September 28, 1990

SUPERIOR COURT
PRELIMINARY CONCLUSIONS |

The purpose of the Supérior Court’s data collection project was to determine

the origin of filings and 1itigants as thay_relate to the processing of

cases over time. : R
These are the preliminary conclusions:

I. Civil litigants and civil filings in these regions as a total summation
of the data collected -

Average percentage of jurors and litigants by region:
Seashore South Northeast Renton Issaquah

47% 22% 21% 7% 3%

Average percentage of Juvenile Dependency, Civil, and Family Law
filings by region:

Seéshqre - South - Northeast  Renton Issaquah

39% 31% 15% 10% 5%

Total Average: _
43% . 26% 18% - 9% 4

(Please refer to attachment #1)

II. Supplemental data taken from the Court’s annual repbrt offer the
following breakdown of data from 1985 - 1989 to be used to project
filings, staffing and courtroom activity to the year 2010.

+ Civil, Family Law, Criminal, Probate, Juvenile Dependance,

and Mental I1lness filings increased an average of 6% per year between
1985 - 1990. , C

vity: The total number of trials increased by 4%, Jjury
trials went up 8%, and non-jury trials increased by 3%. Hearings
averaged almost a 9% increase. The number of jurors increased by 6%.

ions: In spite of the increased need for additional
judges and commissioners, there was only a 3% increase in positions
over the four year period,

(Please refer to attachment #2)
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ATTACHMENT 1
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_i4x 7
| 5% 5%

4% i%
11% 8%

9% 6%

9% 4%

! Litigants: p]aintiffs/peiitioners. defendants/respondents, attorneys,

witnesses, guardians ad litem.
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ATTACHMENT 2

Eilings

~ Civil, Family, Criminal, Probate, Juvenile-and Mental I1iness filings ———
_ increased an average of 6% per year from 1985-1983.

Civil: ' 6.95%
Criminal: 14.68%
Juvenile: 6.38%
Family: 2.80%
Probate: 1.73%
Mental Illness: 1.88%

" Courtroom Activity: (1985 - 1989)

Total Trials 4.03%
Jury Trials 7.87%
Non-jury Trials 2.65%
Hearings 8.7%% -
# of Judges 3.37%

# of Commissioners® 0.0%

# of Jurors - 5.93%

! pppointed by Superior Court judges in each county with jurisdiction
similar to Superior Court judges, excluding criminal and jury matters. (See

RCW 2.24.040)

<
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Civil and Family Law Filings .
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Intergovernmental Workgroup
DATA COLLECTION ASSESSMENT

Agency _ Superior Court
7

Data Question #__

e e

Page. ¢ 2 o
(refer to Data Analysis Display Formats packet):

*How does the collected data answeg ;ng'gyesgjgn?

X Ve Ty well

—

__ fairly well

not well at all

p data assis i swering fer g of
nalvsi c+ions)?

$4's 1, 4, 8, 9

*What conclusions/
? .

:

The largest number of jurors, 1155, came from the Seashore
region for the three-year period. The South area has
a significant representation of 700 3jurors, fpllowed by

the Northeast with 623 jurors. .

However, it is important to note that the Renton area
showed the greatest increase in the number of jurors -
serving 15 percent. Seashore numbers increased by 10
percent and the rest were relativedyrconstants.
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Intergovernmental Workgroup
DATA COLLECTION ASSESSMENT

Agehéy —Superior court
Data Question #_2.6.9

Page # _1.2 - - T .
(refer to Data Analysis Display Formats packet)

* e } W

e —— X . —very-well — — —
fairly well

not well at all

3 araft #6 of data analysis

Y = . . ref :
guestions)? #2,6 and 9
staffing and judicial resources are affected, as well as are the
costs of operating a full versus 1imited service court. There
are no plans to decentralize this function of the court at this
time, however long-term projections may require additional
service in the south region. : - :

* '3 - '

*

The largest numberjof Juvenile Dependency filings come from fhe
South region (85.00) although the filings from Seashore are :
nearly identical (84.50). Renton had a significant proportion of

the filings (21.12) which were approximately 1/3 of either
Seashore or the South region.
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Intergovernmental Workgroup
DATA COLLECTION ASEBESSMENT

Agency Suverjor Court

pData Question #__ 3 -,

Page ¢ 1 omee
(refer to Data Analysis Display Formats packet)

*How does the collected gggg answer the guestion? . ~
¥ very well -
fairly well

not-well'at all

.
.
L]

! : cte

gata?

The largest number of civil filings come from Seashore
and the second largest from the south region. While
there were significant increases in total yearly £filings
for Seashore in some of the categories (Commercial for
example), the total decreased by 30% from 1988 to 1990.
However, the South region shows a marked overall increase

from 1988.t0:1990.

Additional data being collected from the current survey
started August 20, 1990 will be used to supplement this
information. It is expected<to be.very accurate and
even more complete than what is shown here.
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Intergovernmental Workgroup
DATA COLLECTION ASBSESSMENT

Agency Superior Court

pata Question #___4 .

page #___1
(refer to Data Analysis Display Formats packet)

- #HMow does the collected data answel the cuestion?
X very well

| fairly well

not well at all

+ data i in werinc(refer to a 6 of +a
vsi estio ?
$'s 2, 9
‘*v' 3 > e
gata?

The largest number of iotal users of the Superior
Court's civil courts services originate in the Seashore
area. The Northeast .region is the second largest,

followed closely by the South region. .

note that more than 75% of the :
are located in Seashore. The Northeast
have nearly the same number of attorney
and they each could represent’

It is important to
attorneys offices
and South regions
represented in the data,
- a secondary standing.
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Intergovernmental Workgroup
D2TA COLLECTION ASSESSMENT

Agency_Supg:ig: Court
Data Question #2,5,6,9 _

rage ¥ 1.2 : e
(refer to Data Analy je Display Formats packet)

= a Y
X very'well :
___ fairly well'

not well at all

jssues of: utilizing a full service versus
and it helps to answer part of the

The data addresses the

a limited service facility:
judicial and clerical resources allocation guestion.

The majority of the Family law cases filed in King County
originate in the Seashore region (154.65). - The South region had

the second largest number of fiiings (120.38), and was greater in
number than the three remaining areas combined. : _

The South region’s f£ilings increased by 183% between 1988-1990.
seashore filings decreased by 13% for the same period of time, as

did the Northeast’s by 20%
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Intergovernmental Workgroup
DATA COLLECTION ASSESSMENT

Agency _Superior court
pata Question #_4 Family Law

page # 1 e
(refer to Data Analysis Display Formats packet)

*uUow does the collected date ansgg;_;hg_gggﬁ;ignz

_X _very well
fairiy well

not well at all

*‘ [ [ ] [ ’l . 2
esi i weri * to draft #6 of data apalysis
guestionsl?

Questions #2 and #9: Data may be
necessary judicial and support sta
partial service facility.

used to determine the nunber of
ff positions for a full versus

:Eha;_sgns1nsi9n51:indings_9an_bg;d:nun_::nm_:hg_ggllgszsd_da;az
Farily Law litigants primarily represent Seashore, and South and
Northeast regions. As in all civil cases, a large number of
attorneys represent the ‘Seashore region. However, due to the
nature of Paternity filings, the pProsecuting Attorney’s Office
represents most of the petitioners who receive state assistance,
in an effort to enforce child support payments to the custodial
parent or to reimburse the state subsistence paid to the parent.
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Intergovernmental Workgroup
DATA COLLECTION ASSESSMENT

Agency _Superior court
pata Question #_._2.9

pPage # T |
(refer to Data aAnalysis Display Pormats packet) o e

very well

—_ fairly‘well
not well at all

* I3 1- - _ & [ ] ,
MEWMWWH . : rer TS caft #6 of dat Tves

‘Data may be used to project ju
for full versus a limited serv

dicial time and staff allocations
jce decentralized court fgcility.

civil - 57% of the filings are trial-track cases, 43% are
nontrial track filings. _

Family - 84% of the filings are trial track cases, 16% are
nontrial track £ilings. _ :
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Intergovernmental Workgroup
DATA COLLECTION ASSESSMENT

Agency _Superior Court
Data Question #_3, 4. .5, and 9 - -

Page # 1, 2.
(refer to Data Analysis Display Formats packet)

*How

_X  very well
fairly well

not well at all

W . . . s . .
?rJEuLJmx;l%L;Qall9811gxlQ%QL%1QnTgn%s&%?D?EQQ%SEL?LE_QQ%lsgxgg
> This information was collected using a survey
distributed in the courtrooms between August 20 through September
20, 1990. Its purpose was to verify file data gathered for the

civil and Family Law cases previously reported.

MWMMM

The survey supports the findings presented on October 12, 1990 at
the Regional Justice Center Planning Committee meeting. , The
distribution of filings and litigants by region was very close to
the original information collected from the court files.



Courtroom Survey - August 20 through September 20, 1990

SUMMARY

Regional Totals

'I. civil and Family Law Filings

Seashore . South - Northeast Renton
Survey 39% 31%  18% O 11%
File Data 39 31 15 10
Difference 0% 0% 3% 1%
II. Civil and Family Law Litigants '
Survey - 46% 24% 20% 8%
File Data 47 22 21 7
Difference 1% , 2% 1% 1%

1%
5

4%

2%

1%

Issaquah : =



" October 24, 1990
- Surveyl

1. Civil Filings

SOUTH

Region Il Region III Region IV Region ¥

Courtroon Survey August zo-SQDtonbir 20, 1990

Regional

NORTHEAST  RENTON

Totals

15SAQUAH

SEASHORE

Region

Tort 8.54

Comaercial 2.14

Property 2.00
Adein/Law 9.00 -

Appeals 1.00

Harassment  15.58

~ Total 38.26

1.91
1.00
0.00
3.67
0.00
13.55

20.13

li.' Family Law Filings

Dom Relat. 19.69
Doa. Viel 71.43
Paternity 0.00

Total

91.92

18.47

S1.44°

2.80
n.n

111. Filiag Percentages

9.0

31.00

17.80
- 24.30
0.00

42.10

18.00

5.04
21.83
0.20

.07

1.0

[ - B S Y
¢« s e s e e
OO O OO
ooooog

5.00

1.00

Total

20.00
7.00
6.0
17.00
©2.00
44,00

96.00

. 61.00
172.00
3.00

236.00



L — o ue

Survey2 -

< gctober-2d, 1990

Iv. Civil and Family Law Litigants

SEASHORE
Region

SOUTH

NORTHEAST  RENTON
Region II Region III Region IV Region V

Totals

1SSAQUAH

plaintiffs 141.00
Attormeys 82.00
Defendants 112.00
Attorneys 68.00
Hitnesses §7.00

Total 460.00

96.00
-16.00
87.00
17.00
28.00

244.00

V. Litigant Percentages

46.00

24.00

67.00
19.00
65.00
17.00
39.00

207.00

20.00

42.00
7.00
20.00
3.00
8.00

80.00

8.00

9.00
0.00
71.00
3.00

2.00 -

21.00

2.00

Courtroon Survey August 20-Septeaber 20, 1990 - - - ———.
Regional ’

Total

385.00
124.00
291.00
108.00
134.00

1012.00



Intergovernmental Workgroup
DATA COLLECTION ASSESSMENT

Agency _Superior court

Data Question #____l____- ' .. | : .

Page # 1 . . - -
(refer to Data Analysis Display Formats packet)

*How_does the collected data answer the guestion?

X very well
fairly well

not well at all

*W

Felony filings in the Seashore region make up 66% of the total
for all of King County. The South region accounts for 24% -
of the filing activity. Together, these two regions comprise 90%
of all of the King County felony filings. :

The largest grdﬁth in felony activity occurred in the South
region in the Burglary, Theft/Larceny, and Other Felonies’
categories. Total filings increased 39% between 1988-1990.-
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. Questions:

DISTRICT COURT
Data Collection -- Preliminary Conclusions

1. What is the caseioid volunme at eéch Distfict Court
facility?

2. What is the staff necessary for each specific case
type? :

These gquestions were posed to assist the court and County in
determining the District Court space and staffing needs once

a location and service level (i.e., in-custody only,
satellite facility, etc.) were established. Pages 1-4
indicate judicial and clerical needs through 1992, based upon

filing patterns of the last 6 years.

The data also show that Region 2 (Aukeen, Federal and
Southwest District Courts) is:

'~ is the largest overall in terms of volume (in 1989
the 3 courts processed 90,150 filings - 35% of the

total District court workload);

- has the highest annual growth rate (at nearly 10%);
and

- processes +the most: criminal misdemeanor filings
(24,202 in 1989 - 43% of the total'District'cOurt.

misdemeanor filings).

and Northeast Distriét Courts) is the

Region 3 (Bellevue _
3 of the workload and 26% of the total

second largest at 28
misdemeanor f£ilings.

Region 1 (Seattle and Shoreline District courts) is the third
largest at 23% of the workload and 16% of the total
misdemeanor filings. :

Regions 4 (Renton) and 5 (Issaguah) each represent 7% of the
total workload and 8% and 6% (respectively) of the total

misdemanor filings.



Intergovernmental WOrkgrohp
DATA COLLECTION ASSESSMENT

 Agency DISTRICT COURT

Data Question #_ 1 and 2 o D .

page # 3
(refer to Data Analysis Display Formats packet)

*How _does the ggllected data answer the cuestion?

X very well

fairly well

not well at all

collecte +a assist in answering(refe o ad 26 of data

analvsis cquestions)?

each District Court facility (infraction,

1. What is the caseload volume at .
criminal misdemeanor, domestic violence petition, civil, small claims,

felony)?
" vhat is the staff necessary for each. specific case type?

and level of service is determined, tﬁls data ‘may be-used

Once the location
e and staff requirements in the new facility.

- t0: determine District Court spac

Additionally, the data illustrate the-brojected annual growth for each
region, as well as the individual district court sités within each region.
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i
389 WORKLORD -

"— . .
i REGION 1 : REGION 2

REGION 3 . REGION 4 REGION S
| Seashore South Northeast Renton Issaqueh
{
FILING | ) FEDERAL .
TYPE SEATTLE SHORELINE TOTAL AUKEEN WAY  SOUTHWEST  TOTAL BELLEVUE NORTHEAST TOTAL RENTON 155ACUAH
fractions : 8,678 | 6,291 14,99 22,104 17,140 16,189 53,433 24,612 29,293 47,067 10, 958 14,657
i
£ of judges/asgistrates 0.24 .  0.17° 0.41 0.61 0.48 0.3% 1.44 0.69 0.64 1.82 0.31 0. 41
2 of clorks _ 2.69 | 1.8 4.55 6.22 a.37 a.ei 14.40 7.64 7.53 15.16 3.09 3.73
\tations s,29% 8,871 9.166 11,057 5,619 7,526 24,202 5,911 8,860 14,771 " 4,408 3,2
& of judges 1.99 1.01 2.40 2.09 1.47 1.92 6.20 1.5 2.26 8.81 1.14 o.es
2 of clorks .. 10.54 7.99 18.54 21.75 11.22 14,72 47.68 11.05 17.30 29.16 8.84 .60
. \ . . .
omestic Violence Petition ' 69 20 356 185 221 762 164 263 ar 7 ss
® of judges .00 ~ 0.01 0.0t - g.08 0.03 0.03 0.10 . 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.0t 0.01
8 of clerks .00 0.04 0.04 0.23 0.12 .14 0.49 0.10 0.1?7 0.27 . o.08 0. 04
ivil 10, 364 1,042 11,406 2,239 1,434 2,484 7.157 2,340 3,600 5,949 2,058 579
8 of judges 1.19 0.12 1.91 0.37 0.17 0.29 - 0.82 0.2? .41  0.68 0.24 0.07
& of clerks 6.80 0.¢8 7.49 2.2 0.95  1.63 4.70 1.54 2.96 2.90 1.33 0.3
mell.Clains 3,463 ' 321 3,784 1,111 sss 872  .2,%38 1,188 - 1,278 2,468 793 28
8 of judges 0.40 0.04 0.44 0.13 0.06 6.10 0.29 0.14 0.1 0.20 0.09 0.0
3 of clerks 1.89 0.18 2.0? 0.61 0.30 0.48 1.89 0.65 0.70 1.93 0.4 0.1¢
ncustady 18,509 o Cie,s0d @3 o 1s ) ° . 88 @ am.v .
% of judges 2.13 0.00 2.13 0.01 0.00 .00 0.01 0.00 .00 .00 : .00 - X
8 of clerks 9.74 0.00 9.74 0.04 0.00 0.01 0.03 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.01 X
‘OTAL FILINGS 46,309  11,%94 57,903 97,950 24,933 27,307 90,190 34,223 37,294 71,517 19,317 13,0
OTAL JUDGES s.35 1.3s .70 : 4.06 2.20 2.69 8.9% . 2.65 .50 6.13 .79 1.3
'OTAL CLERKS 32.42 10.76 43.18 31.97 16.96 20.7? 69.71 22.70 29.07 51.66 13.78 11.9



0 WORKLORD (Projected)

TOTAL

FILING
TYPE SEATTLE SHORELINE
MNM«-OJH 14,504
of judges/ssgistretes 0.40
of clerks . 3.40
ations 6,078
of judges 1.72
of cleorks s, 13.5?
estic Violence Petition 2
of judges .00
: of clerks , - 00
it 10,173
of judges .17
of clorks 6.67
11 Claras 3,424
: of judges 0.39
- of clerks } 9 Qﬂ‘
ustody ) 12,777
i of judges 2.05
. of clerks 9.36
AL FILINGS 82, 731
AL JUDGES S.74
AL CLERKS 33.62

-

20, 445
0.56
S.10

10,119
2.56

20.43

102

0.01°

0.06

11,201
1.29
?.34

9,746
0.43
2.03

12,777

. 2.08

9.36

REGION 2

T T P

REGION 3 REGION 4
Sauth Northeast Renton
. FEDERRAL
WAY  SOUTHHEST BELLEVUE NORTHEAST  TOTAL RENTOM
——— : J

21,050 22,991 31,611 25,834 S7,448 11,5353
0.59 0. 41 0.87 0.7 1.58 0.32
s.23 5.30 10.68 9.13 19.02 2.29
6,729 8,195 6,408 e, 769 18,177 5.323
1.74 2.08 1.65 2.24 5.09 1.39
13.18 16.20 12,69 17.23 29.93 10.67
216 2es 121 a2¢ ar s?
0.03 0.04 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.01
0.14 0.18 0.09 0.21 0.2¢ 0.04
1,620 5,003 2,220 8,428 5.643 2,219
0.19 0.58 0.26 0.9% 0.63 0.23
1.06 3.20 1.43 2.2¢ a.72 1,45
608 830 1,133 1,307 2,442 708
0.0? 0.10 0.13 0.13 0.26 0.09
0.33 0.45 0.62 .71 - 1.8 0.43
o e o “% % ©
0.00 .00 0.00 0.01 - 0.01 .00
0.00 .00 0.00 0.02 - 0.02 0.02
30,229 37,314 41,453 39,703 81,200 19,979
2.61 3.20 2.92 2.54 6.47 2.0?
19.94 25. 41 26.51 30. 61 57.12 15.90



1 WORKLORD (Projected)

1
REGION 2 REGION 3
Seashare South Northeast

FILING : FECERAL ‘

T¥PE SEATTLE SHORELINE TOTAL AUKEEN WAY  SOUTHHEST TOTAL BELLEVUE NORTHERST  TOTAL

1 EEITTEIRTTDET0 sSsS===xmm =x=
ractions 15,084 6,179 21,263 26,679 21,892 23,91t 72,601 32,873 26,067 59,743

of judges/megistrates 0.42 0.16 ° 0.58 0.75 0.61 0.42 1.7 .90 0.74 1.
of Clorks 3.5? 1.80 s.38 ?.51 5,55 5.6 30.66 11.96 3.76 21.13
ations 7.352 3.475 10,827 12,180 7,200 0,763 28,148 6,857 9,969 16,299

of judges 1.64 0.89 2.74 3.24 1.86 2.23 ?7.33 1.77 2.40 4.17 -

of clerks 14.49 ?.91 21.80 24.2% 14.10 17.30 55.66 13.53 10.44 .99
wstic Violence Petition s 126 129 s47 - 272 359 1,178 152 411 s69
t of judges .00 0.02 0.02 0.07 0.04 0.05 °  0.16 0.02 0.06 0.08
t of clerks .00 0.08 0.08 0.35 0.17 0.23 0.73 0.10 0.26 0.9

L
i1 10,602 1,079 11,761 1,519 1,701 8,255 8,476 2,39 8,594 s,923
t of Judge 1.2 0.12 1.3% 0.17 0.20 0.60 0.90 0.27 0.4 0.68
3 of clorks 7.00 0.71 ?.71 1.00 1.13 3.44 5.5% 1.53 2.3? 3.90
»11 Claims 3,561 937 3,099 1,270 632 863 2,763 1,100 3,959 2,340
3 of judges 0.41 0.04 Q.45 0.15 n.0? 0.10 0.92 0.14 0.16 0.29
1 of clerks 1.95. 0.18 C2.13 0.69 0.35 . 47 1.51 0.64 Q.74 1.89
sustody 22,269 o 22,269 83 o 13 %0 o 28 29
t of judges 2.56 0.00 2.%6 0.01 0.00 .00 0.01 0.00 .00 .00
t of clorks 11.22 0.00 11.72 0.04 0.00 * 0,08 ~ 0.08 0.00 0.02 0.02
‘AL FILINGS 59,950 11,196 70, 147 42,478 31,698 39,172 113,347 43,396 41,652 65,048
TAL JUDGES 6.47 1.24 7.70 4.40 2.78 9.40 10.58 3.10 8.7?7 6.86
1AL CLERKS 39.48 10.08 49.57 34.04 21.29 27.06 03.18 20.18 32.60 60.79

REGION 4

Renton I1ssequah
RENTON ISSAGURM
12,013 17,308
0.33 0.48
8.4% 4.33
3,698 3,763
1.49 0.91
13.40 7.14
72 a9
0.03 0.0t
0.03 0.06
2,326 S84
0.2? 0.07
1.852 0.20
a0 2?7
0.0% 0.04
0.43 o0.1e
22 <

.00 .00
0.01 .00
8.3» 22,073
2.19 1.51
16.92 13.09



.32 WORKLORD (Projected)

REGION

REGION 2

“REGION 9 :
u.oo.g South Northesast .
FILING { FEDERAL, . .
1YPE SERTTLE SHORELINE  TOTAL AUKEEN WAY  SOUTHWEST  TOTAL BELLEVUE NORTHERST  TOTAL
frections 15,668 | 6,426 22,113 27,954 _ 22,768 - 24,867 73,569 84,190 27,942 62,139
§ of judges/megistrates 0.44°  0.17° . 0.61 0.70 0.83 0.44 1.03 0.94 °  0.77 1.74
8 of Clerks o 2.7 1.52 s.67 "7.96 s.65 s.94 19.79 : 12.10 10.48 22.53
. . . )
tetions 7,067 9,719 11,565 13,032 7,704 9,382 30,119 . 7,937 10,040 17,376
2 of judges .97 0.9 . 2.93 .47 . 1.99 2.98 7.84 1.08 2.57 d.as
8 of clerks 15.48 ?.78 28.26 25.94 15.09 18.49 59.52 14.49 1.7 s4.20
eestic Violence Petition Y 139 162 689 a3 as2 1,464 192 sie 710
}
8 of judges .00 0.02 0.02 0.09 0.05 .06 0.20 0.09 0.0? 0.10
8 of clecks .00 0.10 0.10 0.44 0.22° 0.2 0.93 0.12 0.99 0.4
vil 11,216 1,139 12,349 1,595 - 1,766 s,510 9,899 2,499 9,774 6,221
)
8 of judges 1.29 0.1 1.42 .18 0.21 0.64 1.02 0.20 0.42 0.72
3 of clerks 7.33 0.74 e.09 1.05 1.1? 3.62 s.e3 1.60 2.49 4.09
all Cleias 3,703 830 4,054 1,321 658 8% 2,076 1,220 1,414 2,641
. ' K
8 of judges 0.43 | 0.04 0.4? 0.1% 0.08 0.10 0.33 0.14 0.16 0.80
8 of clerks 2.02 | 0.9 2.21 0.72 0.36 0.49 1.57 0.67 0.77 1.44
. ] N
wustody 22,269 )] 22,269 L] o 13 99 o 0 i
. ]
8 of judges 2.%6 0.00 2.36 0.01 0.00 .00 0.01 0.00 .00 .00
8 of clerks 31,72 0.00 11.72 0.04 0.00 0.0% 0.038 0.00° 0.02 Q..ON
WAL FILINGS 60,743 11,787 72,532 44,674 33,258 41,133 119,065 43,994 43,723 89,119
WAL JUDGES 6.69 1.32 8.01 4.69 2.93 3.62 11.27 .20 4.00 7.20
JTRL CLERKS 41.08 10.73 51.82 37.1% 22.73 20.83 80.71 29.98 94.75 64.79

REGION S
Issoquah

1SSAROUAK
CZXTTTTTZS

18,000

4.38



COUNTY DISTRICT COURT

oAl FILINGS
’ AVERAGE
PROJECTED: ANNUAL
1989 1990 1991 1992 GROWTH
ERASELARNELSETEENETENEAERE
REGION 1 - Seashors ’
seattle .. . .. 46,309 -52,751 58,950 60,745 9.57%
shorel ine 11,594 10,641 11,196 11,787 - ——0.76% -
Total 57,903 63,392 70,146 172,532 7.85%

REGION 2 - South ’
Aukeen 37,950 40,472 42,478 . 44,674 5.59%
Federal Way 24,933 30,223 31,698 33,258 10.34%
Southwest 27,307 37,314 39,172 41,133 15.54%
Total 90C, 190 108,009 113,348 119,065 9.91%

REGION 3 - Northeast

Bellevue 34!223 41,495 43,396 45,394 10.14%
~theast 37.2%94% 39,705 41,652 43,725 ‘5.45%
Total 7'1 517 81,200 85,048 89,119 7.69%
REGION 4 -~ Renton 18,317 19,778 20,952 21,999 6.30%
LREGION 5 - lasaquah 19,036 21,100 22,075 23,096 6.70%

 GRAND TOTAL 256,963 293,479 311,569 325,811 ‘ 8.32%%



'NG COUNTY DISTRICT COURY

. CLERKS
AVERAGE
PROJECTED: : ANNUAL
989 1990 1991 1992 GROWTH
W
REGION 1 - Seashore
Seattle 32.42 35.62 - 39.48 41,08 8.25%
Shoretl ine 10.76 9.48 10.08 10.73 0.29%
Total 43.18 45.10 49.56 51.81 6.29%
REGION 2 - South
Aukeen ’ 31.97 32.72 34.84 37.15 5.15%
Federal Way 16.96 19.94 21.29 22.73 10.37%
Southwest 20.77 25.41 27.06 28.83 11.79%
Total 69.70 78.07 83.19 83.71 8.40%
REGION 3 - Northeast
Bellevue . 22.78 26.51 28.18 29.98 9.69%
Northeast 29.07 30.61 32.60 34.75 6.13%
} Total 51.85 57.12 60.78 64.73 7.69%
REGION & - Renton 13.78 15.90 16,92 18.02 9.43%
REGION 5 - lssacuah 11.90 12.35 13.09 13.88 5.27%
223.54 237.15 7.60%

GRAND TOTAL 190.41 208.54



CITY OF SEATTLE

JAIL PLANNING INFORMATION
October 26, 1980 ‘

OVERVIEW OF REPORT o

This report presents information about current and projected
criminal justice system requirements which need to be taken
into account in the planning for a new permanent corrections
facility. Requirements information was contributed from the
Seattle Police Department (SPD), the Seattle Municipal Court
(SMC), and the Seattle Law Department (LAW). The first
section presents statistical trend data about criminal
activity. This is followed by a discussion of operational
and service needs; and the last section contains conclusions

drawn from the above information.

STATISTICAL TRENDS

This section presents data about trends in criminal activity
in Seattle, the King County area, some state-wide activity,
and some national trends. Several policy issues which are
relevant to requirements projections are also discussed.

- Population: While the population of Seattle is expected
to increase slightly over the next thirty years (to
about 594,000, or about 4.7 percent growth by 2010), the
growth in the County as a whole is expected to surge, as

follows:

- 1990 population -- 1,461,000
- 2020 population -- 2,115,000

Seattle currently accounts for about 35 percent of King

County's population; by 2020 this proportion is exp&acted
v dz0p tOo under 28 percent. (Population forecasts ars

o tas PSCCG.)

- Calls-tor-Service: Exhibit 1* shows the increase in
calls-for-service (CFS) over the 1970-1988 period; dur-
ing this period the number of sworn personnel and the
population of Seattle were basically stable. Exhibit 2
shows that the number of incidents and dispatched car
runs (actual dispatches of at least one patrol car)
increased during the 1980-1989 period. Thus, it is
‘expected that with the additional police officers
recently hired the upward trend of the CFS workload

rs
[
3

~

*  All exhibits are at the end of this document.
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ef:ect on the workload and/or the capacity of the

will continue at least at the same rate as before (and
possibly even at a higher rate for the next few years).

Downtown Growth: Exhibits 3 and 4 are projections of
downtown office space and housing units to the year

2000. These data reflect that there are unique public
safety service needs associated with the downtown area
that are not obvious when simply looking at general popu-
lation trends. .The range.of growth in Exhibit 3 indi-

‘cates that there will be the equivalent of between six

and ten new Columbia Centers in downtown Seattle by the
year 2000.

This trend is expected to contribute to the growth in
calls-for-service; and to also increase the general
level of traffic and pedestrian congestion in the down-
town core area. The traffic and parking issues will
need to be addressed in the siting of new facilities

anywhere in the City.

Crime Trends: Exhibit 5 shows that crimes have been
increasing for the ten largest cities in the State. .
Exhibit 6 reflects the same trend for violent crimes.
Exhibit 7 shows that the trend is also up nationally, as-

reflected by felony convictions.

Drug Crime Trends: Exhibit 8 shows the dramatic
increases in drug arrests over the 1984-1988 period.
Exhibit 9 shows other indicators of the increase in the

- drug problem; this data is specific to SPD enforcement

efforts.

Other Target Crimes: Over the last several years a num-
ber of crimes have been targeted for special. enforcement
efforts. These include Domestic Violence, Child Abuse,
Drunk Driving, and Sexual Predator-type of crimes.- The
result of this targeting usually results in a sharp
increase in the number of reported cases and arrests;
Exhibits 10 and 11 indicate the increases in the
Domestic Violence area.

=re also sevcral pslicy icsues which can have an

criminal justice system, including:

The trend to increase the range of offenses classified
as felonies

‘The introduction of mandatory sentencing

The tendency toward longer sentences in general

The increase in violent crimes

The dramatic increase in and public awareness of gang-
related crimes



The introduction of the "community/policing” strategy
into police departments, and the typical increase in
reported crimes as a result of improved community/police

relations -

The decrease in the funding for and ¢apac1ty to handle
people with mental health problems; urban areas appear
to be particularly hard hit by this situation -

The development of more types of diversion programs in
an attempt to reduce incarceration of specific popula-

tions

‘The Federal Government has indicated plans to construct
a new corrections facility in the downtown core area.
The impact of this facility (and its possible work
release components) has not yet been fully analyzed.

OPERATIONAL AND SERVICE NEEDS

The three criminal justice agencies in the City are respon-
sible for the "inputs" into the County's correctional
facility. The SPD handles the arrest function (which leads
to the County's booking process), with the SMC and LAW

- responsible for the adjudication function ( which leads to
incarceration). The nature and scope of these operations
and their link to County support functions are discussed in
the following sections. Other components of the criminal
justice system, such as work release facilities, are also

discussed in this section.

- SPD: The police make arrests (based on observed or
called-in crimes, and the service of outstanding
warrants). 1In 1989 there were 31,645 people booked in
the County correctional facility (XKCCF) as a result of
SPD actions (up from 17,444 in 1980). These all
involved persons arrested within the City. Seattle con-”,///
tributes approximately 56 percent of the total bookings
intc the XCCF. Exhibit 12 indicates that about 60 per-
cani are releoased within 72 hours.

he basic need of the police is a booking facility in a
centrally located area to minimize travel requirements,
with easy access to the facility. Once people are

. incarcerated, the police have little contact with them

except for occasional interviews with sentenced offend-
ers about other cases or incidents.



SPD officers and detectives need the Superior Court
facilities in close proximity due to the ongoing
requirement for testimony in court cases. The need to
reduce potential travel time for court testimony is also

‘an 1ssue in some SMC cases.

SMC:

This is a court of limited jurisdiction and han-

dles misdemeanor cases only. The SMC is involved in the
-- process in the following sequence: ==

LAW:

Intake -- The SMC operates a screening function 24
hours per day in order to make decisions about
releasing/incarcerating persons booked in the KCCF
for crimes in Seattle. Depending on the nature of
the crime, the person can be held for arraignment,
or released on bail or personal recognizance.
During this screening process the SMC staff need to
interview the person and gather information perti-
nent to the release question. The SMC also oper-
ates a cashier function in order to collect money

when people post bail.

Arraignment -- This is where a person is formally
charged, and. involves LAW and Public Defender
staff. Attorneys from both of these agencies need
access to defendants (LAW communicates with defen-
dants through their defense attorneys) to conduct
interviews about the cases. The arraignment needs
to take place near the booking/holding facility in
order to reduce prisoner transportation and staff

travel costs. .
Pre-Trial Hearings/Trials/Sentencing ~-- These three

- steps involve similar needs to the Arraignment
-process. The defendants are required to be present

in court, and their transportation and staff travel
costs need to be kept to a minimum.

The LAW handles both criminal and civil cases for

the City, which are discussed in the following
sections:

The LAW processes most misdemeanor crimes committed
in Seattle, and these cases are tried at the SMC.

All felony crimes committed in the City are trans-
ferred to the County Prosecutor's Office, and are
handled in the King County Superior Court. SPD
personnel are required to testify in cases proc-
essed in both courts, and travel time needs to be

kept to a minimum.

The Law handles appeals involving misdemeanor crimi-
nal cases, and these are conducted in Superior '



Court. No defendants or witnesses need to be
present because these appeals are only about legal
issues (the appeals are based on the Rules for
Appeal in Courts of Limited Jurisdiction).

The LAW also handles the civil cases for the City,
and most civil litigation 1s conducted at the
Superior Court. Close proximity to the Superior
Court is vital for LAW attorneys.—- -

Work Release Facilities -- The City of Seattle contains

all of the work release facilities operating within the
County. However, only 36 percent of the total work
release group live in Seattle and only 49 percent haw.

jobs in Seattle. _

The City also houses 48 percent of the State's work
release prisoners, although King County and Seattle com-
bined account for only 24 percent of the total State

work release group. -

CONCLUSIONS

Based on the current and projected needs with respect to
Seattle's and the region's criminal justice system
operations, the following conclusions are presented.

Additional jail capacity'is needed in order to enable
the overall criminal justice system to function

‘properly. The current lack of capacity presents police -

(with respect to citing or arresting), prosecutors
(with respect to deciding what to charge the defendant
with), and judges (with respect to the appropriate
sentence), with a situation that constrains or limits.
their ability to properly carry out the intent of the

law and protect the public.

Despite the projected stable population in Seattle, the
rapid and large growth expected in the rest of the
County will have an adverse impact on the City because
~nf its role as the main urbken center in the aiea.

The concept to develop "regional justice centers"” is
logical based on the projected growth in the south and

eastern parts of King County.

Based on historical data and the factors noted above, it
appears that Seattle will continue to experience growth
in their calls-for-service and that the downtown core
area will become even more congested and present special
problems with the provision of public safety services.

Regardless of how facilities are configured in a
regionel approach, the Seattle criminal justice agencies

c



need the following types of support services in close
proximity to their offices:

The police need access to a booking/temporary hold-
ing facility (up to 72 hours). For example, it is
estimated that by the year 2000, there will be
approximately 50,000 bookings per year. This
translates into an additional 29 to 43 officers
depending on the increased travel time to a _
facility. (For the purpose of this project, it is
assumed that the facility will be in the South
County area and that the increased travel time will
range from between 1 and 1.5 hours round trip.)

The SMC needs to be close to the temporary
booking/holding facility, which should have provi-
sions for a 24 hour per day probation/cashiering
function. Close proximity is also important for
transporting prisoners to and from court. (Video
arraignments are feasible but defendents must
appear in court for pre-trial hearings and trials.)

The LAW needs to be near the King County Superior
Court in order to handle civil litigation cases for

the City.

It is possible that additional diversion programs will
be able to reduce the overall crowding in the KCCF to
some extent. However, even if it is possible to divert
additional categories of people, a centralized facility
will be needed to handle the initial screening

function.

(Ref. C53 RT09240.1-.6)
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Exhibit 3

GROWTH IN DOWNTOWN SEATTLE OFFICE S?ACE

1979-2000 .
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Exhibit 4

GROWTH IN DOWNTOWN SEATTLE HOUSING UNITS
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Exhibit & -

Part | Crimes and Clearances: 198)-]988
10 Largest Cities

As previously mentioned, there has been a substantia) growth in Part 1}
crimes in Washington's larger cities. During that same period, the
proportion of ‘those crimes cleared by arrest have remained relatively
constant. In 1981, roughly 22 percent of all Part 1 crimes were cleared.
-In 1988, 21.4 percent were cleared. As the ?nph indicates, almost eighty—
percent of all Part 1 crimes go unsolved in the state's larger cities.
However, the growth in Part 1 crimes has required the allocation of
additional law enforcement personnel for follow-up and investigation

Number of Part { Crimven &d.m\tn

activities.
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Exhibit 6

Violent Crimes: Statewide and 10 largeﬁt Cities
1981-1988 |

A the following graph {ndicates, not only have the Part 1 crimes

increased since 1981, but also that component representing crimes against
persons. Such crimes include: wurder, non-negligent mansaughter, rape,
robbery, and aggravated assauit. As is indicated in the graph, violent
crimes in the aggregate have grown from 18,380 in 1981 to 21,033 in 1988,
or by about percent. However, the state’s 10 largest cities,
representing about one-fourth of the state’s population, are the location
of almost 60 percent of all violent crimes. Since 1981, the number of
violent crimes within the 10 largest cities has increased by 32 percent,
or more than twice as fast as the growth rate in the remainder of the

state.

Violent Crimes*: Statewide & 10 Largest Cities |
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Exhibit 8

Felony Drug Arrests: 10 Largest Washington Cities
. 1984-1988

As 1s shown below, felony drug ‘u‘-reit"s_ have increased drammatically in the

state’s lirgest cities. Since 1984, felony drug arrests have increased
from 1926 to a level of 7575 1n 1988, a growth of almost 300 percent in 4
years., While the felony drug problem tends to be associated with larger
cities, a sample of crime reports from intermediate sized Jurisdictions
indicates comparable growth in drug arrests in many of the state's medium

sized Jurisdictions,

Felony Drug Arrests: 10 Largést Washington Cities?

1984-88
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:§ 249
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TRANSPORTATION ANALYSIS

Introduction

The purpose of this analysis is to estimate the transportation
impact of a Suburban Regional Justice Center upon the regional law
enforcement agencies located outside the Seashore region. In
addition, this analysis may suggest gdgeneral zones within King
-County which offer the most accessibility to the reglons with the
highest forecasted use.

The intent of this research was not to recommend a specific site or
to project exact travel times, but more importantly, to gauge the
differential travel time to hypothetical Suburban Regional Justice
Centers as compared to a downtown Seattle location.

Methodology

A computer simulation model of the King County road network
(EMME/2) was used to generate the time travel contours for several
locations within the five planning regions. The model, developed
by the Transportation Planning Section in the Roads Divisions, is
based upon 1987 road network and volumes. The maps produced by the
model show the estimated travel time from a selected point of
origin in ten minute increments. The travel contours were adjusted
for rated speeds and capacities experienced during the peak hours.
At least twelve reasonable points of origin were chosen for the
simulation to roughly correspond to the location of regional law
enforcement agencies.

Two broad geographic zones were outlined to allow for a southeast
and/or northeast justice center. The southeast zone was developed
by estlmatlng the area most accessible to all the designated points
of origin in the South and Renton planning regions. Similarly, the
northeast 2zone was developed based upon the Northeast, Issaquah,

and Renton planning regions.

The travel times from each point of origin to the two zones were
estimated and compared to the travel time from the same points to
downtown Seattle. The number of projected trips for each region
are displayed below. '

BOOKINGS/TRIPS
Regions AVG 1988-89 YR 2000 YR 2010
Northeast 3,300 6,000 7,900
Issaquah : 400 1,600 2,700
Renton 1,800 4,500 6,600
South 7,000 13,200 17,000




Transportation Analysis
Page 2

Observations

From several designated points in the South and Renton planning
regions, the potential savings in transport time to a hypothetical
southeast regional Jjustice center would vary from 2zero to 35
minutes per one way trip compared to travelling to downtown
Seattle. Assuming an average savings of 10 minutes each way, these
regions would save an estimated 5900 and 7900 hours in travel time
in the years 2000 and 2010, respectively. In general, law
enforcement agencies in the other planning regions would experience
some or no savings in this scenario. The exception is the northern
perimeter of County where depending on the specific site it is
possible that additional travel time might be incurred.

From several designated points in the Northeast, Issaquah, and
Renton regions, the savings in transport time to a hypothetical
northeast regional justice center would vary from zero to 20
minutes compared to travelling to downtown Seattle. Again assuming
an average savings of 10 minutes each way, these regions would save
an estimated 4000 and 5700 hours in travel time in the years 2000
and 2010, respectively. In general, the impact to law enforcement
agencies in South region may range from no difference up to 15
minutes longer. 1In addition, since the workload volumes in the
South region are the largest of the suburban regions, the overall
increase or negative impact on travel time would be greater than
that experienced by the northern regions in the southeast justice
center scenario.

If the County chooses in Phase II to activate a second regional
facility in addition to downtown Seattle so that suburban
facilities exist in both the southeast and northeast zones, all
suburban law enforcement agencies would likely benefit. Assuming
an average savings of 10 minutes each way, the suburban regions
would save an estimated 11,400 hours in travel time in the year
2010. :

To represent the potential savings in travel time in terms of cost,
an hourly rate of $25 per officer (1990 dollars) can be applied to
the hours saved. Assuming one officer per car-trip, the monetary
representation of the hours saved for law enforcement agencies in
the South and Renton regions for a hypothetical southeast justice
center is $147,500 (5900 hours X $25/hour) in 2000 and $197,500
(7900 hours X $25/hour) in 2010. Since these amounts do not
include the impact to the other suburban planning regions, the
overall suburban savings may be smaller or greater depending on the
specific location.

The monetary representation of the hours saved for law enforcement
agencies in the Northeast, Issaquah, and Renton regions for a
hypothetical northeast justice center is $100,000 (4000 hours X
$25/hour) in 2000 and $142,500 (5700 hours X $25/hour) in 2010.
Again, since these amounts do not include the impact to the other
suburban planning regions, the overall suburban savings may be
smaller or greater depending on the specific location.
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Conclusions

Locating a facility in the =zones identified in southeast and
northeast King County would result in reduced travel time compared
to transporting to downtown Seattle for law enforcement agencies in
or adjacent to the zone in which the facility is located. However,
in both scenarios, the regions not directly serwved by the facility
would realize little savings or perhaps increases in travel time
depending on the specific site. In comparing the two scenarios, a
southeast location of a justice center would likely generate the
greater overall benefits because of the higher volume of bookings
in the South and Renton planning regions.

In summary, location does matter in terms of accessibility of a
justice center to suburban law enforcement agencies. It is
recommended that, if an option with a suburban facility is chosen,
one of the criteria for evaluating the potential sites should be
accessibility to the suburban law enforcement agencies with the
highest anticipated use.



