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KI N G Co U NTY 1200 King County Courthouse

516 Third Avenue
Seattle, WA 98104

Signature Report

September 30, 2003

Motion 11814

Proposed No. 2003-0423.2 Sponsors Gossett

A MOTION approving reports from the executive and
county criminal justice agencies related to the
implementation of Motion 11491 and as requested in the

2003 Budget Ordinance, Ordinance 14517.

WHEREAS, the 2003 Budget Ordinance, Ordinance 14517, contained a proviso
requiring the executive and the county’s criminal justice agencies to provide reports.
identifying plans to identifying policy and operational changes, developing proposals and
identifying cost savings that will contribute to a balanced budget, in conformance with
Motion 11491, and

WHEREAS, the executive and criminal justice agencies havé submitted reports

that comply with the proviso requirements to the satisfaction of the council;




Motion 11814

14 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT MOVED by the Council of King County:

15 The reports related to the implementation of Motion 11491 are hereby approved.
16

Motion 11814 was introduced on 9/8/2003 and passed by the Metropolitan King County
Council on 9/29/2003, by the following vote:

Yes: 13 - Ms. Sullivan, Ms. Edmonds, Mr. von Reichbauer, Ms. Lambert, Mr.
Phillips, Mr. Pelz, Mr. McKenna, Mr. Constantine, Mr. Hammond, Mr.
Gossett, Ms. Hague, Mr. Irons and Ms. Patterson

No: 0

Excused: 0

KING COUNTY COUNCIL
KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON

nthia Sullivan,

ATTEST:

Anne Noris, Clerk of the Council

Attachments A. Executive Proviso Response, B. Superior Court Proviso Response, C. District Court
Proviso Response, D. Prosecutor’s Office Proviso Response, E. Sheriff’s Office Proviso

Response
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April 30, 2003,

The Honorable Cynthia Sullivan - 2 0 0 3. 2 0 5
Chair, King County Council '

Room 1200

COURTHOUSE

Dear.Councilmember Sullivan:

As required by ordinance #14517, 1 am writing to provide the Office of Management and
Budget’s response to two provisos in its budget appropriation. Also included is a motion
approving the enclosed report. The first proviso stated the following:

“Of this appropriation; $25,000 shall be expended or encumbered only
after the council approves by motion a report detailing how the budget
office, or its successor, will meet the provisions of Motion 11491 for the
following executive departments:

A Department of adult and juvenile detention;
B. Department of community and human services;
C. Department of judicial administration; and

. D. Office of the public defender.

“The budget office should submit this report by May 1, 2003. The report -

should, at minimum, contain a detailed and quantified-analysis of each of
“agency’s budget projecting for 2004 through 2006, the quantified

estimates of how each will reduce or otherwise contain: expenditures, and

identify options for reducing the law and’ justice agencies expenditurés. In

addition, the budget office should identify potential alternative sources of

revenues for the law and justice agencies. Finally, the budget office

should provide its projected expenditures/revenue plans for all law and

justice agencies. The projections should identify how the county will meet

its'law and justice responsibilities with declining resources.”

King County is an Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Employer
@ : ~ N » €= 1200
and complies with the Americans with Disabilities Act

1 181 4 i o | _Attézilmehi s
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In addition, this report is in response to a second proviso, which stated:

“Of this appropriation, $5,000 shall be expended or encumbered only after
the council approves by motion a report detailing how the budget office
plans to address declining current expense fund revenues by reducing
internal service fund charges to all county agencies. The budget office
should submit its réport by May 1, 2003. The report should, at minimum:
contain a detailed and quantified analysis of each of internal service fund
agency’s budget projections for 2004 through 2006; identify long-term
cost-saving measures and efficiencies; and estimate the 1mpact of those
measures and efficiencies on CX and non-CX agencies.”

The current expense fund budget outlook for 2004 and beyond is challenging. Core County
services are at risk as the CX Fund continues to face substantial deficits each year. The
Office of Management and Budget’s most recent projections have identified a 2004 deficit of
$21 million, another $21 million in 2005 and $15 million in 2006. Similar deficits are
expected each year thereafter, as the County’s revenues fail to keep pace with the normal
growth of expenditures. Funding of basic county services wﬂl have to be reduced each year
in order to balance to these deficit estimates.

King County will be engaged in budgetrcd_uction strategies for all current expense agencies
for the foreseeable future unless something significant improves the revenue growth
projections that support these functions. Many difficult budget trade-offs will need to be
made by the County Executive and Council in every budget facing them. . It will require the
ongoing participation of the separately elected officials of the government. Their assistance is

-of paramount importance to successfully develop creative and innovative ways of providing
service in the face of continuous budget reductions.-

These are extraordinary times facing King County.. It is appropriate to acknowledge all the
hard work and effort that have gone into the development of the 2002 and 2003 budgets
during the past two years. The efforts of the County Council, the separately elected officials,
the executive directors, and all County employees have been exemplary in responding to this
financial crisis. We have all worked cooperatively to address the financial realities of county
government, while striving to-maintain important publlc services. There is.no one “big fix”
for the challenges facing King County. It will take numerous sizeable changes occurring
every year to solve the budget imbalance that faces Kirig County for the fores¢eable future.

"
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- Thank you for the opportunity to respdnd to these provisos. Please contact SteveVCall,
Director, Office of Management and Budget, at 206-296-3434 if you have any questions.

- King County Executive

cc:  King County Council Members
ATTN: David deCourcy, Chief of Staff
Shelley Sutton, Policy Staff Director
Rebecha Cusack, Lead Staff, BFM Committee
o Anne Noris, Clerk of the Council
- Cal Hoggard, Chief of Staff, King County Executive Office
Maura Brueger, King County Council Relations, King County Executive Office
Steve Call, Director, Office of Management and Budget
Debora Gay, Deputy Director, Office of Management and Budget
Helene Ellickson, Budget Supervisor, Office of Management and Budget
Beth Goldberg, Budget Supervisor, Office of Management and Budget



2003.205
ATTACHMENT A

King County

Office of Management and Budget
King County Courthouse

516 Third Avenue, Room 420

Seattle, WA 98104

(206) 296-3434

ADDRESSING KING COUNTY’S CURRENT EXPENSE DEFICIT

This report is the Executive Tesponse to provisos in the 2003 Adopted Budget concerning plans

to address declining current expense (CX) fund revenues in 2004 and beyond. The report also
responds to provisos that ask for the mmpact of the deficit on the current expense agencies of the
Department of Adult and Juvenile Detention (DAJD), the Department of Community and Human _
Services (DCHS), the Department of Judicial Administration (DJA), and the Office of the Public
Defender (OPD), as well as the deficit’s impact on the internal service funds.

Budget Outlook for 2004 and Beyond

Core County services are at risk for 2004 and beyond as the CX Fund continues to face
substantial deficits each year. ‘The Office of Management and Budget’s most recent projections
have identified a 2004 deficit of $21 million, another $21 million in 2005, and $1'5 million n
2006. Similar deficits are expected each year thereafier, as the County’s revenues fail to keep
pace with the normal growth of expenditures. Funding of basic county services will have to be
reduced €ach year to balance to these deficit estimates. '

CX Fund Deficit: Expenditures Outpace Revenue Growth

| 1 2003 2004 2005 2006

Revenues 496.5 5032 5117 | 522.9 .
Expenditures (491.8) (-52.'3.;8-') (532.0) | (537.65
Additional | @rn 0.8) (0.9) 0.0
R(;serves* :

Deficit - ‘o.o | (21.4) | (_21.2) B (14.7)

*Additional reserves include increases in fund balance to meet 6% reserve requirement, and one-fime expenditure
~ costs. : ‘ : :



Budget Priorities

The Executive’s budget priorities remain unchanged from last year. They are:.

* King County is a regional government.

* Public safety and public health remain our hi ghest priorities.

* Human services and parks, while discretionary services as a matter of law, are vitaily
important to the quality of life. _ - '

* Direct services are of higher priority than administrative functions, except where we must
maintain appropriate controls to assure public accountability. '

* Raising fees is preferable to cutting critical services.

* Contracts for services must seek to recover our full costs.

In the past year, the Executive has pursued a number of initiatives that build upon and reinforce
the strategic direction of King County govemment consistent with these priorities. Examples of
this include the major transition in the parks division of the Department of Natural Resources
and Parks, renegotiating the contract with cities for our provision of jail services, and the '
implementation of community corrections initiatives in the Department of Adult and Juvenile.
Detention.

Outyear Budget Strategies and Initiatives

The Executive is pursuing a number of initiatives that may mitigate the need for dramatic budget
reductions in the coming years. ' ’

First, the Executive is seeking authority for an unincorporated area utility tax from the State
Legislature that will give King County the revenue tools equal to those of any city.
Unincorporated King County 1s, in effect, a city of more than 350,000 residents. The analysis
presented in the 2003 Executive Proposed Bud get identified a subsidy of unincorporated areas
“(both rural and urban) of more than $41 million per year. Excluding Roads, the largest cost of "
unincorporated area services is Law, Safety and Justice functions--and the greatest part of those
costs are attributable to the Sheriff’s Department. An unincorporated utility tax can help create
greater equity for all citizens of King County and mitigate the need for reductions in critical
regional and local services. ' L

Second, the Executive transmitted and the County Council adopted an ordinance to place a

. proposition for a parks levy before the voters this spring. The Metropolitan Parks Task Force
was convened last year and given the challenge of saving the County’s parks system. Parks
absorbed a 35% cut in funding and staffing this year, and has embarked upon dramatic changes;
redefining its mission, scope of services, and financing. The task force has recommended the
County seek a dedicated property tax levy for parks that will reduce CX support of parks to
about $3 million per year (down from the current level of $8 million in 2003).

Page 4



Third, the Executive has put forward a solid waste competition and efficiencies initiative. By
making a long term commitment to staying in the solid waste business, and substantially
reducing our operating costs, the solid waste utility would begin making rent payments of about
$7 million per year to the CX fund for use of the Cedar Hills landfill in 2004. The $7 million
annual revenue stream can be accomplished without raising taxes or increasing rates to
residential and commercial customers who generate waste. The Executive is proposing to
dedicate these funds to support the health and human services departments.

2004 Budget Risks and Challenges

In the face of a continuing CX budget crisis,.the Executive has put forward a number of
proposals. One or more of these proposals would have the effect of substantially reducing the
2004 deficit. However, the national and regional economies show no si gns of recovery and there
remain significant risks that King County’s financial situation could deteriorate further. The
Executive is proceeding with budget planning for 2004 assuming a $21 million deficit.

A significant note of caution relates to the need for a state-“backfill” for public health funding
lost as a result of statewide initiatives repealing certain Motor Vehicle Excise Taxes. At this
time, it appears that the Legislature will provide backfill funding. If not, our budget challenge
could increase by another $10 million in 2004 — from $21 million to $31 million. o

Finally, the Budget Advisory Task Force (BATF) is continuing its review of CX fund activities.
The BATF will be making recommendations regarding both operational efficiencies and budget
priorities, which the Executive fully expects will result in additional budget initiatives that may
refine or enhance our collective efforts to meet the 2004 target. The BATF will issue its final
report in June, 2003. ' ' B

Response to Motion 11491 Conceming DAJD, DCHS, DJA and OPD

Motion 11491 asks the Executive to develop budget projections for 2004 through 2006 for these
four agencies, including how expenditures will be reduced. It also asked the Executiveto”
identify potential alternative sources of revenue for the law and justice agencies. Finally it asked_
the Executive to identify how the county will meet its law and Justice responsibilities with
declining resources.
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Shown bélow is a three-year budget history of Current expense funding for the four departments:

Department 2001 Adopted 2002 Adopted 2003 Adopted
Budget - | Budget Budget

DAID $1019 $108.9 - $103.1

DCHS* $15.6 $14.1 | $10.9

DJA $122 $13.4 8140

OPD $27.7 %274 $29.4

*DCHS includes the Commumty Services Division, and CX transfers for Mental Health, Developmental .
Disabilities, Substance Abuse, Work Training and the Housing Opportunity Fund.

Future Costs and Reductions of These Functions

- It is difficult to predict with any precision what the actual future costs of these four functions will
be-as requested in the Motion 11491. For the sake of this analysis only, it is assumed that these
functions grew at the same rate as CX expenditures overall, some high level projections could be
made using the growth assumptions for the CX fund explained earlier. The table below

compares the normal growth rate with a restricted growth rate necessary to balance to the level of
revenue available to the Current expense fund. '

Norma] vs. Restncted CX Growth Rates

Year | o Normal Growth Rate Réstricted Growth Rate

12004. _157% 1.4%
2005 . 15.9% o 1%
2006 _ 153% . 2.4%

The next table shows what the future cost of these functions would be if they were allowed to
grow at a normal rate. If an assumption was made that each function would be reduced
according to their current share of the CX fund, instead of a normal growth rate, the growth of
these departments would be limited. Growth would be restricted to the level that current expense
revenues could support. Under this assumption, each function would retain their current
percentage of current expense fund support.
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If the normal and restricted growth rates were applied to the expenditure totals of these four
departments, the following reductions would be seen:

04

05

04 Projected | 05 _ Projected
, Projected | Projected | 045 Projected | Projected | 058
Agency |03 Based Based reduction | Based Based reduction’
Adopted | upon upon due to upon upon due to
5-7% 1 '4% hmlted 5'9% I '7% llmlted
Nommal | Limited |® "™ | Nommal | Limited f;‘t’:"h
Growth Growth Growth: Growth _
DAIJD 103.1 109.0 104.6 4.4 110.8 106.4 4.4
DCHS 10.9 11.5 ‘11.1 4 11.8 113 5
DJA 14.0 14.8 14.2 .6 15.1 14.5 .6
OPD 29.4 3‘1.1 29.8 1.3 31.6 304 1.2

Criminal justice agency reductions continued for 2006:

Agency 06 Projected based | 06 Projected based | Projected 06 $
| upon 5.3% Normal | upon 2.4% Limitéd | reduction due to
Growth Growth limited growth
rate -
DAJD 112.0 109 3.0
DCHS 1119 11.6 3
DJA 153 14.8 5
OPD 32.0 {311 9

- Page 7




No Across—fhe—Board Reductions

The above information is presented for illustrative purposes only. The Executive has not and is
not proposing across-the-board percentage reductions in order to balance the budget. The
County’s budget environment is very dynamic. The Executive, with the separately elected
officials (Prosecuting Attorney, Sheriff, Superior and District Courts, and the Assessor) and the
County Council must work through the annual budget process to weigh competing demands for
limited resources. The budget process involves taking advantage of opportunities to reduce
expenditures and increase revenues. Ultimately, the necessary decisions concerning trade-offs

will be made, resulting in a proposed Executive budget that is presented to the Council each year.

Options for Reducing Other Law and Justice Agency Expenditures

' The Executive and the Office of Management & Budget are actively involved with all of the

. criminal justice agencies to find ways to more efficiently provide services. Most notable are the
efforts of the CJ Council and CJ Implementation group. These two groups, both of which
include the active participation of the Executive and OMB staff, have been instrumental in
implementing the community corrections initiatives. These groups continue to meet to identify
additional ways to reduce jail population. In addition, we are working directly with DAJD staff

- to identify non-ADP related efficiencies in its operations. We are currently exploring options for
increasing the staff-to-inmate ratio and the implication of the Hammer settlement. We are also
working cooperatively with the Auditor’s Office and Council staff on the development of a
DAJD Operational Master Plan.

The Executive has actively pursued full-cost recovery contracts for criminal justice agencies that
provide services to municipalities. Last year, we renegotiated our jail contract to develop a
structure that more fully recovers our costs of providing jail services to municipalities. In
addition, the new contract includes terms that responsibly and systematically reduce the cities’
reliance on the King County jails to house their inmates over the next ten years in order to
preserve existing jail space for the anticipated growth in the County jail population. This will
delay the County’s need to build and operate another costly jail facility, saving the County an
estimated $16.4 to $24.3 million in annual capital and operating costs. '

In addition, the Executive has terminated the contract with the cities for the provision of District

Court services. Our analysis shows that we are subsidizing these contracts by approximately $3 -
million per year. Given our current fiscal climate, the Executive believes we can no longer afford
to provide this kind of subsidy to the cities. We are continuing to work with Council staff to
discuss how our analysis was developed and the direction the Executive believes the County
needs to move in.

The Executive recommended and the Council adopted in the 2003 Budget to fund the first phase-
of the LSJ Integration project. By mmproving the linkages in our technology systems, we better -
position our criminal justice agencies to more efficiently and effectively perform their
responsibilities during these times of fiscal constraint. ’
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Potential Alternatives Sources of Revenues fof Law and Justice Apgencies

The Executive is exploring all potential options for increasing revenues for Law and Justice
agencies. Most notably, the County has submitted claims to the State for reimbursement of costs
incurred by the County to process aggravated murder cases over the past two years. King

- County did not receive any funding for our 2001 claim but remains hopeful that we may receive
some relief for our 2002 claim. King County’s 2002 claim totals $8.4 million for 18 active
aggravated murder cases. We continue to also explore other grant opportunities.

Internal Service Budgét Forecasts

An adopted budget proviso asks the Executive to note how it plans to address declining current

expense revenues by reducing internal service fund charges to all county agencies. The proviso

also asks for internal service agency budget projections for 2004 to 2006. Normal rates of

- growth were estimated for each of the Intérnal Service functions represented in this report. The

growth rate for each of the funds was developed using the same parameters as were developed

for the current expense fund forecast. Aggregate growth rates vary among the various funds
because of the unique mix of salaries, benefits and other expenditures for each fund.

Those growth rates are:

Internal Service - 2004 Normal 2005 Normal 2006 Normél

Function Growth Rate - Growth Rate { Growth Rate
| Finance 1535% | 5.28% | 5.03%

Facilities 5.31% 5.24% | 5.0%

Management

Risk Management | 4.97% 4.96% 4.93%

ITS o |s511% 5.06% - |4.86%

Motor Pool 3.60% 3.59% A 3.55%
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When normal growth rates for the Internal Service functions are comparéd to the restricted

growth rates required by limited

current expense reyenues, the following rate restrictions are

seen: : —

{ Agency 04 04 05, 05 06 06 -

' Restricted | Normal = | Restricted | Normal | Restricted | Normal

| Growth minus. Growth minus Growth minus

Rate Restricted | Rate Restricted | Rate Restricted
' Rate - Rate Raie

Finance | 1.4% (3.95%) L7% = - 1 (3.58%) |2.4% (2.63%)

Facilities : : :

Mangt 1.4% 3B.91%) .11.7% (3.54%) 2.4% 2.6%)

Risk’ _ ' : .

Mangt 1.4% (357%) | 1.7% (3.26%) |2.4% (2.53%)

ITS 1.4% (3.71%) 1.7% (3.36%) | 2.4% (2.46%)

{ Motor S ' '

Pool 1.4% (2.02%) 1.7% (1.89%) 2.4% (1.15%)

Listed below are the 03 Adopted Budgets for each Internal Service agency and the projécted
normal growth of each function for 2004-06. When the rates are restricted to the growth levels
~ required to balance the current expense fund, the following levels of reductions are required:

04 04 043 05 05 05 $
- | Projected [ Projected | reduction. | Projected Projected | reduction
Agency |03 Based | Based due to Based Based due to
| Adopted | upon upon Limited upon upon Limited
Normal | 1.4% Growth Normal 1.7% Growth
Growth Limited Rate Growth | Limited | Rate
Growth Growth
Finance _24.9 263 | 253 1.0 26.6 25.7 . 9
Facilities 335 352 339 1.3 35.7 34.5 1.2
Managmt
Risk 24.1 253 245 8 257 | 249 3
Managmt : S
1S - 22.9 24 232 8 24 | 236 3
Tech. '
- { Motor 11.8 12.2 119 3 12.4 12.2 2
Pool ' :
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Internal Service Agency reductions continued for 2006:

Agency 06 Projected based | 06 Projected based | 06 $ reduction due

upon Normal upon 2.4% Limited | to Limited Growth
Growth , Growth - Rate
Finance 27.0 6.3 7
Facilities , 36.2 353 ».9
Management .
Risk Manag_etnent 26.1 955 - | 6
ITS — Tech. 248 242 6
Services ‘ . .
Motor Pool : 12.6 . 124 ' '2,

No Across the Board Reductions -

As stated earlier in this report for CX agencies, the above information is presented for illustrative:
purposes only. The County Executive has not and is not proposing across- the-board reductions
in internal service agencies in order to balance the CX budget. The budget process involves
taking advantage of opportunities to reduce expenditures and increase revenues. Ultimately, the
necessary decisions concerning trade-offs will be made for the internal service funds as part of
the larger Executive proposed bud get process that is presented to the Council each year.

Long-Term Savings Measu-res and Efficiencies in Internal Service Agencies

Internal service fund agencies will develop strategies for achieving a stable and con51stent target
fund balance over time within the framework outlined below:

= Full cost recovery relmbursement rates for all customers including non-County.
* Avoid cross- sub51dlzat1on between lines of business.

= Cost recovery parallels expenditures as closely as possible.

*  Avoid the necessity for both rebates and rate spikes.

Cost§conta1mnent str_ategles will be 1mplemented to reflect:
* Elimination of non-core services.
* Detailed pricing information for services provided.

* Evaluation of level of service and customer need.
= Evaluation of f labor and non- labor overhead costs.
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A pohcy for establishment of a target fund balance mcIudmg the following criteria:

- Workmg capital.

* Price fluctuations affecting both labor and non-labor.

» Equipment replacement.

* Fund-specific reserves as Justlf ed by audit or other requnrements

Differing Rates of Growth for CX and Non-CX Internal Service Users

It is also important to note that internal service rates for Non-current expense agencies can be
allowed to rise above the limitations required of current expense users. If these non-CX funds
are growing in size and therefore demanding a higher level of service, their internal service rates
would grow to reflect both growing demand for services as well as their larger percentage of the
total cost of King County government. '

As seen below, the current expense fund has been decreasing in its percentage of the total cost of
- County government:

CX % of Total KC

Adopted Budget Current Expense All King County Expenditures
_ Year Appropriations- R
2001 491.6 2,233.1 22%
2002 - 493.3 2,937.7 17%
2003 488.6 3,144.7 16% =

As the current expense fund continues to decline in percentage of total County expenditures, its
share of the internal service rates will also decline. In addition, there will need to be a reduction
in the level of internal. support services to current expense users 1n order to balance to the
revenue available to support CX functions.

How Will the County Meet its Service Responsibilities With Declining Revenues?

King County will be engaged in budget reduction strategies for all current expense agencies for
the foreseeable future unless something significant improves the revenue growth projections that
support these functions. Many difficult budget trade-offs will need to be made by the County
Executive and Council in every budget facing them. It will require the ongoing participation of
the separately elected officials of the government. Their assistance is of paramount importance
to successfully develop creative and innovative ways of prov1d1ng service in the face of
continuous bud get reductions. '

The funding mechanisms supportmg the general government functions of County government
. will never keep up with the cost of services as long as there is a continuing gap betwéen the

growth of revenues and expenditures.

The annual budget process requires priority setting among many difficult choices. There is a
need to remain alert to State legislative and economic changes as they impact the budgetary
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future of King County. It is possible that legislative changes may improve the revenue options
available to King County. It is also possible that economic changes could improve or make the
financial picture even more difficult. For example, any significant growth in inflation will cause
the cost of employee salaries to increase and thus add to the deficits facing the government.

Conclusion

These are extraordinary times facing King County. Itis appropriate to acknowledge all the hard
work and effort that have gone into the development of the 2002 and 2003 budgets during the
past two years. The efforts of the County Council, the separately elected officials, the executive
directors, and all County employees have been exemplary in responding to this financial crisis.
We have all worked cooperatively to address the financial realities of county government, while
striving to maintain important public services. There is no one “big fix” for the challenges
facing King County. It will take numerous sizeable changes occurring every year to solve the
budget imbalance that faces King County for the foreseeable future.
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.32'0%§_10% 02‘3 | Attachment 2
Superior Qourt of the State of Washington

for the Qounty of King

Richard D. Eadie - o Fiing Gounty Gourthouse

Fresiding Judge . Seattle, Waskingtan 98104-2381
(206) 295.3035

1

o RECEIVED

May 6, 2003

M MAY 122003
The Honorable Cynthia Sullivan DISTRICT FOUR
Chair, King County Council KING COUNTY COUNGIL
Room 1200
COURTHOUSE L
Re: Response to Motion 11491 Provisions 52 o

S

Dear Councilmember Sullivan: AL b

Attached is the King County Superior Court’s response to the 2003vbudg_;ét"" =2 3
proviso directing the court to provide a report detailing how the SuperiotCourt> '
will meet the provisions of Motion 11491. This analysis includes proposals for-
additional revenue, reduction in jail population, and also changes in caseload
management. While some proposals have been fully developed, others require
further study. Those suggestions which can be implemented soon will be

reflected in the Superior Court's 2004 budget submittal in July 2003. The

benefits of several of the suggestions would carry over to 2005 and 2006.

I will make myself and our staff available to you, or your staff, to answer any
questions you may have about our report.

Richard D. Eadie

PLS:RDE:jmt

H/com/eadie/Response to Moline 11491 040903.doc

€S 1202M



The 2003 King County Superior Court Budget Proviso contains the following:

$50,000 shall be expended or encumbered only after the council approves
by motion a report detailing how the Superior Court will meet the
provisions of Motion 11491. The court should submit its report by May 1,
2003. The report should, at minimum, contain a detailed and quantified
analysis of the court’s budget projections for 2004 through 2006 and its
quantified estimates of how it will reduce or otherwise contain

- expenditures, and identify options for helping reduce other law and justice
‘agency expenditures. In addition, the court should identify alternative
sources of revenues for itself and for the other law and justice agencies.

The Superior Court is engaged in continued budget r,evieW, to assure that all efficiencies

~ and new budget sources have been identified.

The following analysis is offered in response to the 2003 budget proviso:

1. Jail ADP Reduction Through Increase in Good-Time Credit '
SB 5990 increases the amount of earned release time, from one-third to one-half,
that can be earned by certain of our sentenced felon jail population, generally
‘those felony property offenders identified as low-risk, who do not have a criminal
history of sex or other violent offenses. We do no know exactly how many of our
Jail population this will affect, but carly estimates indicate that implementation of
this law may result in a reduction of up to 100 ADP, with a cost reduction of more
than $500,000. King County Superior Court recommends that the County
‘Council immediately prepare an ordinance or policy to implement the earned time
increase, subject to the Governor supporting the bill, which we expect because of
the very strong bi-partisan support for the bill.

2. Criminal Caseload Efficiencies
The Superior Court is actively involved in the work of the Criminal Justice
Implementation Committee, identifying options which may reduce jail or other
system costs. The Community Corrections Division’s creation and management
of alternatives to secure detention, including the use of Electronic Home
Detention, Work/Education Release, Day Reporting Center and Work Crew, has
provided the Superior Court judges, in making independent decisions on
individual cases, with additional options which have been fully utilized. The data
indicating usage of these provided programs shows that several of the programs
are reaching full utilization.

The Superior Court has also proposed, in response to another 2003 Budget
proviso, the development of an Intake Services Unit pilot project. The pilot will
result in increased information being provided by the Community Correction
Division to the Superior Court and others in the criminal justice system on

~ individual cases. This additional information will assist in the decision-making
process, including determination which if any alternatives to incarceration may be
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appropriate on individual cases. The intake services pilot specifically provides
additional information at arraignment, sentencing and perhaps at warrant return to
allow judges to make responsible decisions regarding the use of alternatives to
total confinement; provides for treatment in lieu of incarceration for specified
cases, with an ability to apply the treatment time to required incarceration time;
provides for quicker in-jail competency evaluations; and provides improved
scheduling in order to maximize EHD, WER, Work Crew and Day Reporting
usage. These changes will result in ADP reductions. The report describing the
proposed Intake Service Unit is attached.

. Courtroom Staffing Configuration

We believe that savings can be realized through consolidation of the functions of
our Judicial Assistants and Courtroom Clerks, resulting in a reduction of FTEs,
Courtroom Clerks are Department of Judicial Administration (Executive Branch)
employees, so any consolidation would require a working agreement with the
Executive Branch. Technology improvements in civil case management are also
expected to reduce operating costs. We believe that these changes could result in
an annual savings of up to $500,000. ‘

eW revenue:is in an increase in filing fees from the curretit level of

- $110't0 $200. This increase requires legislative action, which is currently
pending in the legislature.. If passed, this legislation will increase county current.
expense revenues by approximately $1,350,000. As with all fees, exemptions are
provided for low income litigants. =~

Significarit additional revenue can be realized through implementing fees for
filing motions in civil cases, such as cross and counter or third party claims; civil
“discovery” and ex-parte motions; and summary judgment motions. As indicated
in the attachment to this report; annual néw revenue from these sources could be
‘asmuch as $1,750,000. "

‘These ideas are not untested. ‘Several states have had these fees in place for years.
Adoption of state legislation; if required to implement these fees, can only be
accomplished with the lobbying and leadership of the county executive and
legislative branches. The Superior Court will provide technical assistance in any
such effort but does not have legislative lobbying resources.

Superior Court is reviewing existing fees for services in the F amily Court
Services, Adoption, and Diversion programs with the goal of increasing these fees
to reflect the actual cost of providing the services. It is estimated that increasing
these fees would result in increased revenue of $150,000.

Other new fees being considered include a one-time fee for setvices provided to
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juvenile offenders placed on probation, a charge for the preparation of the
adoption checklist, and a charge for services provided through the Adoption
Confidential Intermediary Program. It is estimated that these new fees would

result in an additional $100,000 in revenue for 2004.

t Administrative' Consolidation . - '

5. Distriet:Couitt/S _
The Superior Court and District Court have been working together to determine if
the District Court’s budget history, service levels, caseloads, revenues, collective
bargaining agreement and internal personnel policies to determine if this
. administrative consolidation offers a budget efficiency. This work is nearing

completion but not yet finalized.

Several of these suggestions can be implemented as early as January 2004. The

suggested increases in revenue may be achievable in 2004 or 2005, depending on

necessary state or local legislative action.' The benefits of any consolidation between

Superior Court and the Department of Judicial Administration or District Court will be
Ttealized over a multi year 2004-2006 period.
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Estimate of Potential Revenue for
New Proposed Fees
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$3,100,000

- $1,750,000

$1,350,000
$1,200,000

$300,000

$250,000

Cross/Counter/3rd Party Civil/Domestic Motions -
Claims (3,000x$100) (40,000x$30)

Summary Judgment Claim/Motion Sub-total ~ CiMl Filing Fee Increase to

Grand Total
~Motions (2,000x$125) $200




King Cbunty Superior Court Proviso Requirements:
Included in the Superior Court’s 2003 Budget is a proviso which provides:

“$500,000 and 8.00 FTEs must be used solely for an intake services pilot program for the
Superior Court after Council approval by motion of the court’s plan for this program.
The program should provide resources to the Superior Court’s criminal division to
expedite the release of appropriate offenders awaiting adjudication or to ensure that
offenders are not incarcerated when other appropriate alternatives are available. It is the -
intent of the council that this intake services program provide a new service and not
duplicate the work or reduce the current level of personal recognizance screening and
other release programs, conducted by the department of adult and juvenile detention. The
" Superior Court shall develop a plan for the new unit that incorporates the
recommendations of the adult justice operational master plan, ensures full utilization of
the law justice technology integration plan and implements the recommendations of the
county’s criminal justice council. The court should submit its plan by March 1, 2003.

The plan required by this proviso must be filed in the form of 16 copies with the clerk of
the council, who will retain the original and will forward the copies to each _
councilmember and to the lead staff of the law, justice and human services committee
and the budget and fiscal management committee or their successors.”

Summary of Proposals by King County Superior Court:

This proviso response focuses on 1) expediting the release of appropriate offenders awaiting
adjudication and 2) ensuring that offenders are not sentenced to incarceration when other
appropriate alternatives are available as required by statute. RCW 9.94A.680 provides “For
sentences of nonviolent offenders for one year or less, the court shall consider and give priority
to available alternatives to total confinement and shall state its reasons in writing on the
judgment and sentence form if the alternatives are not used.” This response also describes
potential process improvements which involve the Department of Juvenile and Adult Detention
and the Prosecuting Attorney’s Office that the court believes will reduce the jail population
through improved efficiency and effectiveness in criminal case management.

These proposed intake services will assist the court and others to determine reasonable
alternatives to incarceration by obtaining valuable information more quickly; by providing
longer-term solutions through treatment for those charged with nonviolent crimes involving
drugs or property, and by assuring that the recommendations of the CJ Implementation Group

are implemented, monitored and modified, as appropriate.

In considering an intake services pilot, the Superior Court looked not only at its own operations,
but sought to enhance services available to others involved in the criminal justice system.
Development of the intake services pilot program is based on the enclosed flow chart, with the
portions indicated in blue as the key custodial decision points involving Superior Court.

The Superior Court recommends the following components for inclusion in an intake services
pilot program:



Additional information is needed at arraignment and sentencing to make timely and
informed decisions on release and bail. Jail Screening, which was reduced by 3 FTEs
in 2002, screens a portion of all cases for possible FARR Guideline Releases. In 2002,
the screeners released only 175 non VUCSA FARR and 58 VUCSA FARR. This ,
reduces the population subsequent to booking, but does not assist the court at either in-
custody arraignment or at sentencing, with information pertinent to alternative
placements for detainees who may not have been initially screened.

To more thoroughly review all cases at booking, an estimated 5 FTEs would be needed.
The responsibility of these FTEs would include preparing a summary of booking
information, criminal history, court dates and pending matters. They would also
complete a financial review, helpful to OPD for early assignment of counsel and to DJA
on LFO collection efforts. They could further be used to determine placement via
preliminary ADATSA screening. These positions could be used to complete

- preadjudication screening which would facilitate early placement into alternative

programs. The proposed placement of these positions is into the new Community
Corrections Division, since the positions would focus on placement into the alternative
programs. : ' ' L

Additional background is needed prior to arraignment, sentencing and pérhaps at
warrant return to enable judges to make responsible decisions regarding the use of
alternatives to total confinement. When a judge considers a defendant for possible

alternative placement, the judge must be confident that accurate informatiofi is provided. "
- This accurate information is critical in at least three different points in the detention

process. At each point the possibility of alternatives exists. The first point is when a
defendant’s counsel requests release on Personal Recognizance, but this is denied. If the
judge has accurate information, alternative placement is an option when Personal
Recognizance may not be. Second, during the negotiating phase between defense

.counsel and the Prosecuting Attorney’s Office, a request by defense counsel for an

assessment broadens the options which may be suggested for court consideration. And
third, in preparation for sentencing, a request can be made for an assessment, so that the
Prosecuting Attorney may subsequently recommend alternatives. - The court is also
currently looking at ways to effectively use additional information on warrant returns as
well as to establish a procedure for a “next day” warrant return calendar for those
defendants who fail to appear for various court dates resulting in the issuance of a
warrant as well as for those who have had warrants issued on sentence modifications.

At each of these steps, factual infortnation is critical. The recommendation is for 2
FTE’s, to complete the assessments. This estimate is based on an average of 40 cases per
case worker. The case workers would not be making any decisions regarding release. It
is recommended that these positions also be managed within the new Community
Corrections Division, as part of the appropriate placement into these alternative
programs.

. Pretrial defendants should be offered ti'eatment, and subsequently allowed to apply

that treatment time, if successfully completed, toward any required incarceration
time. Numerous defendants in jail for drug or other nonviolent crimes (pretrial,
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sentenced or sentence violation), have significant drug, alcohol or mental health issues.
‘These issues may have been the underlying factor in committing the crime. Significant
reduction in jail time could be achieved. Additionally, once treatment had concluded,
judicial officers would have further options for placing these individuals into alternatives
to incarceration, such as EHD, WER or Work Crew, for any remaining required time of
sentencing. '

A pilot is proposed, beginning with nonviolent property and drug offenses. In a program
similar to one already implemented in Spokane County, the court would review .
drug/alcohol/mental health data on each eligible defendant at the time of first appearance
- or arraignment to determine if benefits might be realized through treatment. Credit
would be given for time served post-arraignment, at the time of sentencing, for all time
spent in an approved inpatient treatment facility. RCW 9.94A.680(3) provides: “For
offenders convicted of nonviolent and nonsex offenses, the court may authorize county
Jails to convert jail confinement to an available county supervised community option and
‘may require the offender to perform affirmative conduct pursuant to *RCW 9.94A.607.
For sentences of nonviolent offenders for one year or less, the court shall consider and
give priority to available alternatives to total confinement and shall state its reasons in
writing on the judgment and sentence form if the alternatives are not used.” RCW
9.94A.680(3) allows conversion of jail time to “an available county supervised
community option”. This may eliminate the ability to use private, but state certified,
- treatment programs. A legislative change is currently pending to make full use of the
‘provision. A suggestion has been made to change “supervised” to “approved.”

- We believe that implementation of a similar program in King County could have
significant impact on jail population. ' '

As arelated matter, the Felony Arraignment Notification program (FAN) should receive
ongoing funding. FAN, which is operated by DAJD, has been highly successful in
reducing the need for warrants for defendants who fail to appear for a court hearing. The
effect of the FAN program in Kent has resulted in significant savings. Planning for
expansion of the program into Seattle is currently underway. A similar proportionate
. benefit is anticipated for Seattle. It is our understanding that this project is currently
. funded from the Inmate Welfare Fund, which begins to run a negative balance in 2004.
. The negative balance is due in part to the reduction in jail population and the _
corresponding reduction in collect telephone calls made by inmates, which is the revenue
-source for the Inmate Welfare Fund. Given the significant program value, ongoing
funding appears appropriate.

Quicker in-jail competency evaluations are needed. The criminal department
encounters numerous cases in which the mental health of the defendant may be an issue. A
- review of in-jail competency evaluations indicates that a minimum of 104 such evaluations
are ordered annually by the court. In a random sampling of 19 in-jail evaluations ordered
by the court, between July 1, 2002 and January 10, 2003, the following was indicated:



# of . .. : .
" cases Delay in Receiving Report- Jail Days
1 >30days 30
5 20-30 days ' 100
10 10-19 days - 100
3 | <10 days -
19 | 230

While the evaluations are being completed, the defendant remains in jail. Jail time may
be saved if, when a mental health specialist meets with the defendant in jail, a more rapid
assessment is completed. Faster in-jail evaluations could help reduce the ADP by either
getting the defendant back on the speedy trial clock or sending the defendant to Western
State Hospital for competency restoration. Based on the sampling of the 19 random
cases, an estimated 1,050 total jail days could have been saved, assuming that a mental
health specialist could have completed an assessment within five days, for all defendants
in the sampling. ’ : :

To accommodate this need, the new services available at the Seattle Justice Center should
be fully utilized. - Of specific potential benefit is using the connection with Western State
Hospital. For Seattle Municipal Court, the Program for Forensic Evaluations in _
Corrections and the Community (PFECC) provides pretrial criminal forénsic evaluations

~=-on issues of Competency to State Trial; Mental State at the Time of Offense, and

‘Dangerousness. If Western State Hospital has staff available at the Seattle Justice Center
who could go to the jail and complete in-jail competency evaluations, this would reduce
jail days (see item 1). The Resource Center also provides Job Readiness Training, .

. Mental Health Services (Seattle Mental Health), DOC Moral Reconation Therapy =

~ (MRT), Access to BI — an Electronic Home Monitoring Vendor, a DSHS outstation for

services, and the King County Housing Voucher Case Management Project. This later

Jprogram may be of benefit to the Superior Court’s Drug Court program.

Preemptive forced medication hearings should be eliminated. Forced medication
hearings are held to preemptively establish, prior to transport to Western State Hospital,
that the defendant will not be required to take medication, if recommended at Western
State. The law permits the court to compel that forced medication will not occur. These
hearings can delay transport by 2 to 4 weeks, for each defendant. Of the nire
competency hearings in Seattle in January 2003, 7 required forced medication hearings,
with one hearing being stricken before the hearing. Assuming that 6 hearings occur each.
month and that each hearing delays transport by 3 weeks (21 days), 126 jail days could

~ have been saved per month, or 1,512 jail days per year. - '

To maximize EHD, WER, work crew and day reporting, additional liaison and
scheduling is necessary. Similar to work performed by supervised release, the
placement of at least one scheduling clerk is recommended at both courthouses. The
scheduling clerk would be responsible for a variety of tasks, including receiving the
reports of compliance or non-compliance on Electronic Home Detention cases; serving as
a liaison between the court, jail and Prosecuting Attorney on EHD, WER, WC or DRC
program issues; setting the EHD and WER hearings; and assuring no delays in SRA
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calendar scheduling. The scheduling clerks would focus on accouﬁtability and
administratively implementing all other CJ Implementation Committee
recommendations. :

Changes to increase use of EHD are already well under way. Potential jail savings also
.exist on the in-custody SRA calendar. Changes made to the in-custody SRA calendar in
early 2002 have significantly reduced strikes from the calendar. On average, it now takes
10 days from booking to be heard on the SRA calendar, with 67% receiving additional
time after their hearing date. Even so, 19% of the cases continue to be striken from the

calendar, and of those 19%, it took 32 days from booking to modification hearing
* (excluding people with new felony charges). Of those stricken, 50% were released on the
day of their sentencing with credit for time served; half received additional time after the
sentence. The scheduling clerks could be given additional responsibility to reduce the 32
‘'day delay through improving coordination between scheduling agencies and the court.
The proposed placement of these positions is into the Community Corrections Division.

The FARR Guidelines should be reviewed and possibly expanded. In 1980, the
FARR program was implemented, giving DAJD authority to implement an administrative
release program for persons not yet appearing before a judge and who were beingheld -
without bail on investigative holds. While the FARR Guidelines remain in place, the
number of people released pursuant to the FARR Guidelines has dropped from 30% of all
releases in 1990, to 5% in 2000. A review of the FARR Guidelirieis is appropriate. A

- large percentage of property offenders are never charged, so early release should perhaps
be considered. According to the AJOMP — Felony Report, a review of felony
investigation bookings revealed that only 4% of property crimes were charged within

- three judicial days and 41% were not charged within three years following the booking.
In addition, in 1991, the guidelines were changed to deny release of “drug traffickers.”
This definition is broad and no review of the effect of this language has ever been
completed. ' ' ’

- Reinstituting the FARR Guidelines was recommended as part of the AJOMP report.
While concern was raiséd by the Prosecuting Attorney’s Office and police regarding
inclusion of property offenders, the possibility of applying FARR Guidelines to certain
drug related cases should remain an option for discussion. If the FARR Guidelines are -

reinstituted, administrative support in DAJD may be appropriate to assist with
compliance monitoring. - - ’ :

Work crew should be expanded to include sentenced felony cases. According to the
DAJD variance report, use of work crew already significantly exceeds goal. Perhaps
further capacity in this program should be developed.



Costs/Benefits

The Budget proviso provided up to 8 FTE and $500,000 to form an Intake Services pilot
program, based on 6 months of operation. While still preliminary, the estimated costs of
establishing this unit include the following: '

Costs :
1. Additional Information at Arraignment
5 FTE Case Workers : $335,000
Range 52 '
2. Quicker In-Jail Competency Evaluations
Contract Estimate | $60,000
3. " Alternatives to Incarceration Liaison and Scheduling :
- 2 FTE Scheduling Clerks : $106,244
Range 47 : '
4. Assessments Prior.to EHD Placements
' 2 FTE Case Workers $119,602
5. Treatment for Pretrial Defendants o
' 1 FTE Case Manager (Range 58) o $74,374 .
* Treatment Funding ' $ (Separate source)
6. FAN ' | : Encourage ongoing funding
from Inmate Welfare Fund
7. Expansion of Work Crew ' To be determined
Total:
10 FTE’s
$695,220 Annualized



Office of the Presiding Judge
W1034 King County Courthouse
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Seattle, Washington 98104

Telephone: (206) 205-9200 g . )
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J. Wesley Saint Clair Tricia L. Crozier
Chief Presiding Judge : Chief Administrative Officer
May 2, 2003 %3
=
The Honorable Cynthia Sullivan 02
Chair, King County Council =
Room 1200
COURTHOUSE

Dear Councilmember Sullivan:

Ordlnance #14517 requires the Executive to prepare a response to the followmg budget
proviso:

“Of this appropriation, $10,000 shall be expended or encumbered
only after the council approves by motion a report detailing how the district
court will meet the provisions of Motion 11491. The court should submit its
report by May 1, 2003. The report should, at minimum, contain a detailed
and quantified analysis of the court’s budget projections for 2004 through
2006 its quantified estimates of how it will reduce or otherwise contain
expenditures and identify options for helping reduce other law and justice
agency expenditures. In addition, the court should identify alternative
sources of revenues for itself and for the other law and justice agencies.

The report required by this proviso must be filed in the form of 16
copies with the clerk of the council, who will retain the original and will
forward copies to each Councilmember and to the lead staff of the law,
justice and human services committee and the budget and fiscal
management committee or their successors.”

| have already submitted the court’s report in the form of a letter dated April 30, 2003. |
am transmitting to you with this letter a motion for approval of the report dated April 30,
2003.

%bmx

King County District Court Attachment (. yb Caldone ke



The Honorable Cynthia Sullivan
May 2, 2003
Page Two

Thank you for your consideration of the proviso response. | look forward to discussing
these materials with the Law, Justice and Human Services Committee chaired by Larry
Gossett. If you have any questions, please contact Tricia Crozier, Chief Administrative
Officer, at 206-296-3589. '

J. Wesley Saint Clair
Chief Presiding Judge

Cc:  King County Councilmember
Attn: David deCourcy, Chief of Staff
Shelley Sutton, Policy Staff Director :
Rebecha Cusack, Lead Staff, BFM Committee
Anne Noris, Clerk of the Council
Tricia L. Crozier, Chief Administrative Officer, District Court
Donna K. Brunner, Director of Budget & New Development, District Court -



.. Title

A MOTION adopting the King County District Court’s Report
regarding its 2004 through 2006 budget projections in response
to a proviso outlined in the 2003 Budget Ordinance, Ordinance
#14517 referring to Motion 11491.

.. Body

| WHEREAS, the 2003 Budget Ordinance, Ordinance 14517 contained

a proviso réquiring District Court to provide a repért by May 1, 2003,

identifying plans for meeting the $1.2 million target reduction in 2003.

WHEREAS, District Court has submitted a réport that complies with
the proviso requirements to the satisfaction oyf the council;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT MOVED by the Council of King
County: The District Court response to the proviso related to the 2003
Budget Ordinance, Ordinance 14517, is hereby approved and District Court
1s hereby authorized to expend or encumber the $10,000 being held under

this proviso.



King County District Court

Office of the Presiding Judge
W1034 King County Courthouse
516 Third Avenue
Seattle, Washington 98104
Telephone: (206) 205-9200
Fax: (206) 296-0596

J. Wesley Saint Clair o Tricia L. Crozier
Chief Presiding Judge , _ . Chief Administrative Officer
Apnil 30, 2003

The Honorable Cynthia Sullivan
Chair, King County Council
Room 1200

King County Courthouse

Re: Proviso — Meeting the Provisions of Motion 11491
Dear Councilmember Sullivan:

Thank you for the opportunity to submit ideas regarding the District Court’s budget for the
upcoming years. As you know, the King County District Court has suffered enormous budget .
cuts over the past several years. The District Court’s budget reductions have been
disproportionately larger than many other King County departments, and the largest of the
criminal justice agencies when compared to each agency’s budget.

The District Court’s losses include nearly 60 people (33 of which were actually laid off and the
remainder through a hiring freeze) plus the closure of two court facilities. There have been many
anticipated and unanticipated increases in the Court’s workload caused by the closures of Renton
and Federal Way, including the fact that for every case that was transferred to another division
from those courts, two separate data bases must now be accessed by the staff and judges in order
to develop an accurate history and status of the case. Additionally, workspace has become so
limited that some of our active files must be kept in (already full) storage containers in the
parking lot at the Kent courthouse.

Due to our current understaffing levels, the Court has been struggling to meet its service
standards to the public in many areas. There has been an amazing team effort to “keep the ship
afloat” by everyone involved, including the judges. The District Court is struggling on all fronts
to get caught up on its work, to maintain the level of accuracy and care required, and to provide
the customer service that is reasonable to expect from a District Court. We can honestly say that
our efforts to cooperate with the Executive’s and the Council’s requests to tighten our belt has
resulted in our squeezing the lifeblood out of every cent allocated to the District Court budget.

Not only have we been cooperating, we have been leaders in reducing the average population of
the jail and in implementing valuable programs such as the relicensing program, mental health
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court and domestic violence court. On the other hand, we are not proud of our phone tree system
that we have been forced to implement or the delays in civil cases and other matters that are
unavoidable under the circumstances.

It has been extremely difficult for District Court to make these very tough decisions over the last
years. Perhaps the most troubling of all was the necessity of laying off much needed staff. In the
past District Court had always found ways to meet our budget reductions by reducing line items
and through the use of attrition. The budget office recently handed out a spreadsheet (attached)
showing the FTE level by CX Department from 1999 through 2003. District Court was surprised
to note that while its FTE level had been reduced all other criminal Justice agencies had actually
increased their FTE level during this time frame:

Recap of Budget Office Spreadsheet

Agency 1999 FTEs | 2003 FTEs FTE

Change |
District Court* . 254.4 212.9 -41.5
Superior Court** 270.5 370.0 +99.5
Judicial Administration 175.0 202.0 +27.0
Prosecuting Attorney*** 443.1 465.1 +22.0
Sheriff*** ‘ 872.0 941.0 +69.0
Adult and Juvenile Detention 818.0 917.0 +99.0.
Public Defense*** 23.5 25.5 +2.0

*60 people reduced totaling 41.5 FTEs. .
**Most of this increase may be due to a merger with Juvenile Probation.
##*This increase may be due to the Ridgeway case and/or contract backed.

In spite of being stretched too thin already; the District Court continues to search for new ways to
achieve further savings of the county’s limited dollars and to increase revenue. The budget office
1s recommending that District Court meet a $1.2 million budget reduction in 2004. In the years
2005 and 2006 District Court will be expected to take similar cuts in the budget.

Our plan for meeting the $1.2 million target reduction in 2004 is;

* District Court will assume collection of our probation fees. Currently the finance office is
collecting the probation fees on behalf of District Court. The Court already collects the
fines, fees and assessments it imposes. This will eliminate duplicate work by two
agencies and confusion to defendants - a savings to the county and the District Court of
approximately $600,000. '

* District Court recommends not filling the Judicial position left vacant by Judge Wacker’s

passing. This will save judicial salary, benefits, and pro tem time totaling approximately
$185,000.
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* District Court anticipates exceeding projected revenues for 2003 by $500,000-$700,000.
(District Court has exceeded its target revenue number every year since 1999. In 2002 we
exceeded our projected revenues by more than $700,000.) Although the budget office has
not recently given the Court credit for exceeding revenue projections, the extraordinary
circumstance and the historical ability of the Court to exceed projections warrants such
credit. Credit for exceeding revenue projections of $415,000 is being requested.

District Court is unable to give details of how it will reduce its budget in future years because
certain significant legislative and executive decisions affecting the District Court are not
available to us at this time. Specifically, the District Court’s budget decisions will be molded by
outcomes in three areas: long-term facilities plans; legislation on the number of judges; and
decisions on contracting with cities for court services.

The District Court has been reduced from nine divisions to three divisions with multiple
locations. Executive Sims has stated that the locations will also be reduced to three. The
executive has promised to provide a long-term facilities plan, however, has not yet done so.
Current contract obligations with cities require the current number of locations. F urthermore,
there is no facility in the East Division or the South Division that can accommodate the workload
and staff for the entire division, even if all the contracts with the Cities were not renewed. The
Court has proven that it will close facilities when appropriate, however, closing facilities is not a
viable option at this time. '

The legislature is currently considering three bills that could have drastic effects upon the District
Court:

 The bill reducing the number of District Court judges in King County from 26 to 21
and allowing King County to leave vacant judicial positions if the number of judges
remaining exceeds the number approved by the legislature; and ' '

* The Governor’s proposed budget that would eliminate the type of probation that is
currently being handled by.our Department of Corrections probation contract unit.

* Legislation giving long-arm jurisdiction to District Court on SPAM cases under -
$50,000 and allowing filing of SPAM cases in Small Claims Court for minor
amounts.

The judicial bill is currently on the governor’s desk awaiting signature. The number of judges
will be reduced from 26 to 21 with the ability to leave vacancies unfilled. District Court will use
Judicial vacancies, as they occur, to meet target reductions and is including the first vacancy in its
2004 proposal. However, if additional vacancies do not occur, the savings obtained by reducing
the number of judges won’t be realized until the 2007 budget.

District Court has a contract with the Department of Corrections to provide probation services on
some of the lower level offender cases. The Governor’s proposed budget would eliminate
probation for some of those cases. This contract is revenue backed. Reduction of the program,
(by staff reductions thru layoffs) would coincide with reduction of the revenue. Although, the
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future of this program is unknown, District Court anticipates the changes will have a neutral
budget effect.

The Executive, the Council, the Court and the Budget Advisory Task Force are looking into the
issue of what, if any, relationship should continue to exist between our contract cities and the
county. Each of these issues could drastically affect the quantity and timing of budget cuts that
could be absorbed by the court. The Court’s current contracts with the cities run through
December 31, 2004. This means new cases will continue to be filed in District Court for the
entire year of 2004. If these contracts are terminated, the Court anticipates it will take another
year at current staffing levels to process the work associated with these filed cases. It is crucial to
note that if the contracts are terminated new cases will cease to be filed as of J anuary 2005 (and
the revenue from new filings will cease as of January 2005), while the number of judges cannot
be reduced until January 2007- unless there are retirements during that time period.

Courts process a tremendous amount of paper filings yearly. District Court is no exception. The ‘
staff processes over one million pieces of paper every year. The cost of file folders is
approximately $40,000 annually. It takes a significant amount of facility space to store these
folders, net to mention the space at archives to store them. Superior Court has implemented an
Electronic Court Records (ECR) system and shreds its paper documents 30 days after scanning.
District Court is examining joint utilization of Superior Court ECR system. The long-term
savings in supplies, facilities and storage appear to be well worth the cost of this program. The
Court is currently analyzing the costs of ECR and will include a request for funding in its 2004
budget package.

One possible long-term solution to containing trial court costs is to have a consolidated court
system. From a user’s perspective, the ideal would be, to have all King County municipal courts,
district court, superior court and department of judicial administration consolidated into one trial
court level, with a significant amount of state funding. Merging the Department of Judicial
Administration (DJA) with Superior Court would seem to be the logical first step. Consolidation
of courts is a major undertaking and is not something that can be done overnight. The use of
ECR by the District Court and Superior Court would be a logical and necessary next step in any
trial court consolidation in King County.

Seventeen cities contract with District Court for court services. The contracts are paid through a
75/25 split in revenues. The County receives 75% of the revenue and the city retains 25% of the
revenue. The District Court agrees that this current contract does not fully recover the cost of
providing city services. The County should renegotiate the contract to increase the County’s
portion of the revenue, thereby eliminating the subsidy and continue working towards the long-
term goal of trial court coordination. In 2002 the cities 25% portion of the revenue was
approximately $1.1 million.

The District Court has implemented specialty courts (Relicensing Court, Mental Health Court
and DV Court), handles felony-expedited hearings for Superior Court, and actively uses jail
alternative programs when appropriate. The combined use of these new programs has helped
District Court reduce its use of the jail by 32% in the last year. Terminating the city contracts and
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creating additional municipal courts will further fracture the courts of limited jurisdiction in King
County and reduce the efficiencies gained through these new programs.

The area of District Court services that draws the most funds from the general fund is the civil
case types. The filing and administrative fees in District Court support only a minimal portion of
the cost to provide the services. These fees are all set by state statute and have not been increased
for several years. Superior Court is allowed by state statute to collect many fees for services that
District Court is required to provide for free. District Court proposes that the civil fees be
reviewed and legislation drafted to bring them more in line with the cost of service. I believe that
the Board for Judicial Administration Trial Court Funding Task Force created by the Washington
State Supreme Court is looking at this issue.

The District Court appreciates the cooperation and candid discussions which have been held with
the Executive, members of the Council and the budget staff during these difficult fiscal times,
and looks forward to further discussions as the County proceeds through the budget process.

J. Wesley Saint Clair
Chief Presiding Judge

Cc:  King County Council members
ATTN: David deCourcy, Chief of Staff
Shelley Sutton, Policy Staff Director
Rebecha Cusack, Lead Staff, BFM Committee
Anne Noris, Clerk of the Council
King County Executive Ron Sims
King County Sheriff Dave Reichert
The Honorable Norm Maleng, King County Prosecutor _
The Honorable Richard Eadie, Presiding Judge, King County Superior Court
The Honorable Corinna Harn, Assistant Presiding Judge, District Court (KCDC)
District Court Judges, KCDC
Tricia L. Crozier, Chief Administrative Officer, KCDC
Paul Sherfey, Chief Administrative Officer, Superior Court
Steve Call, Director, Office of Management and Budget
Steve Thompson, Director, DAJD :
Jackie MacLean, Director, Department of Community and Human Services (DCHS)
Ann Harper, The Public Defender, DCHS
Donna K. Brunner, Director, Budget & New Development, KCDC
Michael Gedeon, Project Coordinator, OMB
~ Beth Goldberg, Budget Supervisor, OMB
Jill Fairlee, Budget Analyst, OMB
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OFFICE OF THE PROSECUTING ATTORNEY : Att ac.hm ent D
KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON ‘ '

- .
Norm Maleng 1 8 1 4 i W554 King County Courthouse
Prosecuting Attomney ; -ﬂ 516 Third Avenue
Seattle, Washington 98104

Q003 - 4443 R,

1 May 2003

The Honorable Cynthia Sullivan, Chair

Metropolitan King County Council = =
1201 King County Courthouse oAy
Seattle WA 98104 ‘ - E T
oo L
Re:  Response to Motion 11491 S T
' L T3 s

Dear Chair Sullivan and Members of the Council,

ey L
;‘\i I R

}

- The adopted 2003 budget for the'Prosecuting Attorney’s Office (PAO) contains a pf’gviso ~
mandating this report, which, according to the proviso language, should “at a minimum contain:

® qdetailed and quantified analysis of the prosecutor’s budget projections for 2004 through
2006 and; ' .

® its quantified estimates of how it will reduce or otherwise contain expenditutes, and: -

» identify options for helping reduce other law and justice agency expenditures

* In addition, the prosecutor should identify alternative sources of revenues for itself and for
the other law and justice agencies.”

Motion 11491 also called upon the PAO to prepare for the budget process in 2004 and 2005 by
“identifying policy and operational, changes, developing proposals, and identifying cost savings
that will contribute to a balanced budget, and which will offset the $110 million budget shortfall
by as much as the 850 million that may be required to balance the budget..”

With these goals as our guide, we submit this report that will address the requested matters and
provide a context to better understand the Office of the Prosecuting Attorney, its resources,
revenue, and obligations to meet its numerous and voluminous workload demands.

L The Prosecuting Attorney’s Office
A. Budget Growth and Program Reductions
Over the past two adopted budgets, the PAO has taken reductions in its base budget of $2.4

million with the resultant elimination of 24 FTEs. The current “target reduction” instructions

from the Executive request another $1.5 million budget cut. Despite these cuts, the total budget
number continues to grow. : '

Approximately 95% of the PAO budget goes to salary and benefit costs for employees. Like
~ much of the rest of the county, the salary and benefit-costs for the PAO escalates at a rate that
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surpasses what the growth in the current expense fund can sustain. This is why the total budget
amounts continte to grow even as we make severe cuts in the base budget. Thus, our projected
budgets for 2004, 2005, and 2006 grow at an annual rate of between 5% and 6% and assume no
new FTEs. (See Appendix A for detailed projection)

The average cost of a mid-level deputy prosecutor is approximately $90,000 (salary and benefits)
and the average cost of an administrative staff member is $55,000 (salary and benefits). The
effect of a $1.5 million base budget reduction is equal to a reduction of 16 deputies, or 27 staff or
some combination of the two. A reduction of this magnitude will have devastating impacts on
core functions of the PAO.

As seen below, the total CX funded portion of the PAO budget is approximately $27 million. A
base reduction of $1.5 million equals a 5% cut of the CX portion of the PAO budget.

B. Revenue

The proviso calls for some discussion of outside revenue sought and obtained by the PAO.

A significant portion of the PAO budget is made up of non-CX revenue from these sources: state
government non-cx funds of the county budget, the federal government, and municipal
contracts:

State Funds: $6.4 million

" Non CX-Funds: $6.2 million
Crime Victim Penalty Fines: $739,000
Federal Funds: $645,000
Municipal Contracts: $470,000
Revenue Total: $14,453,000

For the past several years, the PAO has been committed to seeking outside revenue to fund many
important programs. Currently, the PAO has five Criminal DPAs who are grant-funded: three

~ funded by a U.S. Department of Justice grant, designed to prosecute firearms crimes; one funded
by JAIBG, designed to work directly with schools, and one funded by grant, designed to fight
truancy and keep kids in school.

In addition, our office has four Specml Drug Unit DPAs, whose costs are largely paid for by the
City of Seattle (1 DPA), the King County Sherlft’s Office (1 DPA) South King County (1 DPA)
and Valley Narcotics (1 DPA).

The PAO continues to seek and take advantage of grant opportunities. Recent research into
available grants reveals that the majority of grant funds available today are geared toward
Homeland Security and Anti-Terrorism. At the present time, we have been unable to secure
additional grant funds for these activities. We remain committed to exploring grant

. opportunities, as they become available.

The PAO has also been supportive of the County’s legislative efforts to secure additional
funding, such as the creation of a county utility tax and seeking reimbursement from the State for
extraordinary criminal justice costs.
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C. Workload and Workload Trends

While the base budget is undergoing annual reductions, the workload remains at historical high
points.

The PAO is a responsive agency, receiving referrals from law enforcement in criminal and fraud.
Police agencies bring cases for legal review and court rules set mandatory timelines for action.
Plaintiffs sue the county and clients seek advice. Each of these actions requires a PAO reaction -
- delay or default is not an acceptable opt10n As aresult, the PAO has little control over its
incoming workload.

The measurements of criminal caseload in the PAO over the past three years reveal a workload
that is high, but stable:

¢ Felony cases referred by law enforcement numbered 13,998 in 2002, down less than 1% from
the previous year. The three year average measured 14,080;

¢ Felony filings were down to 8,261 from 9,351 — a drop almost completely attributable to the
Prosecuting Attorney’s drug charging policy change that directs some drug possession as
misdemeanor cases directly into District Court instead of felony cases filed into Superior
Court. While this policy saves money for OPD, these cases still requite the same amount of
review by PAO DPAs in order for charges to be filed. The three-year average of cases filed
is 9,142,

¢ Felony trials in 2002 numbered, 1070; the average for the past three years is 1,068.

D. Felony Murder Case: Unanticipated Workload

The Washington State Supreme Court recently issued the mandate in State .v Andress, holding
that the crime of murder in the second degree based on the “felony-murder” law was inapplicable
to homicides where the underlying felony was assault. The case overturns more than 25 years of
- practice in the criminal courts and could potentially require new trials for as many as 120 King
County cases where the defendants are presently incarcerated.

The PAO, OPD, and the Superior Court are assisting the Budget Office in the assessment of this
impact of homicide cases on the criminal justice system. The PAO tentative plan is to hire six
TLT deputies to provide backfill while a team of experienced prosecutors tackles the huge influx
of murder appeals based on Andress. The 120 cases will be spread among at least six
experienced deputy prosecutors for legal assessment and preparation to meet motions for new
trials. Itis anticipated that a large number of these cases will eventually receive new trials in
Superior Court.
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II. The PAO as a Part of the Criminal Justice System
Over the past several years, the PAO has consistently worked with other criminal justice
agencies to develop new practices and new polices that save money, especially in public defense,

the courts and the jail. Many of these efficiencies were the direct result of PAO leadership.

The combined results of these efforts have been savihgs of hundreds of thousands of dollars, -
primarily within the budget of the Office of Public Defense. '

A, Community Corrections Alternative

The Council is familiar with the numerous initiatives taken by all CJ agencies to reduce jail
population and build an infrastructure of alternatives to jail. These are the subject of another
monthly proviso and will not be discussed in detail here.

The staff of the PAO spends a great deal of time and energy on making this initiative a success
‘while maintaining the integrity of the court system and protecting public safety. The results of
jail population decline have already been measured and budget savings captured in the adopted
2003 budget.

B. New CJ System Treatment Money

The PAO was a leader in the statewide reform of the drug sentencing laws that will result in
millions of new treatment dollars coming to King County. The new treatment dollars will open
up opportunities for the PAO to redirect new categories of cases into Drug Court. As with prior
PAO policy decisions making changes to Drug Court eligibility, the new criteria will result in
savings to OPD and the Court. The flow of treatment money from the state to the County will
significantly exceed prior estimates. It should begin th1s year.

C. Drug Expedited Program

The PAO has expanded its policy of moving certain possession cases from Superior Court to
District Court. The effect of this shift is that many non-violent offenders charged with drug
possession can choose either to enter drug treatment (drug court) or to do a short jail term after
pleading guilty to a reduced charge in the District Court. The benefits to this approach is that it
offers help to those who are truly ready for aggressive treatment and provides a swift and certain
punishment for those who are not. At the same time, precious Superior Court resources are freed
up to concentrate on more serious offenders. It is estimated that the annual savings to the

- County of this increased “expedited” policy is about $800,000 in public defense savings.

D. Jail Health Costs '

The CJ Council has committed to assist the Council and Executive in the review of jail health
costs, which exceed $20 million annually. The PAO has implemented an emergency case review
system to encourage early legal review of cases involving inmates facing significant medlcal
expenses.
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-E. DWLS Re-licensing Program

The PAO continues to receive, review and file thousands of misdemeanor D.W.L.S. 3™ degree
cases, but the Re-licensing Program allows the case to be stayed pending the efforts of the
defendants to pay off (or work off) outstanding fines and have their driving privileges re-
instated. This program has saved hundreds of thousands of dollars in the OPD budget.

IMI. * The $50 Million Cost-Cutting Challenge

At it’s core, Motion 11491 challenges the agencies of the criminal justice system to assist the
Council by “identifying policy and operational, changes, developing proposals, and identifying
cost savings that will contribute to a balanced budget, and which will offset the $110 million
budget shortfall by as much as the $50 million that may be required to balance the budget.”

- The efficiencies described above are one way to reduce expenditures within the system, but fhe
savings will not generate a figure close to $50 million. The $50 million figure is equivalent to
most of the Sheriff’s Office, or almost twice the CX portion of the PAO budget.

To continue to cut each CJ agency 5% or 10% a year is not the best approach to this problem. To

reach a cut of this magnitude, severe program reductions would have to take place in each

agency. Public safety and criminal justice services would be reduced to a level below what most
officials and citizens would find acceptable.

There are few dramatic policy options available that could result in major system savings. The
best option we can offer is the commitment to continue to work on cost-saving initiatives while
we work to preserve a justice system that works for the people of King County.

IV. Conclusion

In addition to managing the responsible disposition of its workload with fewer attorneys and
staff, the PAO expects to expend much time and enérgy on the major economic issues facing the
CX fund of the County. We will continue to be a leader within the CJ Council and seize and
implement the best ideas for bringing further efficiency to our practice without sacrificing law,
safety, or justice. : -



Appendix A

Current Expense

. Annual Growth Assumptions

2% COLA and 2.5% Step Increase)

2.9%

Salaries 4.5% (
- Medical Benefits 15.0%
Retirement 5.0%
Industrial Insurance 5.0%
2003 2004 2005 2006
Category Budget PSQ Budget Projected Budget Projected Budget
Salaried Employees $ 27,897,873 $ 29,169,021 $ 30,481,627 $ 31,853,300
Temporary $ 647,727 $ 647,727 $ 647,727 $ 647,727
Overtime $ 27,460 $ 27460 $ 27460 $ 27,460
Loan-in $ 1475 $ 1475 $ 1475 $ 1,475
.. Flex Benefits. $ 4,596,000 $ 5,499,273 $ 6,324,164 $ 7,272,789
" OASI $ 2,114,121 $ 2,202,492 $ 2331844 $ 2,436,777
Retirement $ 489,267 $ 806,756 $ 847,094 $ 889,448
PCB-Trust $ 190,114 $ 190,114 $ 190,114 $ 190,114
Industrial Ins. $ 175,848 3 188,218 $ 197,629 $ 207,510
. 52000 Accts. $ 482,162 $ 482,162 $ 482,162 $ 482,162
53000 Accts $ 1,845,563 $ 2,078641 $ 1,845,563 $ 1,845,563
55000 Accts $ 2633619 $ 3,0561913 $ 2,633,619 $ 2,633,619
56000 Accts $ 14,300 $ 14300 $ 14,300 $ 14,300
57000 Accts - $ 31995 § 31995 $ 31995 §$ 31,995
59000 Accts $ 83,991 $ (67,535) $ 83,991 $ 83,991
SubTotal $ 41,231,515 $ 44,324,012 $ 46,140,764 $ 48,618,231
Ridgway Adjustments $ (1,591,354)
Andress Adjustments $ 319604 $ 529,169 '
Total . $ 41,551,119 $ 44,853,181 - $ 46,140,764 $ 47,026,877
Annual % Increase 7.9% 1.9%
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KING COUNTY SHERIFF'S OFFICE

516 Third Avenue W-116

Sealfle, WA 98104-2312

Tel: (206) 296-4155 o Fax: (206) 296-0168

David G. Reichert
Sheriff

September 15, 2003

The Honorable Larry Phillips -
516 Third Avenue, Room 1200
Seattle, WA 98104-3272

Dear Chair Phillips:

Thank you for your letter of August 26, 2003, and the opportunity to detail how we
continue to reduce and contain expenditures as requested in the provisions of Motion
11491. '

The King County Sheriff’s Office [KCSO] remains fully committed to achieving all
possible cost savings and efficiencies. Our responsibilities to protect the public are
matched by our responsibilities to be good stewards of the public purse. As such, we
have implemented a number of cost-saving initiatives that I believe will more than satisfy
the requirements of Motion 11491. -

. The KCSO has re-aligned our command staff; eliminating the Undersheriff
position ($126,000 saving). '

e " The KCSO has reorganized our centralized drug enforcement unit into
neighborhood enforcement teams to provide a direct, community oriented drug
enforcement. This eliminated a net of 6 FTE positions ($368,000 saving).

. After careful consideration of the safety of all users of the County Courthouse
facilities, the KCSO has streamlined court security operations within the County
Courthouse and the RJC, allowing a reduction of 3 deputies ($1 88,000 saving).

'3 The KCSO eliminated the crime prevention deputy and Community Services
Officer. This reduced 2 FTEs. (approximately $125,000 savings).

. ‘The KCSO eliminated the Vice and Gambling Unit and integrated these
investigations into the precincts. This reduced 2 FTEs (approximately $128,000 .
saving). . '



. The KCSO redeployed various FTESs from range, training, storefronts, and
precinct crime analysis to control operational overtime use and ensure sufficient
underexpenditure was available to cover negative contras ($255,000 saving).

. The KCSO implemented and refined initiatives to reduce fuel costs
(approximately $140,000 saving). '

. The KCSO downsized vehicles to lower fleet costs (approximately $145,000
© saving). '

. . The KCSO successfully lobbied the state for additional revenues to fully fund
Special Support Enforcement (“dead beat parents”) unit ($591,000 in revenue).

o The KCSO obtained tens-of millions in Federal grants from hiring, school
resources officer, to earmarks grants (approximately $28 million since 1997).

. The KCSO controlled unit costs by facilitating the guild to agree to a 2-year roll
over of their labor contract.

o “The K€SO has become the County standard-bearer for full cost-recovery
contracting, holding our non-revenue-backed cost to taxpayers at $54.5 million or
11.2% of the CX budget.

) The KCSO was awardéd a $2.6 million dollar grant to cover all FTE costs for the
Green River Homicides Investigation Team. ,

. The KCSO was awarded a DNA grant of $750,000.

. The KCSO has maintained low unit costs for CX-funded police services through
the sharing of operations, facilities, and support, and thus deriving the economies
of scale benefits. ~

. The KCSO continues to meet underexpenditure and negative contras. Th_e KCSO
has absorbed millions of dollars in these demands, as well as homeland security
requirements and unfunded mandates.

In addition to the financial savings detailed above, I have attached our draft business
plan, laying out what we believe are the critical needs and opportunities over the next five
years. I delayed drafting this response in hopes the plan would be completed, but I trust a
draft version will meet your immediate needs. Since your office has already received our
annual report, detailing our activities in 2002, I will not attach another here, but it is
another sourcé of good information about our success at reducing costs while protecting
the public.



If you have any additional questions, please contact me. The King County Sheriff’s
Office is always ready and willing to address our stewardship of taxpayers’ money.

Sincerely,

(R . N
%‘Ra)chert

_Kihg County Sheriff

Cc:  Steve Cali, Director, King County Budget Office
Rebecha Cusack, Lead Staff, BFM Committee, King County Council
Clif Curry, Senior Legislative Analyst, LJHS Committee, King County Council
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VISION FOR THE FUTURE OF
PUBLIC SAFETY

SHERIFF DAVID G. REICHERT

The citizens of King County —and frankly the entire region—are facing a critical moment. While there have never
been more demands made on law enforcement orgarnizaﬁonsLbecause of homeland security, terrorism threats and
an increase in some crimes, law enforcement resources continue to face cuts. As a community, we must
acknowledge that public safety is the number one priority of local and county government. If we cannot keep our
schools safe, if we are not able to walk our streets in peace, if businesses do not feel secure, we will have failed as
a community and a government. Therefore, we have no choice but to find the resources to fully fund public safety
locally and regionally. . '

There are two visions of public safety in this county. One proposes that through increased funding of social
service programs and a decrease in funding for law enforcement, our communities will become safer by attacking
the root causes of crime. This philosophy was dominant in the 1970s and early 80s, and we saw an explosion in
crime rates as a result. This vision is back in vogue today. The second vision is more realistic and is based on

_ proven successes over the last ten years. It accepts that individuals are responsible for crimes, and the individual
must be held accountable. The more the criminal justice system can punish small-time criminals, as well as big
time criminals, the more we will have a culture governed by the rule of law and imbued with our shared values.

The King County Sheriff's Office is the leading law enforcement agency in the region. Our capabilities, expertise
and training are unparalleled. We have built such a strong department through intelligent investments and the
efficient use of resources. We are approaching budget levels that could significantly compromise our ability to
protect the public. By working from a regional perspective, we have been able to deliver more service for less
cost. It is ever more important that the citizens of King County be assured that they have the best possible police

services available.

Since the first priority of every level of government is to keep our citizens safe from crime, we cannot continue to
force cuts on the department. While the following business plan accepts the dire fiscal reality of King County’s
budget, we also consider this to be the last year that we can operate effectively at this level.

KCSO 2004 Business Plan . -i
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In 1997, the King County Sheriff's Office (KCSO) documented its first five-year strategic business plan. Since then,
we have reviewed our plan annually, added information, and updated our strategy to achieve our goals and

mission.

ORGANIZATION

The first section of this report explains the KCSO’s organization. We employ over 1,000 people who provide law
enforcement services to citizens of King County. These staff members work in four divisions and the Sheriff's
Administrative Office. In 2001, the KCSO added a task force to examine the Green River homicides. Eighty-nine
percent of our employees are customer service providers.

OPERATING ENVIRONMENT

The next three sections of this report address our operating environment: (1) the changes in crime, (2) the
requirements of our customers, legislation, and other factors; and (3) the resources needed to meet the challenges

described in the previous two sections.

CHANGES IN CRIME:

¢ Partland II crimes have decreased slightly in recent years, but recent events may indicate an upward
trend. King County’s crime rate is similar to that of other suburban counties in the country, which have
~ not, in general, experienced the national decline in crime.
e Crime in King County continues to become more complex, as criminals use mcreasmgly sophlstlcated
tools and governments enact new laws.
¢ Drugs, fraud, homeland security, and even quahty of life crimes require certain human and financial
resources to combat them.

SERVICE REQUIREMENTS:

* Weserve 32 percent of King County citizens in unincorporated areas and contract cities. Other customers
include Metro Transit, the King County International Airport, the Muckleshoot Tribe, and area schools

¢ Our service population has remained steady over time, although some changes may come about from
potential annexations over the next five to ten years.

* The KCSO supports annexations when they are in the best interests of citizens, do not exacerbate the
Current Expense (CX) fund crisis, and do not leave “islands” of unincorporated areas to be served. We
are concerned about recent indications of fast-track annexations that include only small parts of potential

- annexation areas.

¢ Legislation that creates unfunded mandates continues to be a challenge for the KCSO.

»  Officer safety is an ongoing concern that is closely linked to budget challenges and changes in our
geographic service area.

* Proper training reduces our financial and life safety risks, but it is costly and time consuming.

¢ Countywide services are likely our best hope for realizing operational and cost efficiencies, as well as for
addressing crimes that cross jurisdictional boundaries. The “natural service provider” - be it local

KCSO 2004 Business Plan i
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agencies, éountywide partnerships, a sole provider, or some combination thereof - should be identified
for each service, and all jurisdictions should work together to align services.

RESOURCES:

* Budget reductions limit our ability to adequately enforce all laws, maintain appropriate staffing, utilize
“less lethal” weapons, and provide training.

e The KCSO wi_ll continue to use efficiencies to realize cost savings, and seek to avoid any reductions in
staff. :

* Revenue generated by our contracts returns 44 percent of the money appropriated from the CX fund.

¢ The KCSO also is active in obtaining federal grant funding for programs such as school resource officers,
technology, DNA testing, and homeland security.

* Recruiting and hiring successful candidates is a challenge that the KCSO is addressing through a grant

~ for improved processes and materials. :

STRATEGIC BUSINESS DIRECTION

The final two sections of this report provide the KCSO's strategic business direction: the statements that guide our
provision of law enforcement. The goals are measured, but these measurements are retrospective; for example,
our efforts have contributed to decreases in Part I and II crimes, but that decrease is not predictive of future

downward trends.

VISION
The KCSO's vision is to be the provider of police services in Metropolitan King County.

MISSION STATEMENT
The mission of the King County Sheriff's Office is to provide quality, professional, regional law enforcement
services tailored to the needs of individual communities to improve public safety. '

'CORE VALUES

The KCSO has established our core values as leadership, integrity, service, and teamwork.

GOALS AND OUTCOME MEASURES

The KCSO has established three goals, with three to four outcome measures. These measures show thatin
2002 we expetienced slight decreases in the crime rate, dispatched calls for service, charges/arrests, and
dispatched calls for service per deputy. Our surveys indicate that citizens continue to feel safe in their
neighborhoods, but crime is still a concern. The following are our goals and the outcome measures we use to

determine if our actions are helping us to achieve each goal.

GOAL 1: TO REDUCE CRIME AND THE FEAR OF CRIME

¢ Percent change in crime rate -
* Percent change in response activity: dispatched calls for service, self-initiated police activity, and
alternative call handling
o Percent changé in citizens' reported feelings of safety (pending ability to conduct surveys)

KCSO 2004 Business Plan -ji
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GOAL 2: TO PROVIDE HIGH-QUALITY, COST-EFFECTIVE, AND ACCOUNTABLE SERVICES TO
THE CITIZENS OF UNINCORPORATED KING COUNTY AND TO OUR CONTRACT CITIES.

e  Cost per capita (total actual police budget per capita)

¢ Commissioned officers per 1,000 residents

o DCFS per patrol deputy

GOAL 3: TO COMMIT TO COMMUNITY POLICING AT ALL LEVELS OF THE KING COUNTY
SHERIFF'S OFFICE TO POSITIVELY AFFECT POLICE RESPONSE TIMES AND OTHER IMPORTANT

POLICING SERVICES.

» Measured by contract cities in annual Service Efforts and Accomplishments reports.

CORE BUSINESS MEASURES

Core Business

Crime Response, Investigation, and Prevention

{ and meet our legal obligation to enforce the laws.

Purpose

Provide complete response services (i.e., initial response,

follow-up, investigation, and court appearance as needed) and
crime prevention to residents of King County and our contracts
in order to preserve public safety, reduce crime and its effects,

Contract Service Provision

Offer law enforcement and other services through contracts
and other agreements so that our customers benefit from
economies of scale, a variety of services, and experienced law
enforcement professionals.

Technological Development

Use and develop technology for investigating crimes, tracking
crime information, and improving business systems so that we
better utilize information for addressing crime and serving
citizens.

Employee and Citizen Services

Use and develop services to improve employee performance
and satisfaction, and provide services to citizens in a timely
and professional manner.

Resource and Facility Management

To appropriately manage and optimize our financial and
physical resources so that they best support our efforts to
enforce laws and meet the stated needs and desires of the
citizens we serve.
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SECTION ONE:
OVERVIEW OF THE KING COUNTY
SHERIFF’'S OFFICE

The King County Sheriff's Office (KCSO) employs 1,077 people who provide law enforcement services to citizens
of King County. State law is the primary driver of our services, although contracts, resources, and business
priorities also direct service delivery. Sheriff's Office services are provided countywide, to unincorporated areas,

and to contract cifies.

ORGANIZATION

To provide such services, we organize our personnel and services into four divisions (Field Operations, Criminal
Investigations, Technical Services and Special Operations). In addition, the Office of the Sheriff comprises the
sheriff, his aides, a media relations officer, the Internal Investigations Unit, the Green River Homicides
Investigation Team, and the Legal Unit. This organization is shown in Figure 1 (page 3).

FIELD OPERATIONS DIVISION ‘
This division manages the core functions of patrol, precinct-based detectives, crime prevention, storefronts,
and reserve deputies. The division has 480 FTEs. The subdivision into four precincts allows for better

community-based responses because the precinct commanders can use local data to direct law enforcement

services.

Day-to-day management of contract city police and school resource officers are the responsibility of this
division, as depicted in the organizational chart. Most cities choose a police chief who holds primary
responsibility for the operations and acts as a liaison between the KCSO and the contract entity.

CRIMINAL INVESTIGATIONS DIVISION (CID)

This division includes 143 FTEs. These individuals work in three areas: the Major Crimes Section, the Special
Investigations Section, and the King County Regional Criminal Intelligence Group. The division serves
citizens with follow-up investigative, warrant, and intelligence-gathering services. Specifically, it investigates
crimes including homicide, domestic violence, computer fraud, forgery, custodial interference, and sexual
assault. CID also addresses child support enforcement issues and manages court security.

TECHNICAL SERVICES DIVISION

Technical Services, with 319.5 FTEs, provides the bulk of support services that are vital to efficient operations.
Often, the employees in this division provide direct services to citizens as well as support services to the other
divisions. The division is composed of six sections: Budget and Accounting; Administrative Services;
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Communications; Contracts and Records Services; Information Services; and the Automated Fingerprint .
Identification System (AFIS). The services provided by the division personnel include emergency 911 call

- receiving and dispatching, technology development, records, contracting, civil process, gun permits,
personnel, payroll, purchasing, training, photography, application and administration of grants, planning,
and all aspects of fingerprint identification.

SPECIAL OPERATIONS DIVISION

The Special Operations Division, consisting of 104 FTEs, provides support services to other divisions, regional
services to local agencies, and contract police service to the King County Metro Transit Division, King County
Department of Transportation (Roads), and the King County International Airport. Services provided by this
division include: a K-9 unit with search, drug detection, and explosive detection capabilities; air support;
marine patrol; bomb/hazardous devices disposal; tactical training in firearms, less-lethal weapons, and
defensive tactics; motorcycle traffic enforcement; DUI enforcement; Tac-30 (SWAT); hostage negotiations;
dignitary protection; tow coordination and appeal hearings; search and rescue; coordination of the
demonstration management team; instruction in and equjpmént for Haz-Mat; and special event planning and
coordination. ‘The division has also taken the Jead in planning for homeland security concerns. '

SERVING CUSTOMERS

The KCSO can classify its employees into two categories: customer service and customier service support
providers. Customer service providers are employees who provide service directly to our customers (e.g.,-
citizens, contract holders, and other government agencies). These employees include deputies, records clerks,
detectives, communications specialists, civil unit, crime analysts, and-others. Customer service support positions
provide essential services and operational support to our customer service providers. The functions include
training, recruiting and hiring, internal investigations, budget, finance, evidence and property management, and
more. Many of the people who fulfill these functions have shared responsibility as customer service providers.

As shown in the chart, most KCSO employees directly serve our customers. More than 40 percent of our general
fund employees are paid for through revenue generated by contracts and/or grants.

Table 1: Customer Service and Customer Service Support P

Customer Service Providers -- 89%

Professional Sworn Professional
Sheriff 000 : 18.00 _ 12.00 1.00
Technical Services* _ 130.50 24.00 61.00 12.00
Criminal Investigations 34.00 ) 99.00 10.00 0.00
Field Operations 16.00 . 453.00 10.00 1.00
Special Operations 0.00 102.00 2.00 0.00
Total (985.5)* 180.50 696.00 95.00 14.00
Percent of Total FTEs 18% , 71% 10% 1%

* Excludes positions funded by the AFIS Levy.
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Figure 1: KCSO QOrganizational Chart
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SECTION TWO:
CRIME TRENDS

This section notes the demands placed on law enforcement by changes in the crime rates, types, and complexity.

RECENT CHANGES IN CRIME

There are numerous factors that indicate a recent upward
shift in crime trends, including age demographics, early
release of prisoners, shift of law enforcement resources
toward homeland security, increased methamphetamine
production and trafficking, and resurgence of gang
activity. |

Although Part One and Two crimes have been decreasing,
the KCSO noticed a spike in many Part One crimes during
the last quarter of 2002 and the first quarter of 2003, as
compared to the same period in 2001 to 2002. (Areas of
increase are shown in bold type in Table 3.)

Table 2: King County Crime Comparison

10/1/01 - 10/1/02 -

. 3131102 3/31/03

Total Part One Crimes 9,834 10,220
Criminal Homicide 6 - 11
Forcible Rape 75 98
Robbery 213 - 170
Aggravated Assault 365 309
Burglary, Commercial 545 575
Burglary, Residential 1,334 1,365
Larceny, Over $250 2,360 2,456
Larceny, Under $250 3,186 2,966
Vehicle Theft 1,638 2,156
Arson 112 114
Total Part Two Crimes 9,569 9,895

This spike may be indicative of a trend toward increasing crime levels. Nationally, the Draft FBI Uniform Crime

Report (UCR) for 2002 shows the following:

»  While the national crime index decreased slightly (- 0.2 percent), the number of murders, rapes,
burglaries, and auto thefts rose - just as they did in King County.
e The national crime index for robbery, aggravated assault, larceny, and arson decreased.

e With the exception of arson, King County had the same

experience.

¢ The crime index rose in suburban and rural counties.

Table 3: 2002 FBI Crime Index Comparisons

Population Group/Area

. % Change in

o The West experienced a 2.9 percent increase in the crime Total

index - the only region of the country to experience an

increase.

CRIMINAL MISTREATMENT OF CHILDREN

Crime Index

-0.2

Suburban Counties +1.8
Rural Counties . +04 -

West Region +2.9

Crimes also increase when actions are criminalized by new legislation. In 2002, the legislature passed a law
that added a fourth degree of criminal mistreatment. The legislation was intended to improve the capacity of
the Department of Social and Health Services and public safety agencies to respond to situations where the
basic necessities of life are withheld. This new misdemeanor law makes it illegal to (1) create an imminent
and substantial risk of bodily injury to a child or dependent person by withholding basic necessities of life or
(2) with criminal negligence cause bodily injury or extreme emotional distress to a child by withholding basic
necessities of life. This statue allows officers to intervene before the mistreatment rises to the level of
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imminent and substantial rlsk of substantial bodily harm. The KCSO has worked with the Prosecutor’s Office
to determine the effect of the new law and develop guidelines for investigations.

FRAUD"CRIMES, INCREASING COMPLEXITY

Fraud crimes are considered the fastest growing crime not only in King County but also across the United States.
In fact, in 1987 the Sheriff’s Office investigated 1,393 fraud complaints; by comparison, in 2002 we investigated
3,643 complaints. The KCSO Fraud Unit projects that in 2003, over $51 million will be lost to fraud in King

~ County. These losses come from businesses and individuals and have a crushing effect on the economy.

In the past fraud generally involved swindling or other simple schemes. While these types of crimes haven't
disappeared, most fraud crimes have become extremely sophisticated and are being committed by individuals
with extensive criminal backgrounds, and their activities are not limited to fraud. Associated crimes committed
by these individuals include murder, rape, assault, theft, drug violations, weapons violations, kidnapping, and
extortion. Fraud is becoming a more violent type of crime in which the suspects have the potential for extreme
violence. Further, fraud can be as traumatic for victims as a more violent crime, and the ongoing repercussions of
fraud exacerbate the problem. :

Persons become enticed to commit frauds because it is a lucrative crime, jurisdiction issues can be a barrier to
investigations, and the crime is not included in three strikes legislation. Fraud crime suspects operate on a
reglonal basis, without regard for jurisdictional borders. This type of crime is fluid and moves rapidly from area
to area. Traditionally, and unfortunately in many cases still, the response of law enforcement is keyed only to a
'spec1f1c jurisdiction. Suspects know this and exploit it.

TRENDS

The nature of fraud crimes is evolving at an alarming rate. In the past two years we have seen a rise in the
connection of methamphetamine (meth) to counterfeiting. KCSO detectives have noted that if a meth suspect
is found, he or she is likely to be counterfeiting. This has fueled the sharp rise in identity thefts as the suspects
use victims’ personal information on the counterfeit checks. This trend has dramatically and permanently
changed the face of fraud and how the crime is investigated; essentially the two crimes have mixed to become
one. Over eighty percent of the forgery/counterfeiting cases that the KCSO investigates can be directly
linked to methamphetamine users and producers.

Orgahized groups and street gangs are moving into check and credit card forgery at an alarming pace. This
is a trend that will continue and grow. With this will come a marked increase in violence. Further, because
these groups are more organized, their frauds will result in a higher dollar loss to the citizens and

communities we serve,

Computers will continue to be the chief means of facilitation. Suspects will use more and better systems to
produce counterfeit identification, checks, documents, and currency. Computer systems provide suspects
with an even greater degree of sophistication to commit their crimes. Many smaller, and even some larger,

KCSO 2004 Business Plan



September 15, 2003 " draft

agencies will be hard pressed to investigate crimes that used a computer, given the time and cost of this type
of investigation. '

METHAMPHETAMINE (METH)

Ilegal meth is made by “cooks” who collect materials, chemicals, and other paraphernalia to build a clandestine
lab. There are two types of illegal meth labs: small, homemade labs and large, sophisticated labs. Over 98 percent ‘
of the labs found in King County are small labs, and a growing number are “mobile labs” that are created in
stolen vehicles. The ingredients for meth are easily available, but create a highly toxic environment when used to
create methamphetamine. In fact, investigators in King and Snohomish Counties have found scenes at which the
“cooks” had made their own ammonia. The State Department of Ecology recently issued a statewide warning that
more c1tlzens are at risk from exposure because meth by-products are being dumped in public areas. As of June
2003, the DOE had been called to clean up 818 meth labs and dump sites statewide. King County had the second
highest number of sites in the state. |

Figure 2: Methamphetamine Incidents

Methamphetamine Incident Reponses, King County — All Jurisdictions
(source: State Department of Ecology)

Number of Incidents

1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

The King County Sheriff’s Office has one of five meth lab response teams in Washington State. The others are the
Seattle Police Department, Tacoma Police Department, Pierce County Sheriff’s Office, and Washington State
Patrol. Each of these teams is responsible for its respective jurisdiction (WSP responds throughout the state). The
Department of Ecology is. the primary clean-up agency for lab scene waste, and responds to any request for
services, including lab scenes that are not investigated by police. The King County Sheriff’s Office, Washington
State Patrol, and Department of Ecology classify a scene as'a meth lab call if chemicals or paraphernalia are found
that are associated with the manufacturing of methamphetamine. '

Processing an average methamphetamine lab is time and labor intensive. The first steps in processing a lab are to
assess the scene and determine contamination dangers to those preseht and to those who will be cbnducting
crime scene processing. Then, investigators establish a safety zone around the scene, and decide what resources
and equipment will be needed to process the scene. Processing the scene involves collecting physical evidence -
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(e.g., photographs, fingerprints, chemicals, and paraphernalia) and documenting and sampling the unknown
chemical mixtures for laboratory analysis by the crime lab. Third, investigators coordinate the cleanup of the
scene by contacting the Department of Ecology and Public Health. Processing a lab scene takes an average of two
to four hours, and requires between two and twelve detectives, depending on factors like size, number of lab
scenes, and whether or not the suspects are present.

State law mandates that officers who are allowed to process a meth lab crime scene take a minimum of 40 hours
of training and 8 hours of field training with yearly additional training (WAC 296-62-3040). Detectives who have
. to handle chemicals must also have specialized equipment at their disposal for safety.

DRUG ENDANGERED CHILDREN

Children can absorb the deadly ingredients used to manufacture meth in many ways - even just by walking
barefoot across the floor of a contaminated lab. When lab operators cook, children inhale the
methamphetamine fumes. Many babies born to meth-addicted women can't tolerate stimuli such as human
touch or regular light. They can have tremors and coordination problems. When they become school-aged,
they are more likely to be hyperactive or have attention deficit disorder, learning disabilities and unprovoked

fits of anger.

The KCSO has seen an increase in the number of children present at metlll labs. In 2001, we found three
children at three labs; in 2002, the number rose to 27 children at 14 labs.

In 2002, the legislature passed a law that declares that a person is guilty of the crime of endangerment with a
controlled substance if the person knowingly or intentionally permits a dependent child or dependent adult
to be exposed to, ingest, inhale, or have contact with methamphetamine or ephedrine, pseudoephedrine, or
anhydrous ammonia, that are being used in the manufacture of methamphetamine. In the past, having a child
present during the production of meth ‘generally resulted in a two-year enhancement to the sentence; now,
having the child present also adds a felony charge. As a result, the KCSO now has detectives from the Special
Assault Unit (SAU) respond to meth incidents where children are found. The meth team handles the evidence
gathering for the drug charges, while SAU gathers evidence regarding the child endangerment and works
with Child Protective Services to place the child in a safe environment.

QUALITY OF LIFE CRIMES

The residents of King County have enjoyed a relatively good quality of life during the 1990s due to the prosperity
of the economy and the environment of the region. Despite the recent economic downturn, the public continues
to expect a relatively "crime-free" lifestyle and demands higher levels of service and interaction from their law
enforcement agencies. Maintaining this lifestyle within the confines of an economic downturn and an emphasis
on reduced government spending is a challenge for botl.HKing County and our contract cities.

The combination of lower crime rates and increasing urbanization has led public expectations to shift toward
issues of crime prevention and non-violent (quality of life) crimes. Nevertheless, our most current survey data
show that citizens are still concerned about major crime (see Figure 5). Therefore, we need to keep violent crimes
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ata minimum, be able to quickly solve crimes that do occur, and effectively address quality of life issues in the

communities.
Figure 6: Top Ten Crime Concerns, 2001 Citizen Survey
Percent of respondents reporting that they are “Very Concerned” about the topic
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Addressing the quality of life issues poses another challenge as well: a “one-size-fits-all” approach will not work.
Each community has unique concerns and priorities; to be effective, the agency must understand and respond to
all. The KCSO is seeing increased interest in key issues such as domestic violence, underage drinking, and

juvenile delinquency.

HOMELAND SECURITY

Homeland security and international or domestic terrorism are concerns for King County. Washington State is

home to a number of groups that are known to take terrorist action to accomplish their goals, and many of those

groups have located in Western Washington. Washington State also is susceptible to infiltration by international

 terrorists through its extensive international border with Canada