & Serve.  

b. The chart’s depiction of when the press received access to new paper 

complaints relative to “Manual processing” is also inaccurate. As discussed above, when I 

covered the Multnomah County courthouse prior to the court’s adoption of scanning and e-filing 

I received paper complaints that had been stamped and had filing fee checks removed, but the 

complaints had not yet been docketed in the court’s case management system. A docketing clerk 

performed docketing tasks after the documents were made available to the press. The chart 

inaccurately depicts docketing as part of the “Manual processing” that took place before 

complaints were placed in the press review box. 

c. The chart is also misleading and inaccurate because it does not reflect the 

passage of time between the events it depicts, including the passage of time between when new 

complaints are received by the court and when they are “accepted.” For instance, prior to e-

filing, new complaints received and “accepted” at the intake counter, and I received access to the 

complaints typically by the end of the day on which the court received them. While the actual 

number of minutes in between the court’s receipt and my review of the documents would have 

varied, I could typically review all new complaints received by the court on a given day, up until 

5:00 p.m. when I would need to leave the courthouse along with all other members of the press 
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and public. With e-filing, however, there are regular and ongoing delays between when the court 

receives new e-filed complaints and when it “accepts” them and makes them available to the 

press and public. The chart does not reflect this reality. 

16. Although access to new e-filed complaints at the Oregon Circuit Courts is not 

consistent with the traditional access I previously received to paper complaints filed in Oregon, 

this does not mean e-filing courts are not capable of providing access to e-filed complaints that 

is analogous to traditional access to paper filings. The federal courts provide good examples of 

access in the e-filing world that is analogous to traditional access in the paper world.  

17. When I began covering the Oregon state courts in 2008, I also began reporting 

on the U.S. District Court for the District of Oregon each court day, and I have covered that 

court ever since. I include a review of that court’s new civil complaints in every day’s edition of 

the Oregon Report. In 2008, and continuing until the court moved to mandatory e-filing in 

2012, the District of Oregon clerk’s office provided journalists with the access to the new 

complaints as they were received, before docketing. New complaints were placed in a shallow 

rectangular wooden box, with a half-moon shapes cut out of the short ends, as soon as they 

crossed the intake counter – i.e., when they were received. I looked at complaints directly from 

that box, and I did not have to wait for them to be entered into the docket. 

18. When the District Court moved to mandatory e-filing in 2012, I saw the e-filed 

complaints upon receipt either on terminals in the clerk’s office or online through the PACER 

system. The new complaints became public automatically, with a permanent case number, no 

matter when they were submitted to the court, including after hours during the work week and 

all hours on holidays and weekends. Before and after the switch to e-filing, up to and including 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 I certify that I caused to be served a true and correct copy of the foregoing Declaration of 

Karina Brown in Support of Plaintiff Courthouse News Service’s Opposition to Defendant’s 

Motion for Summary Judgment by method indicated below and addressed to the following: 
 
Carla A. Scott #054725 
Senior Assistant Attorney General 
Christina L. Beatty-Walters #981634 
Senior Assistant Attorney General  
Department of Justice 
100 SW Market Street 
Portland, OR 97201 
Tel (971) 673-1880 
Fax (971) 673-5000 
Carla.A.Scott@doj.state.or.us 
Tina.BeattyWalters@doj.state.or.us 
Attorneys for Defendant Nancy Cozine 

 
Delivery Via: 
[ X ] U.S. Mail 
[ ] Overnight Mail 
[ ] Facsimile 
[ ] Legal Messenger 
[ X ] E-Service 
[ X ] E-Mail 
 

 I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Washington that the 

foregoing is true and correct. 

 Dated this 16th day of September, 2021 at Seattle, Washington. 

 

HILLIS CLARK MARTIN & PETERSON P.S 

. 

  

Carol A. Cannon, Legal Assistant  
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