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SUBJECT

This briefing focuses on the Youth Services Center replacement, including the need for the project, the planning processes completed to date, and the current status. 
BACKGROUND

King County’s Youth Service Center is located at 12th Avenue and East Alder Street in Seattle. Courtrooms, administrative offices and youth detention facilities are housed in three conjoined buildings on the campus: the Alder tower (1972), the Alder wing (1951, partially renovated in 1972), and the youth detention facility (1991). The major building systems, including electrical, plumbing, heating, ventilation and air conditioning systems, in Alder tower and wing have reached the end of their useful life and need to be replaced. Replacement of these systems alone would cost approximately $20 million. 
Operational Master Plan

Replacement of the Youth Service Center has been an ongoing effort that began with a Targeted Operational Master Plan (OMP) for Superior Court family law matters.  The OMP was completed in 2006 and included extensive stakeholder meetings during 2005 and 2006.  Stakeholders included representatives from the County’s judicial system and facilities division, as well as representatives from the various user groups that depend on an efficiently run court system, including clients and the public. 

The OMP, adopted by the Council on September 25, 2006, recommended that the County focus on a unified, “full-service” children and family court model.  The stakeholder groups stated that the needs of families and others using the system would be best served by having a single facility for family law-related matters.  In addition, the groups recognized that consolidation of the courts and other related services into one location would yield significant efficiencies and savings.  The OMP recommended co-location of juvenile and family law functions in either one or two new courthouses in King County.  
Facilities Master Plan

Following from the OMP recommendation, a facility master planning effort was undertaken, culminating in the Superior Court Targeted Facilities Master Plan (FMP), which was transmitted to Council in May 2009.
  Although the FMP contained no recommendation on a preferred facility alternative, in December 2009, the Council passed Motion 13106, affirming the goal of co-locating all juvenile offender, North end juvenile dependency and family court matters involving children in a single facility (or Scenario 5.5, as identified in the FMP). 
The table below shows the types of cases currently located at the Youth Services Center and cases proposed to be located there under Option 5.5.
Locations of Case Types – Current vs. Proposed
	
	Juvenile Offender
	North End Becca
	North End Dependency
	North End Family Law With Children
	North End Family Law No Children

	Current
	Youth Services Center
	Youth Services Center
	King County Courthouse (KCCH)*
	KCCH
	KCCH

	Scenario 5.5
	Youth Services Center
	Youth Services Center
	Youth Services Center
	Youth Services Center
	KCCH


*Prior to the PCB remediation project North end dependency cases were heard primarily at Youth Services Center with some cases at KCCH. These cases were moved to KCCH during the remediation project, pending completion of that project and a determination on the replacement of the Youth Services Center. 
As shown above, under Scenario 5.5, North end dependency and family law cases involving children would be located at the Youth Services Center, along with juvenile offender and North end Becca cases.

A subsequent report approved by the Council in 2010 (Motion 13218) recommended phasing construction, or building nine courtrooms in the first phase by 2015 and adding five to seven courtrooms by 2022 to accommodate future caseload growth. The total cost of the two phases was anticipated to be $247 million and assumed a sale of a portion of the site to provide some revenue to support the project. 
However, since the rejection of a ballot measure to increase the sales tax by 2/10 of one cent in November 2010, additional revenue sources have not been identified to finance the project. 
In March 2011, the Executive issued a Request for Qualifications/Concepts (RFQ/C) that invited development teams to submit their qualifications and experience in developing projects of a similar scope. The teams were also asked to submit preliminary concepts on possible solutions for replacing or relocating the Youth Service Center facility that do not require King County to increase their operating cost or debt payments beyond the current level. However, none of the responses were able replace or relocate the facility without increasing costs to the county.
CURRENT STATUS
On March 5th, Proposed Ordinance 2012-0094 was referred to the Budget and Fiscal Management Committee. This ordinance would place a proposition on the August 7, 2012 ballot authorizing a nine-year property tax levy lid lift of $0.07 per $1,000 of assessed valuation to fund replacement of the Youth Services Center. The cost to the median homeowner in King County would be less than $25 per year.
The total cost of the project is anticipated to be in the range of $200 million to $210 million. In contrast to earlier concepts, the current proposal involves replacement of all three buildings and parking facilities, including the youth detention facility, which was not included in the Court’s targeted OMP analysis.  By replacing all facilities on the site, the County can reduce its footprint site and maximize the amount of property that could be sold.

Potential Budgetary Implications: This is a briefing only. However, if Proposed Ordinance 2012-0094 is approved by the Council and the ballot measure approved by the voters, the Council would subsequently take action on a series of supplemental appropriation requests related to the $200 million to $210 million project.
� An initial report with facility options was presented in 2008, but the preferred consolidation option raised concerns regarding the construction costs.  
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