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Work Plan for

Targeted Operational Master Plan for

King County Superior Court

Introduction

Purpose

Provisos in King County’s adopted 2005 annual budget, ordinance 15083, sections 14 and 28, direct the Superior Court and the Office of Management and Budget to create and submit a work plan for a targeted operational master planning effort that will review the operations and potential facilities needs for the Court’s juvenile, family law and supporting therapeutic courts (attachment ). This document is the work plan required by these provisos and sets forth the process, scope of work, tasks, schedule, milestones, and needed resources for preparing a targeted Operational Master Plan (OMP) for King County Superior Court’s juvenile, family law and supporting therapeutic courts. The Superior Court, Office of Management and Budget, Department of Judicial Administration Office of the Public Defender, Prosecuting Attorney’s Office, Department of Adult and Juvenile Detention, Facilities Management Division, and Department of Community and Human Services collaboratively created this work plan. 

The OMP will develop and evaluate alternatives for the delivery of justice services to children and families in King County. The plan will examine existing programs, services, staffing levels, work flow processes, use of technology, and partnerships between the Court and other agencies, both within and external to King County. The OMP will explore possible opportunities and challenges for streamlining service delivery with an eye toward shifting community needs, county demographics, judicial best practices, and an evolving understanding of children and family law. The OMP will make recommendations for the efficient and effective delivery of justice services to children and families in King County. Pursuant to County code, any recommendations of the OMP involving potential facility needs or improvements would require a subsequent facility master planning effort. 

In collaboration with Superior Court and under the guidance of an oversight panel, the Office of Management and Budget will prepare the OMP, assisted by the work of a consultant. Development of the OMP will be a collaborative, intensive effort involving representation from system stakeholders both within and external to King County. All work will be conducted openly. The Executive will transmit the completed OMP to Council for review and approval by ordinance.

Other King County Justice Planning Activities

There are several other justice- and facility-planning actions currently underway in King County and occurring apart from this targeted OMP for juvenile, family law and supporting therapeutic courts. Though these planning activities are occurring apart from this OMP, some outcomes may be interrelated and provide opportunities for the County to coordinate further planning. Below are some key planning and analysis efforts underway:

· Youth Services Center Mixed Use Feasibility Study: The 2004 Adopted Budget included funding for a feasibility analysis of the existing Youth Services Center Site at Alder Street in Seattle. Phase II of the Youth Services Center Site Plan effort is being conducted by Arai, Jackson, Ellison and Murakami LLP. The findings and recommendations of the Feasibility Study will be considered in the OMP process. 

· Administrative Consolidation: In addition to this proviso, the 2005 Adopted Budget included a proviso directing Superior Court, District Court, Department of Judicial Administration and the Office of Management and Budget Administration to collaboratively explore the feasibility of potential consolidation of their administrative functions. That effort is moving forward and will be submitted to Council as a separate proposal.

· District Court Facilities Master Planning: The Executive has submitted the District Court Operational Master Plan to Council. Facilities Management Division is working in conjunction with District Court and is preparing to move forward with the subsequent Facilities Master Plan.

Background

The King County Superior Court manages cases through four primary court service areas:  criminal, civil, juvenile, and family.  Matters involving children, according to subject area, are heard either through juvenile court and its supporting therapeutic courts, or through the family court.  Juvenile court handles juvenile offenders, at-risk youth, children in need of services, truancies, and most dependencies. Family court typically handles divorce or legal separation with children, parenting, paternity, adoption, support, domestic violence and some dependency matters.
The Superior Court works in collaboration with many organizations to deliver justice services to children and families in King County.  Partners include numerous municipal, county, and state agencies; law enforcement; public, nonprofit, and private social service providers; school districts; community partners; pro bono legal service providers and others. These partner agencies are critical to the success of the programs provided by the Court.

Juvenile Court Services

Functions of Juvenile Court Services

Juvenile Court has jurisdiction over juveniles (youth to age 18 years of age) accused of breaking the law (Offender), beyond the control of their parents (At-Risk Youth or Children In Need of Services), “skipping” school (Truancy); or who are abused, neglected, abandoned or whose parents cannot take care of them (Dependency).

· Juvenile Offenders.  If a juvenile is accused of committing an offense, the matter is referred by law enforcement to the prosecuting attorney.  After reviewing the information provided by law enforcement, and based on the seriousness of the offense and the juvenile’s criminal history, the prosecutor may divert an offender case or may file a case, charging a youth of committing the offense.  If a case is filed, the juvenile must go to court.

· At-Risk Youth.  Parents seeking the Court’s assistance in obtaining and maintaining control over their juvenile child can file an At-Risk Youth (ARY) petition.  ARY petitions are filed when the juvenile is a runaway, is behaving in a way that endangers his/her health, safety or welfare; or has a problem with drugs and/or alcohol and there are no pending drug or alcohol offenses.

· Children In Need of Services.  Parents, youth or other interested parties may file a Child In Need of Services (CHINS) case. CHINS actions take place when a juvenile requires a temporary out-of-home placement and is a runaway, is behaving in a way that endangers his/her health, safety or welfare, or needs other services.

· Truancy.  School districts initiate truancy actions when a juvenile “skips” school seven times in a month or ten times during the school year.  A truancy petition can be filed on the child or the parent or both.

· Dependency.  A dependency petition may be filed if a child has been abandoned, abused or neglected, or has no parent, guardian, or custodian willing and capable of adequately caring for the child.  The Department of Social and Health Services file most petitions pursuant to a Child Protective Services (CPS) investigation.  If a child is found to be dependent by the court, decisions made in the case are based on the best interests of the child and focused on having the child in a permanent placement within 12 months of the petition being filed.

Supporting Therapeutic Courts
In partnership with the King County Department of Community and Human Services and the State of Washington Department of Social and Health Services and its community providers, Superior Court operates three different “therapeutic court” models at juvenile court: Juvenile Drug Court, Juvenile Treatment Court and Family Treatment Court, each of which targets a specific population. Based upon the concept of “therapeutic jurisprudence,” these programs closely monitor client participation in substance abuse and mental health treatment.  In lieu of the traditional court process, which can become contentious, the non-adversarial approach employed in these treatment courts ensures the court and treatment partners provide unified support to clients. Outcomes for therapeutic courts include reduced recidivism, increased compliance with court-ordered activities and improved family functioning, including more children remaining in and being returned to their homes.  This targeted OMP focuses on juvenile and family therapeutic courts and does not reference adult drug diversion court and adult mental health court.

· Juvenile Drug Court provides substance abusing juvenile offenders and their families with weekly court appearances before an assigned judge. A non-adversarial team closely monitors each participant to assure that comprehensive treatment and support services are received and completed. Graduation ceremonies are conducted for youth that successfully complete the program and the substance related criminal charge is dismissed.
· Juvenile Treatment Court targets juvenile offenders with co-occurring mental health and substance abuse problems by providing services, which include early assessment, evidenced-based treatment, advocacy teams and a trained mentor.  A non-adversarial team and assigned judge meet at least monthly with participant youth and their families. Upon program completion, substance abuse related criminal charges are usually dismissed and support services continue to be provided within the community.

· Family Treatment Court works with families in abuse and neglect cases that involve parental substance abuse by providing parents with frequent court appearances, judicial monitoring of the family’s treatment progress and the support of a non-adversarial team.  Successful completion of Family Treatment Court results in safe and permanent homes for children, either through family reunification or an alternative permanent placement.

Juvenile Justice System Enhancements: Juvenile Justice Operational Master Plan

Since 1998, King County has been systematically examining and improving its juvenile justice practices and programs under the framework of the Juvenile Justice Operational Master Plan (JJOMP).  The JJOMP process brought together an unprecedented number of youth-serving governmental and non-profit agencies, elected officials, and community members to rethink how the business of juvenile justice was accomplished.  The vision that emerged from the JJOMP process was as follows:

Through its partnerships with communities and families, King County’s Juvenile Justice System reduces juvenile delinquency; helps youth in trouble make responsible choices, serves the needs of at-risk youth, and addresses the concerns of victims.

The JJOMP has led to an investment in innovative programs that have resulted in positive outcomes for youth and families as well as significant cost savings for King County citizens. The Plan offered 17 recommendations, including the development of therapeutic drug courts, home-based family counseling, day and evening reporting centers as alternatives to secure detention, and case managers to help at-risk and truant youth and their families. These and other JJOMP services and practices have contributed to a continued downward trend in juvenile offender referrals, filings and secure detention population.
Family Court Operations

Functions of Family Court Operations

The Family Court handles all family law matters where children are involved, including divorce or legal separation with children, parenting, paternity, adoption, support, domestic violence and some dependency matters.  Family law matters may be handled in a variety of ways, depending on their nature and complexity.  Family Court Services, the Family Law Facilitator Program, the Dependency Court Appointed Special Advocate Program (Dependency CASA), and Unified Family Court (UFC) Case Management are programs within Family Court Operations. 

· Family Court Services.  Family Court Services (FCS) provides parent education, mediation, and evaluation services, which often help resolve cases outside of court.  FCS also conducts domestic violence assessments, which assist the Court in protecting the interests of children in contested cases.  FCS staff have extensive experience and education in childhood development and issues that confront today’s families, including child abuse, chemical dependency, domestic violence, and mental illness.  The focus of every service provided by FCS is to assist the Court by providing timely, impartial information that is relevant to the issues of the case, consistent with statutory requirements, and protects the best interests of the child.  When effective services are provided to families, the need for further court involvement can be significantly reduced.  This, in turn, reduces in-court time and allows families to resolve conflicts in a more positive way.

· Family Law Facilitator Program.  The Family Law Facilitator Program provides assistance to self-represented litigants in obtaining and understanding required forms and complying with state and local rules. This improves litigants’ access to the Court, and helps reduce court time necessary for cases.  Facilitators help litigants understand how to start certain family law actions, what forms are needed, and where these forms can be found.  They can provide written instructions at no cost for many family law actions.  Facilitators also review litigants’ forms to make sure they are complete, provide information about other Court and community resources, and provide referrals for legal consultation for low-income litigants. The Department of Judicial Administration estimates that at least one party is self-represented by legal counsel at some point in nearly 75 percent of all domestic cases filed in King County.  

· Dependency CASA.  The Dependency CASA Program recruits and trains community volunteers to represent the best interests of abused and neglected children involved in dependency proceedings.  The primary obligation of this representation is to conduct independent investigations regarding the circumstances of the children assigned to them and to formulate recommendations for the Court.  Volunteers serving as the “eyes and ears of the Court” spend thousands of hours each year investigating cases, interviewing parties involved in cases, monitoring compliance with court orders, and attending court hearings.  

· UFC Case Management.  Specialized case management for difficult and/or multiple cases involving the same family is provided by the UFC Case Managers. The UFC Case Management Program combines court actions and hearings for matters involving the same family and allows for coordination of evaluations, social services, and follow-up. This approach establishes consistent expectations for the family, enables the Court to monitor progress, and makes efficient use of resources. After acceptance into the program, multiple family actions are either linked or consolidated, and then assigned to one judge or commissioner calendar. The case manager assists litigants in getting linked with services or resources, reports any issues of noncompliance to the Court, and sets review hearings when necessary, allowing for intensive judicial oversight.    

Family Justice System Enhancements: Unified Family Court 

The UFC planning effort began in 1993 and was initiated by a joint King County Bench/Bar Task Force.  The group was formed in response to a perceived need by both the bench and state and county bar associations that families involved in the justice system would be better served through a comprehensive approach in which family and juvenile law proceedings are integrated into one system.   

Many recommendations were produced through this multi-year, three-phased effort.  Several of these recommendations have been implemented; others were difficult to address given existing constraints of physical location/facilities.  The UFC recommendations considered to be most crucial at the time were addressed through implementation of a UFC pilot project at the Regional Justice Center in 1997.  

The 1997 UFC pilot project at the Regional Justice Center was comprised of four principal components: 1) assignment of all family law cases to specific judges and intensive management of cases involving “high-risk” issues within the family; 2) establishment of a Family Law Information Center (FLIC), where facilitators assist families in navigating the court system; 3) establishment of a court-based child care center; and 4) creation of a juvenile offender calendar to serve south King County citizens. The fourth component was quickly abandoned due to logistical problems associated with transporting incarcerated youth from the Alder facility in Seattle to the Regional Justice Center in Kent. The core component of this effort has been the establishment of a dedicated judicial team who are assigned to hear only family-related matters and provided specialized management of the most complex UFC cases. 

Prior to 1997, family law cases were assigned at random to civil court judges along with all other types of civil cases. This meant that the trial judge typically lacked information about a family’s social history and involvement in other cases, and the families, who often were not represented by attorneys, had to negotiate the complexities of the court system on their own. This absence of coordination resulted in conflicting, inconsistent, or duplicative orders as well as inefficient allocation of services.  With the implementation of the UFC, specific judges agreed to hear only family law cases, and the Court began assigning all family law cases to these ‘UFC’ judges. The Court also adopted a ‘one judge-one family’ principle for complex cases, which allows for more efficient coordination of court proceedings and enables UFC judges and commissioners to be well-informed about each family’s issues.  Additionally, UFC judges and commissioners receive specialized training and education regarding the psychosocial issues that often face families before the Court. Superior Court adopted the UFC Case Management Program as a permanent program in 2001 and expanded it to the King County Courthouse in 2003. Six judges now comprise the UFC department of the bench, one of whom serves as the Chief UFC Judge. 
Summary
In recent years, the Court has placed great emphasis and importance on improving the delivery of justice services to children and families. The development and implementation of the JJOMP along with its subsequent planning efforts, and the development and implementation of the UFC have been significant steps in this direction. However, children and family legal matters, depending on subject area, continue to be managed in two separate arenas – juvenile court and family court.  A logical next step, and one that is crucial for continuous system improvement, is to now focus on more effective integration between these two arenas in order to better address the needs of individuals and the family unit as a whole.
As far back as 1993 when planning for the UFC was begun, King County Superior Court, the Superior Court Judges’ Association and the state and local bar associations, understood that families involved in the justice system would be better served if children and family justice services were integrated into one system.  The benefits of such integration include:

· Increased access to justice, specifically for youth and family-related court matters 
· Improved and enhanced coordination of services

· Enhanced judicial decision-making and understanding of the family in context 
· Better sharing of case/client information

· Improved access to community and human services that support children and families in crisis.

The implementation of the UFC was an important step in this direction, as it coordinated support services for families and reduced the jurisdictional regimentation that complicated children and family matters. The development and implementation of the JJOMP was another important step, as it shifted the focus of youth justice from incarceration to intervention and treatment.  However, a truly unified family court where all judicial matters involving children and families might be handled has not yet been achieved. It is the purpose of this operational master planning effort to develop, assess and recommend potential next steps.

OMP Scope of work, TASKS, AND SCHEDULE

Scope of Work
The targeted Operational Master Plan will document the current operations of juvenile, family law and supporting therapeutic courts, including space usage and business practices. Areas to be addressed in the OMP will include: identification of the types of juvenile, family law and supporting therapeutic court matters (cases) handled; caseload and composition, caseflow and processing practices; client demographics and the services available to clients as their matters move through the Court; and the use of technology in managing case information and assisting clients and the use of space both by the Court and by other agencies and organizations that offer services in support of children and family justice.  

The OMP will identify potential operational changes and revisions in the use of space that could improve delivery of juvenile, family law and supporting therapeutic court services, particularly as population demographics and other drivers change.  Areas considered will include anticipated changes in caseload composition, demographics, and technology, as well as recognized best practices and the experience of children and family justice service providers, both in King County and elsewhere.  

Finally, the OMP will propose alternatives for improving service delivery in juvenile, family law and supporting therapeutic courts.  Alternatives may include operational changes and/or revisions in use of space.  If space use changes are suggested, the conclusion of the operational master planning effort would be followed by a subsequent facilities master plan (FMP) pursuant to County code.

The following bullet points do not imply priority order or the sequencing of activities.

Tasks

1. Document Current Operations and Existing Facilities

a.
Describe the current design, functions and work flow of juvenile, family law and supporting therapeutic courts. Questions to be addressed include:

· What activities do juvenile court, therapeutic court and family law operations perform?

· How are juvenile, family law and supporting therapeutic courts distinguished from the other business of Superior Court?
· What are the current judicial resources (judges, commissioners, and support staff) dedicated to handling juvenile, family law and supporting therapeutic court matters?

· What levels of staff currently exist for juvenile, family law and supporting therapeutic courts?

· How do cases move through juvenile, family law and supporting therapeutic courts? 

· What services are accessed as cases move through juvenile, family law and supporting therapeutic courts?  Who provides the services and at what locations?

· How is technology utilized in juvenile, family law and supporting therapeutic courts? What existing technology systems support service delivery? 

· How are existing justice technology systems integrated with one another? How are they integrated with other county and state systems?

· What is the caseload and composition for juvenile, family law and supporting therapeutic courts? 

· How long does it take King County to resolve a case within each case type? 

· What are the current time standards for resolving each case?

· What are the client demographics of juvenile, family law and supporting therapeutic courts?

· What steps does the Court take to ensure ease of use and understandability of its processes? 

· What customer service processes exist to obtain feedback from users?

· Are current hours of operation and locations meeting the needs of users?

b.
Determine existing physical adjacencies and necessary business relationships between the Court, its clients, and other children and family justice service providers. Questions to be addressed include:

· Where and how do clients access juvenile, family law and supporting therapeutic courts and services? Where do these clients live? 

· What are the current locations of juvenile, family law and supporting therapeutic court facilities?

· Do the current locations provide ready access to the Court and related services for the public? 

· Is public transit or accessibility to major thoroughfares a factor in current service delivery?

· What internal county and court functions interface with juvenile, family law and supporting therapeutic courts?

· How often, under what circumstances and utilizing what type of space do those county and court functions interface with juvenile, family law and supporting therapeutic courts?

· What external (state, local, private) entities interface juvenile, family law and supporting therapeutic courts?  

· What and how is technology utilized as a replacement for physical adjacencies? 

· How often and under what circumstances and utilizing what type of space do those external entities interface with juvenile, family law and supporting therapeutic courts?

· How are records maintained, shared and made available to internal and external entities as well as the public in juvenile, family law and supporting therapeutic courts?

2. Identify Potential Operational and Facility Needs

a.
Based on user, stakeholder and policymaker input, and in keeping with best practices (such as those identified in the Washington State Administrative Office of the Courts publication on UFC released in October of 2004 and similar efforts conducted by other states), identify potential reforms to services, workflow and facilities of juvenile, family law and supporting therapeutic courts. Questions to be addressed for both current services and planning for future services include:

· Are the activities and services of juvenile, family law and supporting therapeutic courts adequate to meet demand and appropriate to meet the mission? If not, what areas need to be improved and in what ways can improvement be achieved?

· What judicial resources should be designated to handle current and future needs for juvenile, family law and supporting therapeutic courts? 

· What levels of staff should exist to handle current and future needs? 

· How should cases move through juvenile, family law and supporting therapeutic courts? 

· What services should be available as cases move through juvenile, family law and supporting therapeutic courts? Who should provide these services and at what locations? 

· What entities and functions need to be located in County facilities?

· How should technology be utilized in juvenile, family law and supporting therapeutic court operations? What technology can better support service delivery? 

· How can existing technologies be better integrated among system participants?

· What are caseload trends and projections for juvenile, family law and supporting therapeutic courts as a whole and for each case type? What potential staffing and location adjustments would be necessary to accommodate anticipated caseload?

· Should case processing times be improved and if so, how can that improvement be achieved?

· How are client demographics of juvenile, family law and supporting therapeutic courts expected to change in the future?  How might this impact the mix and/or location of services provided?

· What are the opportunities for improving or streamlining operations?

b.
Keeping in mind cost effectiveness and the efficient delivery of services identify the potential business and space needs based on operational requirements for juvenile, family law and supporting therapeutic courts. Questions to be addressed include:

· What agencies or services need to be located in proximity to juvenile, family law and supporting therapeutic courts and what are the business needs for adjacency? 

· How can technology be used in place of physical adjacency to meet business needs?

· Are the locations of services appropriate for those who interface with juvenile, family law and supporting therapeutic courts (i.e. clients, other users, and Court staff)? If not, why not? What are the alternatives?

· What are the business needs that would cause the siting of juvenile, family law and supporting therapeutic courts in other than current locations? 

· What efficiencies would be generated by siting juvenile, family law and supporting therapeutic courts in other than current locations? 

· How would future operational changes drive future facility needs?

· What public transit and accessibility to major thoroughfares are needed for juvenile, family law and supporting therapeutic courts?

· How can internal county and court functions that interface with juvenile, family law and supporting therapeutic courts be better served?

· How can external (state, local, private) entities interface with juvenile, family law and supporting therapeutic courts more effectively?

· What improvements can be made to records maintenance, sharing and public availability in juvenile, family law and supporting therapeutic courts?

c.
Because numerous other agencies, both within and external to King County, provide services in conjunction with juvenile, family law and supporting therapeutic courts, it is essential that affected agencies be identified and engaged in the planning process. Specific agencies with functional adjacency issues include:

· Department of Judicial Administration 

· Prosecuting Attorney’s Office

· Office of the Public Defender

· Department of Adult and Juvenile Detention

· Sheriff’s Office

· Department of Community and Human Services 

· Washington State Department of Social and Health Services

· Washington State Attorney General

· Public school districts

· Police agencies

· Family Law Section of the King County Bar Association

· Community service providers, 

d.
In addition to those with interfacing work functions, the input of clients, other organizations, groups and entities affected by juvenile, family law and supporting therapeutic court services will be sought during the operational master planning effort. The consultant will convene broad stakeholder meetings with the purpose of eliciting feedback on current and proposed children and family justice service delivery. Stakeholder outreach will engage:

· Community groups including social service agencies and faith-based organizations providing social services

· Youth and family organizations

· Neighborhood groups

3. Assess Operational and Facility Alternatives and Recommend Options for Action

a. The OMP will examine operational alternatives for the efficient and effective delivery of juvenile, family law and supporting therapeutic court services. The operations alternatives section of the plan will include:

· A listing of the operational alternatives under consideration along with a description of why each alternative is being considered;

· A description of impacts associated with each operational alternative including impacts to other aspects of Superior Court as well as other county agencies and operations;

· A description of criteria that will be used in assessing the risks, benefits and costs of each alternative, including compliance with countywide policies for business, technology and planning;

· An assessment of the risks, benefits and costs of each alternative under consideration;

· Recommend preferred alternatives. 


b.
The OMP will project alternatives for space needs, including location, understanding that operational changes may necessitate corresponding facility/space use changes.  If space use changes are suggested, a subsequent facilities master planning effort would occur. The facility alternatives section of the plan will include:

· A listing of potential space and/or location alternatives along with a description of how each alternative corresponds to operational recommendations;

· A preliminary description of the potential space and/or location impacts associated with each operational alternative including impacts to other aspects of Superior Court as well as other county agencies and operations;

· A description of criteria that will be used in assessing the risks, benefits and costs of each alternative

· Consideration of facility recommendations of other County space planning activities, including District Court

· Recommendation preferred locations and functional alternatives. 

Schedule 

The OMP, ordinance and any associated documentation, will be transmitted to Council no later than May 31, 2006. 

The schedule included in this work plan represents an optimal timeframe for completion of the OMP however, it is important to note that some schedule delays may occur outside of the OMP process, which would impact meeting the scheduled dates. Elements such as consultant availability, availability of data from external entities such as the State of Washington and council action of the work plan could affect the transmittal date. Other countywide planning efforts have shown that when external entities are involved with providing data or information to the County or its consultant, those external entities do not necessarily provide the data in the timeline requested. 

All policy makers, including Council members, will be updated on the progress on the schedule. It is the intent of the OMP groups to meet and manage the schedule with a transmittal date of May 31, 2006. 

All dates after the June submission of work plan to Council are pending and will be adjusted to reflect Council adoption of the work plan. The schedule will move forward on the timeline represented below, with necessary adjustments to reflect the adoption date of this work plan.

2005 

· June
· submit work plan to Council
· develop consultant request for proposal (RFP) 
· schedule first Cabinet Oversight Group meeting for mid July
· July (pending approval of work plan)
· convene joint kick off meeting of Cabinet Oversight Group and Project Work Groups

· release RFP-open for three weeks
· August

· receive RFP responses-2nd week of August

· evaluate RFP responses-3rd week of August

· select consultant-4th week of August

· September
· negotiate consultant contract, deliverables and timeline-1stweek of September
· sign contract-2nd week of September
· initialize consultant work by September 15th 
· September 15-March 15
· continue consultant work including draft review and feedback and data collection and evaluation processes, continuing through March 15th
· Cabinet Oversight Group and Project Work Group meets according to deliverable schedule or as determined by Cabinet Oversight Group
· hold stakeholder meetings 
2006

· January-March

· continue consultant work including draft review and feedback and data collection and evaluation processes

· Cabinet Oversight Group and Project Work Group meets according to deliverable schedule or as determined by Cabinet Oversight Group
· Development of OMP commences-February 15th (as consultant work winds down)

· March

· estimated final draft of consultant report to Cabinet Oversight Group-March 15

· drafting of  OMP report continues

· April

· OMP final draft completed-April 15

· Court and Executive review final draft

· May Completion

· Executive transmits final draft to Council no later than May 31, 2006 and earlier if possible

Milestones

1. Complete assessment of current baseline activities and existing facilities 

2. Stakeholder feedback process outlined, with stakeholders identified and meeting dates targeted

3. Develop projected caseload and demographics

4. Identify potential operational and facility needs

5. Complete operational analysis

6. Develop options based on current business processes, stakeholder feedback and potential improvements

7. Select and recommend options

8. Recommend options to Executive

9. Transmit to Council

OMP Oversight
A group of key policy makers, both internal and external to King County, will comprise the Cabinet Oversight Group. The oversight group will be responsible for work of the OMP consultant, the activities and products of the Project Work Group, as well as any associated work groups.
Cabinet Level Oversight Group
Oversight of the OMP will be accomplished by a cabinet of elected officials including King County Superior Court Judges, King County Councilmembers as well as representatives from the King County Executive’s Office, Prosecuting Attorney’s Office, Office of the Public Defender, the State of Washington Attorney General’s Office, the State of Washington Department of Social and Health Services, the King County Family Law Bar Section. The role of the Cabinet is to guide and review the work of the consultant and the work products generated by the Project Work Group and Stakeholder groups. The OMP Cabinet will be the decision making body on matters related to the OMP. The OMP Cabinet will be co-chaired by the Superior Court Presiding Judge and the Executive or his designee. 
Project Work Group
The Project Work Group is the body that will carry out the activities necessary to completing the OMP. The Cabinet Oversight group directs the Project Work Group.  The Project Work Group will be comprised of King County staff from Superior Court, the Office of Management and Budget, the Department of Judicial Administration, Council, the Prosecuting Attorney’s Office, Office of the Public Defender, Facilities Management Division, Department of Adult and Juvenile Detention, Department of Community of Human Services, Office of Information Resources Management and the state Attorney General’s Office. The Project Work Group will work with the consultant to provide and/or create needed materials, data and documentation; it will draft reports for the Cabinet’s review and approval. Based on direction from the Cabinet, the Project Work Group will develop and work with stakeholder groups to ensure stakeholder input and feedback is included throughout the OMP process. Ad hoc work groups will be convened as needed to address specific topics and business needs.
Stakeholder Groups
The OMP process will require participation and input from individuals, groups and entities that either utilize the services of the juvenile court and family law operations or those that could be affected by changes to court’s operations or locations. To that end, the OMP process will specify opportunities for stakeholders to participate in the development and review of the OMP.  
RESOURCES

Consulting Resources

The 2005 Adopted Budget contains $160,000 budgeted in OMB for support of the targeted OMP work. After completing the work plan and evaluating what the OMP intends to accomplish, it was determined that additional funding would be necessary to support the consultant costs. OMB has provided an additional $20,000 for the cost of the consultant from salary savings. The total consultant budget for the targeted OMP will be $180,000. 

Superior Court will seek $25,000 in additional funding to support a technology review conducted by a consultant. The technology review consultant’s work will be integrated into the targeted OMP. The technology review component will make it possible for the Court to conduct a review of technology needs and systems for the Court’s children and family case processing. While technology integration efforts are currently underway in the criminal justice system, they are focusing on adult criminal case processing and a similar technology integration effort is needed for children and family case processing. Without this important technology information and assessment, the targeted OMP will be incomplete, with its findings and recommendations severely limited by the absent technology assessments and recommendations. A concentrated effort to identify and describe the current disparate technology components for children and family case processing is critical as its findings and recommendations will inform the work of the targeted OMP. 

Staffing Resources

The Office of Management and Budget will provide project management functions for the targeted operational master planning effort, working in close collaboration with Superior Court and the Cabinet Oversight Group. Along with Superior Court representatives, a team of senior policy analysts from OMB will staff the Cabinet Oversight Group, the Project Team and all ad hoc work groups. OMB will utilize existing staff for the OMP project management and related duties for the duration of the project. 

The Court, along with OMB, will staff the Cabinet Oversight Group, the Project Team and any ad hoc work groups during the course of this OMP effort. The Court will utilize both existing staff and will request the addition of 1.00 Term Limited Temporary (TLT) for six months in 2005. It is anticipated that the Court will request similar staffing resources for the first five months of 2006. The total additional staffing funding requested in 2005 are $36,235; anticipated staffing funding for 2006 would be $32,461. 

King County Superior Court Targeted Operational Master Plan

Work Plan

1

