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SUBJECT: Overview of Law, Justice and Human Services Subject Areas

SUMMARY:  This briefing is intended to provide members of the Law, Justice and Human Services Committee background regarding the committee’s major subject areas in preparation for consideration of the 2002 Work Program.  The briefing will focus particularly on what “drives” the budget for each of these areas given that the committee has policy recommendation responsibility for program areas encompassing over three-quarters of the Current Expense budget.  The proposed work program emphasizes opportunities to identify and consider policy choices to help deal with the deepening Current Expense shortfall problem.  

Law and Justice 

	2002 Adopted Budget

	Law and Justice Agencies

	
	
	
	
	

	
	CX Fund
	CJ Fund
	Other Funds
	Total

	Adult & Juvenile Detention
	 $108,915,888 
	 $    6,591,484 
	 $    1,811,658 
	 $117,319,030 

	District Court
	     19,591,802 
	      1,363,798 
	
	 $  20,955,600 

	Judicial Administration
	     13,384,309 
	         579,516 
	
	 $  13,963,825 

	Prosecuting Attorney
	     38,929,817 
	      3,216,297 
	         100,103 
	 $  42,246,217 

	Public Defense
	     27,374,721 
	           59,855 
	
	 $  27,434,576 

	Screeners (Fac. Mgmt.)
	      1,614,763 
	
	
	 $    1,614,763 

	Sheriff
	     91,650,370 
	      2,877,414 
	     11,814,253 
	 $106,342,037 

	Superior Court
	     31,621,430 
	      1,981,216 
	
	 $  33,602,646 

	Total
	 $333,083,100 
	 $  16,669,580 
	 $  13,726,014 
	 $363,478,694 


· The county’s law and justice agencies account for $333 million in CX spending, about two thirds of all CX expenditures.  The budgets for these agencies have grown at approximately 10% a year throughout the last decade, due to caseload growth and the costs of salaries and benefits.    

· The law and justice agencies total FTE authority for 2002 is 3,464, about one quarter of all county employees.  Of this total, 3,226 FTEs are CX-funded, accounting for almost three quarters of all CX FTEs. 

Mandates and Trends: Under state law, the county is responsible for the enforcement, adjudication, and incarceration of felons.  In addition, the county has responsibility for the processing of “state” misdemeanors—that is, those misdemeanor cases originating in the county’s unincorporated areas, resulting from Washington State Patrol activities, or for those offenses in state statute rather than municipal ordinance (many low level drug offenses fall into this category).  In addition, the county provides a variety of criminal justice services on a contract basis for municipalities and other governmental entities.  In some instances the county recovers the full cost of providing the service (sheriff patrol contracts with cities for example).  For other contracts, the county does not fully recover its costs (district court contracts and jail contracts with cities).

Crime rates for violent, serious, and drug offenses have declined in King County, as have arrest rates.  King County and the State of Washington have significantly lower crime rates for every category of crime—except property crime—when compared to the national average. In addition, felony filings for juveniles and adults have declined in 2001.  Jail admissions have also been declining.  King County’s incarceration rates are significantly lower than other similarly sized counties. However, the county’s jail population has significantly higher numbers of non-violent, low-risk misdemeanants and “technical violators” (those arrested for violations of court conditions rather than new offenses) when compared to other jurisdictions. For example, the King County misdemeanant population is approximately 35 percent of the total, while in Multnomah County less than 10 percent of county jail population are misdemeanants.

Adult and Juvenile Detention



 $117,319,030            970.69 FTEs
This department has the largest criminal justice budget and its expenditures are directly related to the policies and actions of all of the other “players” in the system. The “jail” or DAJD operates the downtown King County Correctional Facility (KCCF or, the “Tower”), the Kent Regional Justice Center (RJC), the Youth Detention Facility in Seattle at 12th and Alder, and the Shoreline North Rehabilitation Facility (NRF, pronounced “nerf”).  In addition, the jail has a work release facility in the courthouse and transports and guards inmates while in court or at Harborview.  

Detention population of about 3,000 adult inmates and 130 juvenile detainees, is the basis for DAJD’s budget where it costs about $30,000 a year to house a single inmate and about $130 to handle every admission. Jail populations are expressed as “average daily population” or ADP.  Generally, the ADP is driven by admissions and how long inmates stay at the jail (measured by “average length of stay” or ALOS). Therefore, the populations in detention are directly tied to the number of admissions (which is the consequence of the number of arrests by law enforcement—for new crimes or for warrants) and how long inmates stay in jail (the consequence of the timeliness of court processes or the length of sentences).  Consequently, policy changes made in the criminal justice system have the potential for significantly reducing jail population or increasing it.

In addition to reflecting the policies of other criminal justice system players, the jail’s operations and budget are driven by specific county jail policy.  Unlike most jails in the state, the county has a policy of accepting every individual presented for booking and keeping every inmate until his or her case is adjudicated in every jurisdiction or sentences are completed.  This policy is not the result of a state mandate or a coordinated county criminal justice policy, but is a significant, “de facto” policy that is a major budget driver.  In contrast, most Washington counties and other jurisdictions have various policies that restrict certain bookings or shorten the offender length of stay because of the cost of housing inmates.  Most jurisdictions have also developed alternatives to secure detention for sanctioning and treating offenders.  These alternatives are generally more cost effective and can actually reduce crime and increase public safety.  

The adult jail population includes felons and misdemeanants; who are pre- and post-sentence and who are detained for a new offense or for failure to comply with a court condition. Felons and “state” misdemeanants are the county’s financial responsibility.  Cities pay $77 per day for local misdemeanants on an average cost daily cost basis. (The current jail contract system is not based on full cost recovery, rather it is based on an average cost of all inmates and may not accurately reflect the actual costs of housing city inmates.)  The state also houses inmates in the jail (10.5% of the total population).

The jail’s population increased in each year since 1992. Yet, the majority of the growth in jail population can be directly attributed to local court policies and practices related to misdemeanants rather than actual levels of crime or criminal activity.  This conclusion is based on the fact that misdemeanor admissions have declined 15% in the period of 1992-2001, yet ADP has increased 70% and ALOS has increased 101%.  So rather than an increase in the number of offenders arrested and booked for new crimes, this growth appears to be the result of local courts jailing offenders who are either awaiting adjudication in much less efficient courts or who have failed to comply with court conditions. At the same time, the jail’s use of alternatives to secure detention has declined.  The county has not developed any new alternatives.  Instead, the county emphasizes the use of secure detention over any other option.

In contrast, juvenile detention populations have decreased significantly—by over 35% with 200 ADP in 1999 to 130 ADP in 2001 thereby avoiding the need to build new detention capacity.  This reduction can be directly attributed to the implementation of the Juvenile Justice Operational Master Plan. The plan increased court efficiencies (including prosecution and defense), developed alternatives to detention, and insured that there was better coordination among all criminal justice players.  In addition, the plan included booking criteria at the juvenile detention facility, coordinated programs to reduce warrants, and court scrutiny of the use of detention for offenders who fail to comply with court conditions.  

District Court 







$20,995,600    280.60 FTEs 

The district court is the county’s court of “limited jurisdiction” and has responsibility for traffic infractions, civil matters, and misdemeanor criminal offenses in the county’s unincorporated areas, areas that contract with the court, and for “state” offenses. The court has 26 judges that operate out of nine divisions at 11 locations throughout the county.  

For the past decade, district court caseloads/filings/transactions have been decreasing, primarily because of the establishment of new municipal court jurisdictions. Yet, the number of district court judicial officers has not decreased. In addition, the court still provides countywide services in its divisions, where each separate division has a separate administration. State statute does not mandate the nine divisions.  In fact, King County is a “single” district under the statute and could reduce the number of divisions to two.  The court does contract with cities for municipal court services, but is limited by state statute to recover only the “marginal” and not the full cost of providing the court services.  Most of the court’s caseload is a consequence of traffic-related citations.  Yet, the court has not implemented processes to improve handling of these cases (no consolidated calendaring of cases or coordinated FTA projects) and has not developed alternatives for getting drivers re-licensed.  As a consequence, the district court has more hearings than are necessary and also over-utilizes the jail.  Projects in the Seattle Municipal Court to process these offenses have resulted in increased compliance (fewer warrants and future arrests), more revenue ($1.5 million in 2000), and decreases in the use of jail (30% reduction).  

Judicial Administration 





($13,963,825    209.50 FTEs)
This department is the “clerk” for the superior court and serves to handle all criminal, family, juvenile, and civil filings, supports the work of the court by calendaring cases and scheduling all court-related work, calling jurors, and providing staff for the court such as court reporters and translators.  The workload of the superior court directly drives the budget of DJA.  This department has a variety of analytic systems to easily demonstrate how workload from the courts drives its resource needs.  In addition, the department can demonstrate how its use of resources has created other system efficiencies.

Prosecutor







 ($42,246,217   498.10 FTEs)
The prosecutor has two different, but important responsibilities.  First, the prosecutor has responsibility for the mandated prosecution of criminal offenders.  This includes making a determination of whether charges should be filed, taking the case through the adjudication process, and handling those cases that are appealed.  The number and types of these cases is the basis for the prosecutor’s criminal division—generally the number of felony filings and the number of trials are the basis for measuring workload.  While the prosecution of criminal matters is mandatory, the prosecutor has a high degree of discretion regarding whether, and if so, how cases are filed. 

The second, and less well known, responsibility of the prosecutor is to act as the county’s lawyer.  The prosecutor is responsible for civil caseload resulting from the representation of county departments in labor, claims, and tort actions.  The prosecutor’s civil division workloads are generally measured by the number of county employees, valuation of contracts, and levels of county services (for example, more bus drivers driving more bus routes and hours generally relates to the number of accident claims against the county).  A large portion of these costs are reimbursed by non-CX funds

Public Defense






 $27,434,576     25.50 FTEs 
The county is mandated to pay for the defense of those accused of a crime (and in certain types of civil matters) when the individual cannot afford their own defense.  The county has a 30-year history of contracting for these defense services.  The county Office of Public Defense (OPD), situated in the Department of Community and Human Services, manages the contracts for the four non-profit defender agencies.  The agencies contract to provide services on a “case credit” basis for felony, juvenile, misdemeanor, and certain civil matters (Becca and dependency matters, as examples).  The case credits are based on the complexity and nature of the types of cases. The county is in the process of evaluating the current 30 year-old contracting system.  While the defender agencies are seeing some decreases in caseload in 2001—primarily for felony and juvenile matters—the agencies have been tasked with increasing their participation in new initiatives that have been making the overall system more efficient.  For example, the defender agencies provide specialized representation for the county’s drug and mental health courts.  The county has reviewed the current structure of county indigent defense.   The consultants made a series of recommendations to improve the administration of the county program and improve defense services.

Sheriff 






$106,342,037         1,052.00 FTEs

The sheriff in King County provides a variety of law enforcement services and has the second largest criminal justice budget.  The sheriff is responsible for certain mandated law enforcement services and also provides services to cities and other governmental agencies.  Consequently, the KCSO is one of the largest law enforcement agencies in the Pacific Northwest, second only to Seattle in the number of commissioned officers.

 There are three primary sets of sheriff services and workloads.  The first is the of level law enforcement service for unincorporated King County as mandated by state statute and county ordinance.  The sheriff’s uniformed patrol services are most directly related to the geographic area of the county and the need to provide varying levels of coverage—based first on the size of the patrol area and then, the number of calls for service (not necessarily the amount of “crime”).  In addition, patrol resources are calculated based on the need to provide coverage that ensures both the safety of the public (fast response) and deputies (access to back-up support).  Furthermore, the sheriff maintains a certain level of investigative and other resources—detectives, support services, and administration for the unincorporated areas.

The second component of the sheriff’s overall responsibilities is the amount of law enforcement service that sheriff contracts to provide other governmental units (about 40% of the budget).  The sheriff provides the “police departments” for 13 cities, and is the law enforcement agency for numerous other governmental entities (including Metro, Boeing Field, other county agencies, school districts, and units of tribal, state, and the federal governments).  These entities contract with sheriff for certain levels of service and pay the fully loaded costs of these services—including a share of county “overhead.”

Finally, the sheriff provides a variety of regional law enforcement services. These include the detectives in the Criminal Investigation Division, uniformed patrol officers with specialized duties and special operations.  Some of the services—the Automated Fingerprint Information System (AFIS), for example—have their own funding sources and support the entire county and region.  Other services are a consequence of the size of the county—for example, the sheriff provides the major accident review team.  In addition, the sheriff has certain services that are regularly expected as part of a large police agency—such as the air, marine, bomb, and canine units--that are provided as part of the sheriff’s CX budget or receive partial funding as contract services.

Superior Court






 $33,602,646   392.50 FTEs
The superior court adjudicates all felonies, family matters, juvenile criminal cases, and civil litigation.  The judges operate from the King County Courthouse, the Regional Justice Center, and the Youth Detention facility.  The primary drivers for the superior court are the number of judicial officers (51 currently and the consequent number of courtrooms), and the number of matters filed.  The county has an analytically based system for approving the number of judicial officers based on court workloads.  The system for justifying judges is based on several workload factors and must be approved by a group representing the court, the executive, and the council.  Only after a thorough review have judges been approved.  The court is mandated to adjudicate felonies—with strict constitutional, statutory, and procedural requirements.  These requirements mandate the timelines and the requirements for the completion of adjudication.  The court is also required to accept civil matters.  Some of these matters have statutory and procedural mandates to complete adjudication (civil commitment, for example).  Others, such as tort, divorce, and business actions have no requirements beyond requiring the acceptance of the filing—the time to adjudication (and even the requirement for adjudication) is not mandated.  The number of matters filed and the amount of pending caseload are the basis, then for superior court workload.  Criminal caseloads must be handled within specific timeframes.  The court has established its own standards for civil matters.

Human Services

	2002 Adopted Budget
	
	
	

	Human Services
	
	
	

	
	CX Fund
	CJ Fund
	Other Funds
	Total

	Community Services
	$10,602,832
	$522,360
	
	$11,125,192

	Chemical Dependency
	1,498,835
	
	19,960,764
	$21,459,599

	Youth Employment
	840,139
	
	5,365,181
	$6,205,320

	Dev. Disabilities
	
	
	18,770,726
	$18,770,726

	Mental Health
	448,640
	370,805
	103,700,554
	$104,519,999

	Veterans Services
	
	
	1,966,727
	$1,966,727

	Com. & H.S. Administration
	468,192
	
	849,965
	$1,318,157

	Children & Family Commission
	2,040,033
	
	
	$2,040,033

	Housing Opportunity Projects
	3,349,051
	
	
	$3,349,051

	Total
	$19,247,722
	$893,165
	$150,613,917
	$170,754,804


Overview:   County involvement in human services is almost entirely discretionary.  There are currently no state, federal or charter requirements for the county to provide human services except for the Veterans Program (mandated by the state with a dedicated funding source).  The county does choose to play a regional management role in certain state and federally funded programs, such as Mental Health, Chemical Dependency and Developmental Disabilities, but is not required to play this role or to provide county funding for these programs (with a few relatively minor exceptions).   

Over the past couple of decades, the county has chosen to provide discretionary  funding (Current Expense and a small amount from the Criminal Justice Fund) to a number of human service programs.  These programs are either locally/regionally defined or are local/regional augmentations of programs receiving primary support from state and federal sources.  Most of the services funded with county discretionary funds are provided by community-based, non-profit agencies that raise funds locally from cities, United Way and other charitable organizations as well as the county.   

In a number of cases, county funding resulted from individual agency requests (most often, initially as a “special program”).  In other cases, funding originated as a Council or Executive initiative in response to a perceived community need (preventive services for children and families in 1988 and 1991; domestic violence victims services with CJ funding in 1991; services for at-risk youth in response to youth violence in 1994).  In these cases, the council adopted policies or plans that provided some guidance regarding use of the funds and providers were often selected through a competitive request-for-proposal process, sometimes in concert with other local funders.  

Growth in discretionary human services funding peaked in the early to mid-1990’s and has begun to decline in the past couple of years due to growth in the costs of mandatory criminal justice and other county-provided services combined with loss of tax base and other revenue restrictions.  The relative value of existing funding has also declined since there have been no cost-of-living increases for contractors since 1992.  Many providers, however, have been able to increase funding from other sources so that services have not, necessarily, declined.  This has limited the pressure from providers and advocates, primarily to defending existing funding levels.   

Types of Services Funded: 

Community Services Division                                                                                 $11,125,192

· The countywide Youth and Family Service Network and other Juvenile Justice-related Intervention Services 

· The countywide Domestic Violence and Sexual Assault Victims Services Systems (DV has CX and CJ support.)

· The Aging Program with a focus on Senior Centers and related services for unincorporated area residents.

· The Child Care Program providing subsidies for working poor families and training and technical assistance for providers serving lower income families in the county outside Seattle. 

· The Young Family Independence Program providing parenting training and help with education and employment for low income teen parents.

· Former and current Special Programs – a wide variety of specific projects from food banks to youth activities in various localities throughout the county. 

Children & Family Commission 






$2,040,033

The Commission was moved from the Department of Community and Human Services to the Office of Regional Policy and Planning several years ago in recognition of the commission’s charge to review county programs for children and families in all departments, not just DCHS.  Commission supported services include:

· Early Childhood Development and Family Support projects throughout the county.

· Youth Violence Prevention projects throughout the county.

Mental Health, Chemical Abuse & Dependency Services Division

              $2,318,280

Mental Health and Chemical Dependency Programs receive county discretionary funding for services that provide access to treatment for youth and adults as an alternative to incarceration.  These services are either not allowable for or not adequately covered by state and federal sources.  Services include:

· First Time Offenders – substance abuse treatment for youth in diversion from Juvenile Court.

· Access to Mental Health Treatment for Seriously Disturbed Youth Offenders – assessment, care authorization and placement of detained youth 

· Mental Health Court Coordinator – provides access to treatment for offenders in the District Courts specialized Mental Health Court and coordination of treatment with the court.

· Sobering Services – a sleep-off center for chronic public inebriates, providing an alternative to the streets, jail or emergency room for people not yet ready for detox.

· The Cedar Hills Addiction Treatment (CHAT) Facility for chronic, recidivist substance abusers – a county operated facility that cannot be managed on state rates alone.

County Funding Policies:  In the late 1990’s, a proposal to focus responsibility for “regional” human services at the county level was a centerpiece of the Regional Finance and Governance initiative.  That initiative floundered over the question of how to finance the services.  After the failure of the RF&G proposal, the County Council developed and adopted Framework Policies for Human Services to provide its own direction regarding the county’s role and priorities in providing for these services.  Included are the following specific policies regarding the use of Current Expense:

· Priority shall be given to funding services that:

· Help provide access to a range of services for unincorporated area residents, or 

· Help assure access to critical services for those most in need regardless of where they live in the county, and

· Reduce involvement in the juvenile and adult justice systems, and

· Leverage community and other government resources.  

· Current Expense funding shall not be used to support:

· Locally organized services for incorporated area residents, and

· State mandated and funded services except in instances where the specific service is beyond the scope of the state mandate or is a high county priority and state funds are not available or adequate in spite of consistent attempts to obtain them.

County Funding Reductions:  Since their adoption in 1999, the Framework Policies have been used to some degree to guide reductions required by the increasing Current Expense shortfall.  Services that are judged by the executive departments not to meet the first three priorities listed above have been proposed for elimination each year since.  These are services targeting incorporated area residents and considered a local responsibility because they are not organized on a regional or subregional basis to deal with people “ most in need” or to “reduce involvement in the adult or juvenile justice systems”.   They are mostly former “special programs”.  

In his 2002 budget, the Executive first proposed elimination of all of the smaller projects except those clearly targeting unincorporated areas only.  When this proved insufficient to meet his reduction target, he also proposed to reduce the Child Care program by only continuing funding for unincorporated area residents and offering to continue services to city residents if cities picked up the cost.  Although the Council was able to find some funds for add-backs, including matching funds to encourage cities to participate in child care funding, there was also acknowledgement that child care funds would likely be further reduced, if not eliminated, in future budgets.  A budget proviso caps unincorporated area admissions.  

Conclusion/Possible Issues:  Over the next few years, unless the drivers of law and justice (and county employee) costs are addressed and the revenue picture changes significantly, virtually all discretionary funding is likely to be eliminated.  This, in turn, will exacerbate criminal justice pressures.  The committee may want to consider developing more explicit policy regarding priority for human services that demonstrate positive impact on criminal justice costs and ways to encourage implementation of  the most effective practices to achieve this goal.

Public Health
	Adopted Budgets

Public Health

	
	2001 
	2002

	
	CX Fund
	CX Fund

	Environmental Health 
	$     1,482,686
	$1,621,453

	Medical Examiner
	2,724,413
	2,631,955

	Prevention
	2,937,233
	3,362,415

	Community Health 
	4,666,704
	4,396,423

	Correctional/Rehab Health 
	969,918
	999,715

	Epidemiology, Planning & Evaluation
	282,604
	293,908

	Administration
	1,927,930
	1,665,515

	Subtotal  CX
	$   14,991,488
	$14,971,384

	
	
	

	Other Funds
	153,668,248
	168,955,111

	Total PH Fund Expenditures
	$ 168,659,736
	$183,558,240


Increased mandate for the county: In 1993, state law was changed to make counties solely responsible for local public health services and relieve cities of the requirement to help support these services.  The state provided Motor Vehicle Excise Tax (MVET) funding to replace city support.  The City of Seattle decided to continue as a partner with the county, maintaining an agreement for a “joint department” managed by the county and supported by both parties.  The suburban cities, however, immediately dropped the funding they had previously been required to provide.  The MVET funding did not completely cover the loss of suburban funds in King County, but since MVET was growing faster than population and inflation, it was assumed that it would eventually more than cover the loss.  When MVET funding was repealed, the state provided replacement at 90% of the previous allocation.  This replacement funding (about $9 million for King County) is now proposed for elimination in the Governor’s budget. 
State law and regulations do not define a specific set of required public health services.  State administrative code that defined a broad array of “basic” and “enhanced” public health services was rescinded a number of years ago.  The state Board of Health is working on some new standards, that are functional and outcome oriented but do not define specific types and levels of services. 

Broad array of services: Seattle/King County Public Health provides a very broad array of services.  These services can be viewed in the construct of three broad categories:  

· Population-Based Services – Services targeted to a broad population and intended to protect and promote the health of the whole population. Examples include: communicable disease surveillance and control; enforcement of environmental health standards for food establishments, drinking water, etc.; health education/promotion; and, chronic disease and injury prevention .  Each of these service areas in turn has numerous programs targeting particular aspects of health. 
· Targeted Community Health Services – Specialized services targeted to a particular population at risk or in need, such as: child care health and safety visits, HIV/AIDS care, STD control, tuberculosis control, WIC, and maternal and infant health, and North Rehabilitation Facility substance abuse treatment.
· Clinical Care/Primary Care Assurance – Services intended to provide access to basic health care for individual who are not adequately covered by health insurance or are experiencing other barriers to care.  These services include, public health clinics, community health centers, immunizations, jail medical services, the Health Care for the Homeless Program and oral and school-aged health services.  

Funding Sources and Drivers:  Public health funding comes from a variety of federal, state and local sources.  Budget growth is driven not so much by service need and demand as by funding availability and growth in the cost of county employees,  Total King County Public Health Fund expenditures have grown from $53 million in 1990 to $183 million in the 2002 adopted budget or 345% growth in 12 years.  A significant portion of the increase has come from expansion of clinical care services, where the agency has been able to maximize Medicaid and Federally Qualified Health Center funding, as reimbursement for clinical services provided to uninsured and indigent patients.  This has added to the department’s relatively large workforce, currently numbering 1,342.74 FTE’s.  

Current Expense expenditures have grown in dollar amounts only marginally, from $10 million in 1990 to $14.9 million in 2002.  Proportionally, CX has decreased since 1990 from almost 20% of the public health fund to 7.9%. As a result, some traditional public health functions, which may be more critical but don’t have a categorical funding source, have lost ground.  The Board of Health has recently identified communicable disease control, outreach nursing (particularly to high risk infants and their parents) and chronic disease prevention as areas which have been neglected in this manner. 

Another major source of local funding for public health has been the City of Seattle.  According to interlocal agreement between Seattle and the County, revised in accord with the 1993 state law change, Seattle funding is to be used explicitly for ‘enhanced’ services within Seattle, while the County is expected to provide a floor of ‘basic’ public health services countywide.  The city did not insist upon enforcement of this provision until last year.  The Health Department acknowledged that a portion of Seattle funding has been used for the provision of ‘basic’ services (using the “rescinded” administrative code definitions), resulting in an agreement by the county last summer to replace $2 million of city funding for certain services, over 3 years, with funds available to the county.  

Conclusion/Possible Issues:  Agreement to replace city funds, potential loss of key state funds and continuing growth of county employee costs could come together in the near future to create a significant budget crisis for the Public Health Department even without considering the need for significant Current Expense reductions.  Pressures to avoid Current Expense reductions in this area will increase.  The need to make difficult trade-offs within public health, and between it and other areas, will highlight the lack of agreed upon, up-to-date direction regarding what is required and how to how to identify and respond to priority public health needs.

