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PREPARED BY:  Clifton Curry
SUBJECT:  Update on Implementation of Criminal Justice System Improvements.
SUMMARY:  The county council, working with the executive and the separately elected representatives of the county’s criminal justice agencies, have adopted a series of policies for criminal justice as part of the county’s Juvenile and Adult Justice Operational Master Plans (JJOMP and the AJOMP).  In addition, several new planning efforts are underway or near completion.
Policymakers have had to make hard choices related to what services the county can afford and which must be cut.  Criminal justice expenditures account for over 70 percent of the county’s current expense budget, and three quarters of the county’s current expense employees.  Consequently, addressing budget shortfalls will have significant impacts in this area.
In order to make those difficult budget decisions, the county has been developing a defined set of policy priorities, both for criminal justice and for all of the county’s services.  The Law, Justice and Human Services Committee stated as council policy in 2002 that, making cuts incrementally or as equally shared percentage reductions in the criminal justice system could actually lead to more cost or could potentially make the county less safe.  However, by developing a systems perspective and setting specific policies for criminal justice expenditures, the county can achieve savings and also make the county a safer place to live.

This committee’s work plan sets as a goal the continuation of the development and implementation of criminal justice policies.  This briefing will apprise the committee of the status of the major law and justice program initiatives that will started, continued, or completed in 2005.
JUVENILE JUSTICE OPERATIONAL MASTER PLAN (JJOMP)

The Juvenile Justice Operational Master Planning efforts have included a comprehensive review of the county’s juvenile justice system, its future needs, and has resulted in recommendations that have led to significant improvements.  The primary findings of the JJOMP in 2000 were:

· In the absence of any change, the county would have to construct 80 new juvenile detention beds by 2005 at a cost of at least $6.8 million plus annual operational costs in the millions of dollars.

· Implementation of efficiencies identified as part of the planning efforts and limited investments in alternative programs (that have greater impacts on future recidivism) would allow the county to avoid having to build a new facility.

· A more aggressive investment in alternatives and prevention could actually lead to significant reduction in the need for secure detention and long-term detention savings.

Since adopting the JJOMP, the county has avoided building new detention space for juvenile offenders.  The implementation of the JJOMP’s recommendations have resulted in juvenile detention daily population decreasing by almost half, from almost 200 juveniles per day to about 105 in 2004 (the population was below 100 many times during the year).  In addition, the number of juvenile criminal filings and the number of juveniles under court-ordered supervision have declined significantly.  Additionally, juvenile crime—as measured by referrals to detention and new criminal filings—has declined significantly since 2000.  When compared to the rest of the state, King County has seen reductions in juvenile crime and detention that far exceed the reductions in other counties.  The county has received the benefit of cumulative savings of several millions of CX dollars (about $1.5 million annually), while also investing in treatment and other services to reduce recidivism.  
At their outset, many of the programs begun as part of the JJOMP were started as pilot programs with various and limited funding sources (federal, state, and private grants with limited durations).  The idea at the time was that, as programs proved their worth, the county would find sustainable funding sources.  During 2004, the council, executive, and court worked together to address changes in the funding structures of many of the JJOMP initiatives and identified programs that worked and then established re-invested resources in the programs to ensure their continuation.  The committee met several times to hear how priorities were established and to approve the funding allocations.  The Executive incorporated all of this work in the county’s 2005 Budget.
Background.  Prior to the initiation of the JJOMP, the number of youth in detention continued to go up year after year through 1999.  These increases were not due to an increase in juvenile crime, but rather due to a gradual increase in the average length of stay in detention throughout the 1990’s.  As a consequence, the juvenile detention facility was regularly exceeding both its rated capacity of 160 youth and its overcrowding capacity of 190 youth, sometimes exceeding 200 average daily population (ADP).

The options the county set out to consider as part of its operational planning effort were to determine whether new facilities were needed to reduce overcrowding, leading to the construction and operation of a major new juvenile detention facility, or to work with all of the system players and develop other alternatives and options that would also promote justice, protect the public, and help youth.  The goal of the planning effort was to fully engage all of the agencies involved with the juvenile justice system, but also all governmental and community organizations that serve youth and their families, to determine if there were more efficient and effective ways to deal with offender youth.  The planning effort also included a comprehensive and analytic evaluation of every alternative or recommendation developed by the planning participants.  The analysis included estimations of costs and savings to the system and determinations—using best research data—of whether the proposed alternatives have a positive or negative impact on future criminality.  The analysis was limited, however, to the criminal components of the justice system and did not attempt to estimate savings in other human services systems that would also result from better prevention and intervention.

In addition, the juvenile court (including the court, juvenile court probation, prosecution, and public defense) also reviewed how it does business in two complementary reviews and implemented procedural and structural changes to improve its systems and make the functioning of juvenile justice even more effective.
The implementation of the JJOMP continues throughout 2005.

ADULT JUSTICE
The county council, working with the executive and the separately elected representatives of the county’s criminal justice agencies, adopted a series of policies for criminal justice as part of the county’s Adult Justice Operational Master Plans (AJOMP).  The implementation of the AJOMP has led to significant reductions in jail utilization, the creation of alternative sanctions for offenders, and the establishment of system for the integration of community treatment resources for the reducing recidivism.  The primary efforts of the AJOMP to date, has been to reduce the utilization of the jail.  In 2004, the secure jail population was below targets for the year and was 25 percent lower than average daily populations in 2000.  The county had projected in 2000 that by 2005 there would be an average of 3,400 inmates in secure detention.  In contrast, the county is projecting that jail secure ADP in 2005 will be 2,293 (about 33 percent lower than projected).
The council approved funding for a major remodeling of the King County Correctional Facility (KCCF) in Seattle to improve security, operations, medical, and booking facilities—known as the Integrated Security Project (ISP).  The county completed a Jail Operational Master Plan in 2004, and the council will be reviewing the proposed plan for implementing operational changes at KCCF after the completion of the ISP project.  In addition, the council will continue to monitor the improvements approved for the Jail Health, including the Business Plan for Electronic Medical Records.

In addition, the utilization of alternatives to secure detention has increased significantly.  The county is conducting evaluations of its community corrections divisions (and the alternatives programs for secure detention) and the Drug Court program.
While reducing jail populations remains a significant goal for the criminal justice system, the county is looking for ways to improve the case processing and adjudication processes.  In 2004, the council approved AJOMP II that has already led to reductions in case processing time and in 2005, the county should see several processing improvements in the courts.  Additionally, the Superior and District Courts will be studying the feasibility of consolidating administrative functions.  The council will also be reviewing the District Court’s Operational Master Plan.  The goal is to achieve system savings and to improve the provision of justice in the county.
Background.  King County is responsible for providing a wide array of criminal justice services—law enforcement, prosecution, indigent defense, adjudication, and incarceration. All of these elements are significant and important county services.  One of the signal responsibilities of the county is the provision of incarceration services through its jails.  Yet, the use of jail capacity is only one part of criminal justice system—a system that uses approximately 70 percent of the county’s current expense budget.  The jail population had continued to increase each year throughout the 1990 and into 2000, due to increases in county population,  new legislation, enhanced penalties, increased length of stay, and the growing use of jails for drug offenders.  In addition, the jail also provided, by default, emergency housing, psychiatric and medical services for people who become involved in the criminal justice system because of their mental health or chronic physical conditions related to substance abuse.  If the jail population had continued to increase at or near the historical growth rate, planners indicated that King County would exhaust all current secure and community correctional capacity some time in 2007.
Based on these projections, the county executive proposed in his 2000 budget to begin planning for the construction of new jail space.  However, the council refused to limit the review of the need for additional correctional capacity.  The council directed the executive to review alternatives to expanding secure detention space as the primary method to address criminal justice needs.  While the county relied on secure jail space as its primary sanction for offenders, the council noted that the vast majority of those admitted to jail spend less than three days at the jail because often it is the only alternative for law enforcement or the courts.

It was the intent of the council that the review identify system and process efficiencies to reduce jail utilization, while also improving the administration of justice in the county.  But more importantly, recognizing that King County currently relies primarily on incarceration, the council directed the executive to develop an array of alternative supervision and sanction options.  The council’s intent was that in providing the courts a variety of supervision and sanction options, the need for secure detention could be mitigated.  Additionally, the council noted that new options could allow for the selection of supervision and sanctions that not only appropriately “punish” the offender for the his or her offense, but also deter or prevent further criminal behavior.
As part of the executive’s Proposed 2000 Budget, the executive requested resources for new jail construction planning.  This planning effort would have addressed concerns related to jail capacity, but neglected the evaluation of the need for system efficiencies and the development of more effective and less costly alternative sanctions. As a consequence, the council modified the executive request and re-directed efforts to ensure that all alternatives were reviewed. To this end, the council approved funding to begin an AJOMP.

The multi-year review included input from all of the county’s criminal justice organizations and from nationally known experts.  In addition, the Law, Justice, and Human Services Committee developed county criminal justice policies to guide the development of the plan.  The policies related to the use of the jail, the need for alternative sanctions, and the importance of treatment all were incorporated into the AJOMP ordinance and adopted as county policy. These policies were developed in the council, but were reviewed by the executive, prosecutor, courts, and other affected agencies.
Based on the policies adopted through the AJOMP, the 2003 budget included reductions for each of the county’s criminal justice agencies.  At the same time each agency—through the implementation of the AJOMP—had been working to make the overall system more efficient, effective, and less costly.  The council adopted the reductions proposed by the executive for criminal justice agencies, but also sought greater efficiencies in the county’s detention system.  While the goal of the AJOMP was to significantly reduce secure jail populations, the executive’s budget contained no savings related to population reductions even though the jail was projecting overall reductions in jail population of 11 percent and 8 percent in secure populations.  Consequently, the council accepted the proposed population projections but reduced the jail’s budget request by approximately five percent to parallel the types of efficiencies taken from the other criminal justice budgets.
In order to foster these efficiencies and to monitor the impact of budgetary decisions, the council placed several significant monitoring provisos into the 2003 Budget Ordinance.  The council required that the Department of Adult and Juvenile Detention develop a reporting format that allowed for the monthly tracking of the utilization of secure detention and community corrections options.  Further, the council required that the data be disseminated to all of the criminal justice agencies for comment and monitoring purposes.  Finally, the council required that the executive initiate a Jail Operational Master Plan as part of its Integrated Security Project (see below).
DISTRICT COURT OPERATIONAL MASTER PLAN

The King County District Court has undergone significant changes in the past three years.  The court has absorbed significant budget and FTE reductions, been re-districted from nine to three divisions, and closed court facilities.  Additionally, the Executive has sought to modify the contract the county has with cities that use the District Court as their “municipal” court.  To address these significant changes, the District Court, Executive, and Council are initiating a planning effort for the court.  The goals of the planning effort are to determine the most appropriate operational and facility configuration of King County District Court.  The OMP and Facilities Master Plan will evaluate and recommend methods for improving court services, for both the county and for cities that contract for court services.  The OMP/FMP will serve as a plan for how the King County District Court is to provide court services now and in the future.  The plans should also address how, over time, district court will address anticipated changes that will affect the delivery of court services.  Finally, it is anticipated that the plan will also form the basis for negotiations with cities for contract court services.  To accomplish this, the county has utilized the expertise of an independent consultant and plans to complete the OMP in early 2005.

Background.  The District Court is the county’s court of “limited jurisdiction” and has responsibility for traffic infractions, certain civil matters, and misdemeanor criminal offenses in the county’s unincorporated areas, cities that contract with the court, and for the adjudication of “state” offenses (violations of state statute in the county or when the arresting agency is the Washington State Patrol). The court currently has 25 judges that operate out of three divisions at nine locations throughout the county.  These courts hear over 210,000 criminal and civil cases annually.  

Presently in King County, 20 cities choose to provide court services through a municipal court—separate from the county’s District Court system.  However, seventeen cities now contract with King County for District Court services.   The current interlocal agreement was negotiated in 1999, becoming effective January 1, 2000 and ending December 31, 2004.   During 2002, the District Court merged two divisions (closing the Renton and Federal Way facilities) of the court into seven remaining divisions.   The King County District Court was also redistricted in 2002.  

The county contracts with the cities of:  Bellevue, Burien, Carnation, Covington, Duvall, Issaquah, Kenmore, Mercer Island, Newcastle, Normandy Park, North Bend, Redmond, Sammamish, Shoreline, Skykomish, Snoqualmie, and Woodinville.

District Court revenues are comprised of fines, forfeits; penalties, court cost recoveries, charges for services, and shared court costs for adjudicating city-filed cases. These revenues are collected by the District Court as a part of King County's current expense resources.   Most of the fees are set by the state, and the recent audit report (King County Auditor Report No. 2002-04 December 10, 2002) determined that the fees charged by the King County District Court compared to other district courts in the state are generally the same type and levels.  Under the current District Court service contract, cities “pay” the county for service by means of a revenue sharing formula.   For city cases, King County retains 75 percent of the revenue collected and remits the balance to the cities.   This arrangement generates about $3.2 million annually in revenue for the county current expense fund.


A recent report entitled “Special Study of District Court Cost Recovery & Subsidy Issues, May 20, 2003” concluded that the District Court does receive an annual, multi-million dollar tax-supported subsidy from the county current expense fund to close the gap between operating expenses and recovered revenues.  This subsidy includes an estimated $2.7 million in unfunded state mandates, at least $600,000 in uncompensated costs for service to contract cities, and revenue limitations in cost recovery for civil case workloads.   

Ordinance 14819.  On February 14, 2003, the Executive sent notification to all contract cities that the county would not extend the current court contract past 2004, its original termination date, due to budgetary considerations.  The Executive explained that the county was taking the action of terminating the city contracts because of the county’s overall fiscal problems, and because of county Current Expense “subsidy” of the contract cities.

After notification of the pending contract termination, the Council requested that the Executive reconsider this decision and embarked upon a review of the actual costs and workload of the court.  The resulting study did conclude that a subsidy did exist, albeit, smaller than that identified by the Executive.  Based on the identification of the “city subsidy” the Executive entered into negotiations with the contract cities to modify the revenue sharing formula to reduce or eliminate the subsidy.  The period of the contract was also negotiated for a period of two rather than five years.  The shorter time frame will allow for the completion of the District Court Operational Master Planning (OMP) effort prior to negotiating a new, longer-term contract.  
The new contract will be in place for the years 2005 and 2006.  The same type of court services provided under the current contract would continue under the new contract.  However, the county will receive 86 percent, instead of the current 75 percent, of revenues under the proposed contract.  The amount will be subject to a “reconciliation” each year to determine whether the city revenue is sufficient to defray the costs of the court services. The contract does not take into account certain county costs, such as long term capital costs associated with the various District Court facilities.  This is an issue that was identified during negotiations and will be addressed as part of the District Court OMP.  The new District Court contract becomes effective January 1, 2005.
ATTACHMENTS:
1. King County Department of Adult and Juvenile Detention, Detention and Alternatives Report, For the Month of December 2004

2. Criminal Justice Initiatives Status Update-January 2005

3. King County Superior Court, Quarterly Statistical Report, Fourth Quarter 2004
