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SUMMARY:  King County will continue to face severe financial challenges over the next several years.  In 2002, the council recognized that, left unchanged, the county’s budgets for law and justice would use up all of the county Current Expense (CX) resources by 2008, leaving no resources for any other county CX program or for the administration of county government.  Consequently, 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 two thirds of the county’s current expense budget, and 75% of the county’s current expense employees.  As a result, the county has had to make significant reductions in this area but has also taken steps to ensure that these reductions have least adverse impact on public safety through the development of a coordinated and comprehensive criminal justice policy framework.  The adoption of the Adult Justice Master Plan (AJOMP) provided a policy framework for making the criminal justice system more efficient.  In addition, in their desire to ensure that the AJOMP had its desired effect on the county’s Current Expense Fund, the separately elected officials representing the county’s law and justice agencies made the commitment in 2002—when secure jail populations were about 2,700 Average Daily Population (ADP)—to reduce these populations by 400 inmates.
The First Monthly Report.  Based on initial review, it appears that these actions are having the desired effect.  The department’s first monthly report shows a significant decline in the county’s secure detention population.  The ADP of 2,147 is 22 percent lower than levels of a year ago.  In addition, the ADP is 343 inmates below the budgeted projection of 2,490 ADP, almost 14 percent.  The reported January figures show that a level of secure ADP the county last had in 1996.  In contrast, the populations in the county’s community corrections non-secure alternative are below targets, but are still being implemented.  For example, the report shows a significant enrollment in work crews, but limited use of other alternatives.  Based on this first month’s report it appears that more time will be needed to fully evaluate whether these alternatives are being properly used.  The committee will, at its March 20th meeting, hear a more detailed status report on the implementation of community corrections alternatives and sanctions.  
In summary, the first monthly report shows that the various criminal justice agencies that had committed to being more efficient and reduce their utilization of costly secure detention are meeting these challenges—even surpassing their commitments in 2002.  This means that the full implementation of community corrections alternatives has the potential for further significant jail population reductions.  It also appears that the council’s plan for the monitoring of jail utilization has been implemented and will have the effect of ensuring continued scrutiny of the system throughout the year.  Each of the criminal justice agencies that were provisoed to respond to the monthly report has done so with what appears to be a great deal of diligence and thought.
Issue:  Staff raise just one issue with the report.  The development of the baseline for measuring the variance of actual populations against projected populations is not what was expected.  The department is using as its baseline 2,055 ADP rather than 2,490 as was expected from budget deliberations.  It appears that this baseline is the level of ADP reductions shown in the executive’s December 19th letter to the council chair that set the targets for how the jail might reduce its budget.  Nevertheless, the council and the criminal justice agencies (through the AJOMP) have been using the department’s budget projections as a basis of setting goals and targets.  To fully analyze the county’s progress in implementing AJOMP plans this baseline ADP should be clarified.

Representatives of the OMB are here today to describe the elements of the first report and to describe the plans for how successive month’s reports will be transmitted for council review.  This staff report also contains a historical summary of the events leading to this first report. 
Background.  The county council, working with the executive and the separately elected representatives of the county’s criminal justice agencies, adopted a defined set of policies for criminal justice as part of the county’s Adult Justice Operational Master Plan (AJOMP).  The council acknowledged that making cuts incrementally or as equally shared percentage reductions in the criminal justice system can actually lead to more cost or make the county less safe.  However, the policies and implementation plans adopted as part of the AJOMP set specific policies for criminal justice expenditures allowing the county to achieve savings while also making this a safer place to live.  

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—has 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 budget ordinance (attached).  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.  This new format also required that the department report variances in the utilization of its programs to ensure that the overutilization of the jail was identified and addressed and that any underutilization of alternatives was also explained.  The converse was also expected, that less use of secure detention might lead to identifying further savings and that a higher utilization of alternatives might require the realignment of resources.  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’s Office of Management and Budget collect and analyze the comments on the monthly reports and transmit this information to the council.
Today’s briefing is a review of the background related to the proviso requirements, a review of the data in the first monthly report and of the comments of the criminal justice agencies, and opportunity for the budget office to comment on the process for reviewing the monthly reports (this staff report was prepared before the first budget office response was received.)

       AJOMP 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.  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 Adult Justice Operational Master Plan (AJOMP) 
      The Need For a New Operational Plan.  The jail population had continued to increase each year through 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 had 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 the next five to seven years.  

Based on these projections, the county executive proposed planning for the construction of new jail space.  However, the council refused to limit the review of the need for additional correctional capacity to expanding secure detention space as the primary method to address criminal justice needs.  While the county has traditionally 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.

For these reasons, the council adopted a proviso in the 2000 Budget re-directing efforts proposed for jail planning to instead initiate a collaborative and objective effort to assess and improve the Adult Justice System. 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.
      Adult Justice Operational Master Plan (AJOMP).  The Council approved the AJOMP in July 2002.  The AJOMP process had dedicated analytic staff who worked with an advisory group and three workgroups.  The workgroups—looking at alternatives and the felony and misdemeanor adjudication processes—met extensively for several months.  In addition, AJOMP staff prepared and reviewed a variety of jail profiles for the development of detention models to construct capacity projections. The executive transmitted the AJOMP Ordinance and report on May 23, 2002.  

The Law, Justice and Human Services Committee held four committee meetings for the consideration of the county’s proposed Adult Justice Operational Master Plan (AJOMP). This is in addition to multiple meetings related to the development of county criminal justice policies.  On June 26, 2002, the county’s Criminal Justice Council (with representatives of the Superior and District Courts, the Prosecutor, executive, jail, judicial administration, the council, and public defense) reviewed the proposed changes to the AJOMP ordinance developed by the committee.  Council staff received comments at the meeting and subsequently from members after the meeting.  The final AJOMP Ordinance incorporated both committee and Criminal Justice Council member changes.  Specifically, the council set policy related to the use of secure detention, alternative sanctions, better use of treatment resources to reduce recidivism, and established the policy requiring continuing coordination of the criminal justice agencies to ensure efficiency.  The AJOMP and policies were adopted in July 2002.  In subsequent council briefings related to the implementation of the AJOMP in September 2002, the representatives of the criminal justices agencies committed to reducing jail populations by at least 400 inmates.
2003 Budget.  The work of the AJOMP as it was being developed and implemented allowed for significant CX reductions in the county’s criminal justice 2003 budget requests.  Overall the budget requests showed the law and justice agencies growing 3.2 percent, significantly less than the historical six to nine percent average annual growth rates.  If not for the demands of the State v. Ridgway/ Green River Homicide Investigation the county’s criminal justice budgets would have grown less than two percent.

However, in the initial transmittal of the budget, the executive showed no savings in the county’s secure detention budgets.  The department’s budget had savings associated with closing the North rehabilitation Facility, reducing booking operations, and savings from its juvenile detention operations, but no savings related to declines in secure populations. The department’s  2003 proposed budget did identify declines in adult total ADP and secure ADP.  The department based their budget on the following proposed detention population projections.

Comparison of Adult

Average Daily Population (ADP)

2001 through 2003

	 
	2001 Adopted
	2002 Adopted 
	2003 Proposed
	Change
	% Change

	Total ADP
	               3,025 
	              3,025 
	              2,705 
	     (320)
	-10.6%

	Secure ADP
	               2,559 
	              2,695 
	              2,490 
	     (205)
	-7.6%



Source: Executive Proposed Budget 2003, Department of Adult and Juvenile Detention, page H-5

While the department’s 2001 and 2002 budgets were based on projected ADP of 3,025 inmates, the actual ADP ranged from 2,475 to 2,900—under the budgeted amounts.  The executive’s budget, as transmitted, reduced the projected detention populations (and also projected significant reductions in “bookings” compared to 2002), but did not include any budget reductions that were directly related to the decline in the number of inmates. The budget document and testimony from the executive acknowledged that AJOMP would account for population reductions on the order of about 140 inmates and incorporated this reduction into its population forecast of 2,490 ADP for 2003.  However, the criminal justice council’s commitment to the council as part of the AJOMP plan was that the 2,695 secure population could be reduced by 400 to about 2,290 ADP.  
Council Actions.  The council during its budget deliberations spent a great deal of time evaluating the department’s budget request.  The council had heard in its deliberations related to the AJOMP, and the county’s implementation plans, that the jail’s projected population reductions might be underrepresented.  In addition, the council acknowledged that each of the other criminal justice agencies have been making significant changes in “how they do business” in order to achieve efficiencies and further CX savings.  The council sought to ensure that the department adopted policies that would ensure more efficient use of staff and allow for significant reductions in future detention costs.  The council also sought mechanisms to ensure that populations continued to decrease and that alternatives to secure detention were fully utilized.  Consequently, the council adopted a reduction in the jail’s budget, established monitoring mechanisms, established a contingency fund should population reductions not be achieved, but did not make any modification to the proposed secure detention population projection of 2,490 ADP as transmitted.  Rather, the council made its reduction anticipating savings from efficiencies, even if secure populations were at or about 2,490 ADP.  Therefore, the expectation was that the county’s criminal justice agencies continue their efforts for efficiencies, but also to continue working towards reducing the jail population to levels below the projections of the department.  To this end, the council also adopted several provisos requiring the monitoring of secure and non-secure population trends.
After the Budget. After transmitting the budget, the executive notified the council that because 2002 ADP was never higher than 2,845, and was then at 2,475, the department achieved savings of at least $1.2 million in 2002 for adult detention.  This, too, was not reflected in the executive’s proposed budget—even though four and a half living units have been closed during the year.  In addition, the executive notified the chair of the council on December 19, 2002, that it was making permanent its closure of several detention living units and that it would see savings from ADP reductions totaling 435 ADP.  While these actions fully conform to the policy direction of the council, the council never made any changes to the budgeted population projections contained in the budget.  
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