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March 13, 2003

The Honorable Cynthia Sullivan

Chair, King County Council

Room 1200

C O U R T H O U S E

Dear Councilmember Sullivan:

Ordinance #14517 requires the Office of Management & Budget (OMB) to develop a plan for monitoring expenditures associated with the Green River Homicides Investigation (GRHI) and the State v. Ridgway case.  In addition, the same ordinance required the Sheriff’s Office, the Prosecuting Attorney’s Office (PAO), the Office of Public Defense (OPD), and Superior Court to submit to the OMB descriptions of their staffing and expenditure plans for the investigation and case.  

The package I am transmitting to you today includes the OMB proviso response along the with the proviso responses of the aforementioned agencies and formats for tracking each agency’s expenditures on a quarterly basis.  In addition, the package includes:

· An ordinance that, if approved by the Council, makes supplemental appropriations to the Sheriff’s Office, PAO, and OPD for costs associated with the investigation and case for the last half of 2003.  The 2003 Adopted Budget removed six months of funding from these agency’s budgets and placed those funds in a reserve.  Release of these funds is contingent on responding to the provisos described above.  In addition the ordinance appropriates, pending Council approval, supplemental funds to Superior Court and the Department of Judicial Administration (DJA) for increased workload demands that this case will place upon these agencies starting in June.

· Fiscal notes documenting the out-year fiscal impact of the expenditures in this case.

· A high level summary of the budgets for the investigation and case for each agency.

Expenditure & Resource Monitoring Requirements:

We clearly understand and share Council’s interest in closely monitoring the expenditures and resources devoted to this case and investigation.  OMB worked closely with each agency with special funding requirements for this case to establish clear reports that identify the funding elements for each agency.  These reports will form the basis for the quarterly reporting requirements.  OMB will work with each agency in advance of the quarterly report due dates to fill in the actual expenditures associated with each funding element for the case.  To assist in our ability to do this, OMB has required all agencies with special expenditures for this case to establish a separate low org within the ARMS system to isolate and track these costs.  These reporting mechanisms will allow OMB and the Council to monitor the resource needs and expenditure patterns related to the case and identify any instances where expenditures are not occurring as anticipated.  OMB will use the quarterly reporting process to re-assess all funding assumptions related to the case and to identify for the Council any changes in resources needs.  

Supplemental Appropriations:
This package includes supplemental funding request for five agencies:  PAO, OPD, the Sheriff’s Office, Superior Court and DJA.  

· PAO ($747,338):  These funds cover two broad categories.  Nearly $526,000 of these funds represent six-months of 2003 funding that was removed from the PAO budget and placed in reserve as part of the 2003 Adopted Budget.  OMB reviewed the funding assumptions that led to the 2003 requested funding levels for the 2003 Executive Proposed Budget and determined that those assumptions remain.  We now recommend releasing these funds.  In addition, the PAO is seeking $255,543 in 2002 carryover funds to pay for some outstanding invoices related to the discovery database and to augment its 2003 expert witness and technology funds.  A summary of the PAO’s 2002 actual expenditures for this case is included with the PAO proviso materials.

· OPD ($2,152,061):  These funds cover two broad categories.  Over $1.6 million of these funds represent the 2003 funding that was removed from the OPD budget and placed in reserve as part of the 2003 Adopted Budget deliberations.  OMB reviewed the funding assumptions that led to the 2003 requested funding for the 2003 Executive Proposed Budget and determined that those assumptions remain.  We now recommend releasing these funds from the reserve to the department.  In addition, OPD is seeking $506,685 in 2002 carryover funds to pay for some outstanding invoices and to complete the technology project that was approved in 2002.  The technology project was not completed in 2002 as expected as a result of delays in funding approval and in the receipt of readable discovery documents.  A summary of OPD’s 2002 actual expenditures for this case is included with the OPD proviso materials.

· Sheriff’s Office ($777,938):  These funds represent six-months of 2003 funding that was removed from the Sheriff’s budget and placed in reserve as part of the 2003 Adopted Budget.  OMB reviewed the funding assumptions that led to the 2003 requested funding levels for the 2003 Executive Proposed Budget and determined that those assumptions remain.  OMB now recommend releasing these funds.

· Superior Court ($194,011):  Starting in June, Superior Court expects its workload and resource needs for this unusually demanding case to increase.  The calendar established by Superior Court for the pre-trial phase of the case anticipates that the number of pre-trial motions, briefs and hearings will increase substantially in June.  The submittal of a brief or motion by one of the parties in the case will lead to the submission of counter briefs and motions that could generate additional hearings.  The trial judge in the case has an obligation to conduct legal research on all of these briefs and motions, which will necessitate relieving him of some of his standard obligations.  Currently, the trial judge handles daily modification hearings, weekly civil motion hearings, and other post-trial motions that occur periodically during the week, in addition to his responsibilities for the Ridgway case.  Increased pre-trial activity for the Ridgway case will require the judge to spend more time on the case.  By way of example, a single motion submitted recently in the State v. Champion case required the trial judge to spend a week in chambers doing legal research on the brief.  As a result of this anticipated workload, Superior Court is requesting funds for a part-time pro tem judge an ancillary staff starting in June.  Superior Court’s initial request was for a full-time pro tem judge.  Following discussions with OMB, the Court agreed to reduce its request.  The Court is also making other attempts at minimizing the fiscal impact of the case on the County.  The trial judge has initiated conversations with local law schools about finding law students to serve as externs and assist in legal research for the case.  

In addition, Superior Court’s supplemental request also includes funds do some minor facilities modifications to the courtroom where the trial will take place in order to accommodate the increased number of jurors that will be impaneled for the case (six alternates as opposed one or two in a more standard case) and to accommodate the increased public and media attention that the trial is expected to draw.  Finally, the Court is seeking additional funds to accommodate the jury selection process.  Superior Court anticipates needing to send out 10,000 jury notices in order to get a pool of 500 potential jurors to select from.  The Court has requested additional funds to issue these notices and for temporary help to assist in the management of the jury selection process.

· DJA ($30,519):  DJA is seeking additional funds to respond to increased demands of the case starting in June.  DJA’s resources will support the pro tem judge that is being requested for Superior Court.

The source of funds for these supplemental requests is the Ridgway reserve that was established in the CX financial plan during the 2003 Adopted Budget and 2002 carryover funds.  I certify the funds are available.

Barring unforeseen developments in the case, we do not anticipate the need to seek additional resources for any of these agencies for the rest of the year.  However, there are a number of important milestones in the case still to come this year that we understand could affect the resource needs assumed by these agencies.  These milestones include a March 28 cut-off for filing additional charges against Mr. Ridgway; an April 28 deadline for filing charges against other suspects; and 

hearings scheduled for the fall to consider motions about potentially splitting the four charged cases and for a change of venue for the trial.  It remains unclear at this point if any of these milestones will lead to changes that will impact funding assumptions.  We will use the quarterly reporting process as a means of tracking these developments and notifying the Council of any changes to the resource requirements.

Thank you for your consideration of the proviso responses and funding requests.  If you have any questions, please contact Steve Call, Director, Office of Management & Budget,

at (206) 296-3434.

Sincerely,

Ron Sims

King County Executive
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