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I.
Objective
Building on the recently completed Superior Court Targeted Operational Master Plan (OMP), the Executive and the Superior Court will work together to develop the Superior Court Targeted Facility Master Plan (FMP).  The FMP will examine alternatives for providing space to deliver justice services to children and families consistent with the directions outlined in the OMP.  This examination will include workload forecasts, staffing needs, operational impacts, space requirements, facility configurations, and life-cycle costs analyses.  With the guidance of a steering committee and the input of stakeholders, the Superior Court and Executive will select a preferred alternative and transmit the FMP to the King County Council for approval.
II.
Background

The King County Superior Court is the 12th largest jurisdiction in the United States. One of the court’s primary duties is the resolution of legal disputes involving children and families. The proceedings resulting from these disputes can be complex and demanding, with a high priority of keeping families whole while acting in the best interest of the children involved.  In addition, families may be involved in multiple case proceedings simultaneously, such as child dependency, dissolution, and juvenile offender or truancy actions.  Each case type has multiple distinct statutes and procedures and a single family may find itself involved in proceedings for extended periods of time. Moreover, the corresponding services provided to the families, as mandated by the legal system, can often be difficult to access, remotely located and significantly delayed.

Added to this case complexity and necessary corresponding service delivery methodologies, are issues with the court spaces used to resolve these cases.  Family Law cases are heard either at the downtown courthouse or the Regional Justice Center (RJC) in Kent.  Dependency fact-finding hearings are presently held at all three Superior Court locations:  the juvenile court, the downtown courthouse and the RJC.  Juvenile offender cases are heard at the juvenile facility and Becca are heard at both the RJC and at the juvenile facility.  Parking near, and transportation to, each facility is a challenge for the public, court users and staff. The juvenile facility, which includes a detention facility, was not built in such a way as to be conducive to assisting youth and their families in resolving disputes.  This facility also faces millions of dollars in major maintenance projects in the near future.  
Against the backdrop of this complex approach to resolving legal conflicts involving our community’s children and families, the court began internal discussions in early 2004 to identify ways in which the needs of children and families involved in the legal system could be more efficiently and effectively addressed.  This dialog resulted in passage, within the 2005 King County Adopted Budget, of a provision supporting the preparation of a Targeted Operational Master Plan (OMP), aimed specifically at addressing the complexity of services and facility limitations currently existing in providing for children-family justice.

Overview of Superior Court Operational Master Planning Process

Pursuant to this legislation, the Superior Court and King County Executive Office jointly led the effort to prepare the Targeted OMP.  The overall focus of the OMP is to develop and evaluate alternatives for the effective delivery of justice services to children and families in King County.  In particular, the Operational Master Plan:

· Identifies the guiding principles for an effective children and family justice system;

· Describes current programs and services for children and families in the court system;

· Assesses work processes, interfaces among programs and agencies, and needs for functional adjacencies; and,
· Makes recommendations for improvements in the systems.
The year-long collaborative effort that produced the OMP was overseen by the Cabinet Oversight Group with representatives from the King County Superior Court, King County Executive Office, King County Council, Office of Management and Budget, Prosecuting Attorney’s Office, Office of Public Defense, Washington State Department of Social and Health Services, Washington State Attorney General’s Office, King County District Court, King County Youth and Family Service Network, Casey Family Programs, and King County Bar Association.    Additionally, the OMP effort actively engaged participation from a wide array of individuals, groups and entities that either utilize the services of the juvenile court and family law operations or could be affected by changes to the court’s operations in the development and review of the OMP. One helpful source of information was a series of focus groups involving youth, parents, and guardians who had “first-hand” experience with court system.
The consulting firm, Policy Studies Incorporated (PSI), was tasked with taking the input of these stakeholders and developing alternatives for the efficient and effective delivery of justice services for children and families in King County.  Through a series of working papers, PSI drafted guiding principles, analyzed operational needs and facility implications, forecasted workload, and developed options for meeting those needs.  The Assessment Report, PSI’s final product, provided an analytical assessment of the viable options identified in PSI’s review and reflected the work products of the three working papers in summary form.  

The Cabinet Oversight Group reviewed, discussed, and guided the OMP through each step of its development and in particular crafted the OMP and its eleven recommendations.  These recommendations make up an overall strategy for effectively delivering justice services to children and families who are referred to the Court.

Workload Forecast

The OMP provides a long-term outlook for operations and services related to cases involving children and families.  The consultants produced a high-level forecast of caseload and judicial need through 2020.  This forecast indicates overall that the increase in workload is likely to be modest.  Based on projected population increases and filing rates per 100,000 population, a total of eleven percent increase in workload and judicial need is projected from 2005 to 2020.
Summary of Superior Court OMP Recommendations

The OMP recommendations are the result of a detailed review of over 60 individual options.  PSI facilitated the review discussions and created a framework for shaping the options into more distinct packages.  Based on these discussions, the Cabinet Oversight Group developed eleven OMP recommendations. In the detailed OMP document, each recommendation includes a discussion of the needs that the particular recommendation addresses and considerations that shaped the identified steps.

While some of the OMP recommendations involve non-capital alternatives, there are many system changes that would necessitate facility improvements and/or construction of additional space.  It should be noted that the substantial deficits in the Youth Services court facility are acknowledged in the OMP.  Portions of the court facility are over 40 years old and the site currently needs over $23 million in substantial major maintenance improvements.  The need to replace this facility or address the existing facility deficiencies at the current juvenile court facility was a consistent theme throughout the development of the OMP.  Pursuant to King County Code, the recommendations of the OMP involving potential facility needs or improvements require a subsequent facility master planning effort.  

The eleven OMP recommendations outline a strategy for more effectively resolving problems of children and families that are referred to court.  (See Appendix A for a complete list of all eleven Recommendations.)  Some of these recommendations involve changes to operations or internal court administration/governance; others imply additional capital expansion or improvement.  In particular, it is anticipated that recommendations 5, 6, 7, 8 and 11 will require significant facility improvements.  These recommendations are summarized as follows:

Recommendation 5:  Provide Case-Related Services On-Site.  There are numerous court-related services that if readily accessible help move the case through the procedural steps necessary to bring the case to resolution.  These services should be identified and incorporated into the facility master plan process.

Recommendation 6: Establish within the Court Facility Screening, Assessment and Linkages to Community-Based Social and Treatment Services.  This recommendation would provide an integrated process for screening, assessment, and enrollment into social and treatment services on the site of the court facility so that clients can be engaged and linked to social and treatment services before they leave the court facility.

Recommendation 7:  Provide a Safe and Secure Environment for Litigants, Public, Court and Court-related Staff.  Given that court cases are often highly volatile, it is imperative that the environment for litigants, witnesses, family members, attorneys, staff and judicial officers is safe and secure.  Under this recommendation, the Seattle Police Department, Sheriff’s Office, Facilities Management Division, the U.S. Marshals Office, and the court would identify and implement methods for assuring a safe and secure environment.  The facility master plan process would also incorporate security and safety measures into the design of any new buildings.
Recommendation 8:  Improve Facility Accessibility. Accessing the court facility itself can present additional difficulties to some litigants and court users. Simply getting to the facilities poses a great challenge for many of the litigants, staff and community service partners. This recommendation seeks to improve access to court facilities through exploring public transportation options, improvements to parking needs, technology solutions, alternative operating hours, and a community-based reception center for law enforcement.

Recommendation 11: Provide Facilities that Meet the Needs Identified. This OMP outlines new potential directions that include providing a full array of services on-site, enhanced case management approaches, improved information and assistance to litigants, and other recommendations that in total may require additional space and a different facility or facilities. Since many of the OMP recommendations require that significant facility needs be addressed, the next step is to examine facility implications by completing a Facility Master Plan (FMP). In particular, the FMP should include an examination of three facility options based on the preferred packages selected by the Cabinet Oversight Group. 

	Facility Options 

	A
	One full service facility

	B
	One initial full service facility, with a second full service facility to follow 

	C
	Two full service facilities 


These options will be compared to a baseline option which would only address the long-term facility needs if the juvenile and family court operations remain in their current locations.  The FMP will also build on the work of the OMP in several other ways, including:

· Continue the collaborative approach of involving all major stakeholders in the development of the FMP, acknowledging the varying interests of affected ancillary groups;

· Refine the OMP’s long-term workload forecast by case type and subregion, including demographic analysis of the court’s customers;

· Conduct life-cycle cost analyses of the facility options, including operational, construction and maintenance costs;

· Include considerations about where to locate facilities such as accessibility to current and planned public transportation systems; and, 
· Coordinate with related criminal justice and county planning efforts.
Overview of Current Facilities

Most functions related to Juvenile and Family court matters and related services are presently located at the following sites:

· downtown Seattle in the King County Courthouse (KCCH); 

· downtown Seattle at the Youth Services Center site (YSC); and, 

· downtown Kent at the Regional Justice Center (RJC).

In addition, there are offices in the Jefferson Building (CASA and Becca) near the YSC, satellite offices for probation staff, and the PAO Family Support Division in Kent.
Essentially the same case types are handled at the King County Courthouse and the Kent Regional Justice Center, but offender cases are heard exclusively at the YSC facility, along with dependency cases and Becca cases.  No divorce cases are heard at the YSC site and facilities.  The distribution of case types can be seen on the following table.

	Case Type
	KCCH
	RJC
	YSC

	Domestic Relations (divorces)
	yes
	yes
	no

	Adoptions/Paternities
	yes
	yes
	no

	Juvenile Dependency, Truancy, At Risk
	yes (partial)
	yes
	yes

	Juvenile Offender
	no*
	no
	yes

	Civil – Domestic Violence Protection
	yes
	yes
	no


*Although infrequent, offender matters can be handled at KCCH.

III.
Scope of Work
The overarching goal of the Targeted FMP for Superior Court is to facilitate access to justice services for children and families by examining the range of capital alternatives for providing quality and efficient spaces.  The FMP will be prepared by the Facilities Management Division (FMD) in collaboration with Superior Court.  Stakeholders from other affected groups both internal and external to the county will also be involved in the FMP development through a steering committee and project workgroup meetings.  As a part of this process, FMD will integrate this Targeted FMP for Superior Court into other facilities and capital planning for CJ and non-CJ agencies in an effort to identify potential efficiencies.
The purpose of the Targeted FMP for Superior Court will be to identify the space requirements needed to meet the policy guidelines outlined in the Superior Court Targeted Operational Master Plan.  The FMP will provide alternatives with cost and benefit analyses for the policy directives, including major findings, conclusions and recommendations.  Additionally, the FMP will offer recommendations for the preferred capital plan, including the identification of short-term versus long-term recommendations.  In that context, the FMP will include the following sections:

Task 1:  Convene Governance Structures:  Begin the FMP process by convening the FMP Steering Committee and FMP Work Group.  Refine the work program of these two bodies. 
Task 2:  Update Workload Forecasts and Establish Operational Assumptions:  Hire consultant to conduct analysis and update workload/trends; review OMP recommendations and where applicable set operational assumptions.  (Examples of operational assumptions include developing the list of potential services to be housed on-site and selecting the potential types of court cases that would be heard in the facility.)  Determine workload forecast methodology, future workloads and staffing needs.  Review national standards, including site visitations to comparable jurisdictions with children and family justice facilities.
Task 3:  FMP Consultant Selection:  Hire FMP consultant after development of scope of work, RFP, and bid review.  
Task 4:  Develop Conceptual Building Program Options for Children & Family Court:  Collect preliminary information, including existing plans and documents.  Schedule and hold initial interviews and program work sessions, as well as follow-up interviews and work sessions.  Develop preliminary building program; review building program; finalize Conceptual Building Program for different options.
Task 5:  Conduct Life-Cycle Cost Analyses:  Develop conceptual space diagrams and plans for centralized and de-centralized options; determine operational needs and analyze operational costs for each option for Family Court.  For preferred operational model, develop alternative design options and cost estimates.  Develop and finalize life-cycle cost model and analysis for each alternative including both operational and capital costs.
Task 6:  Develop Draft Report:  Develop and finalize the draft report for review by the Executive and Superior Court.

Task 7:  Executive and Superior Court review:  Final review by the Executive office, Office of Management and Budget, and Superior Court.

Task 8:  Executive Transmits Final FMP to Council for Approval.
IV.
Schedule and Milestones
The final Targeted FMP for Superior Court will establish facility and capital needs and goals, and a strategic approach for accomplishing the work necessary to meet those needs and goals.  The major work efforts in developing the FMP will occur over the next 15 months, culminating in a cohesive document that responds to the objectives set forth in the King County Space Plan and the Superior Court Targeted OMP.
The schedule included in this work plan represents an optimal timeframe for completion of the Targeted FMP.  However, it is important to note that some schedule delays may occur outside of the FMP process, which would impact meeting the scheduled dates.  Elements such as consultant availability and availability of data from external entities could affect the transmittal date.  It is the intent of the FMP Steering Committee and Work Group to meet and manage the schedule with a transmittal date of late November 2007.

The schedule will move forward on the timeline represented below, with necessary adjustments to reflect the approval of funding for this work plan. 
	Preliminary Steps
	Schedule Estimate

	Completion of OMP and Develop FMP Work Plan
	August 2006

	Transmittal of OMP and FMP Work Plan to Council
	August 31, 2006

	Authorization of funding for FMP (2007 Adopted Budget)
	4th Qtr 2006

	
	

	Scope of Work Milestones
	Schedule Estimate

	Task 1:  Convene Governance Structures – Steering Committee and FMP Work Group
	4th Qtr 2006

	Task 2:  Update Workload Trends and Forecasts
	Feb-May 2007

	Task 3:  FMP Consultant Selection
	Jan-March 2007

	Task 4:  Develop Conceptual Building Program Options for Children & Family Court
	April-July 2007

	Task 5:  Life Cycle Cost Analysis – Capital and Operational
	Aug-Oct 2007

	Task 6:  Draft Report
	Oct 2007

	Task 7:  Executive and Superior Court Review
	Oct-Nov 2007

	Task 8:  Executive Transmits Final FMP to Council
	late Nov 2007

	Consideration by Council
	Dec 2007 – Feb 2008


V.
Resources Needed for FMP Development
The additional budget and resources necessary for Facilities Management Division and Superior Court to complete the Targeted FMP will be included in the Executive’s 2007 budget request.
VI.
Stakeholder Involvement
The Facilities Management Division recognizes that stakeholder input is necessary to the successful development of the Superior Court Targeted FMP.  There are three primary structures planned to ensure that the process is informed by key parties.
· Superior Court FMP Steering Committee  (Presiding Judge and Facilities Management Division Director to serve as Co-Chairs; complete list of proposed members in Appendix B)
· Superior Court FMP Work Group  (senior Facilities Management Division and Superior Court staff to coordinate; complete list of proposed members in Appendix C)

· Superior Court Judges
VII.
Integration with other Criminal Justice facility efforts
Background:  OMPs and FMPs
As required by King County Code 4.04.200-C, Operational Master Plans (OMPs) must be completed before requesting any above-grade capital improvement project.  Similarly, this statue also requires completing Facility Master Plans (FMPs) to identify the capital improvements necessary to deliver services outlined in the OMPs and in accordance with the County Space Plan.

FMP’s are required to be long-range and must extend over at least a six-year period; typically the Facilities Management Division (FMD) uses a ten-year planning horizon.  The FMP is to be prepared jointly by the “user agency” (i.e., the agency to be using the capital improvement) and the “implementing agency”.  For most County above-grade capital improvements the “implementing agency” (i.e., the agency actually building the facility) is the Facilities Management Division (FMD).

The development, consideration and approval of a FMP for any given agency typically follows the approval of the OMP for that agency because the mission and service requirements identified in the OMP are usually the key drivers of the facility needs.

Integration Efforts
Most criminal justice (CJ) functions of county government are either mandated or receive some direction via state law.  Long-term planning is necessary to ensure that required service levels and legal standards are maintained.  To that end, the Superior Court, District Court, DAJD and Sheriff have or will complete OMPs, FMPs, and related studies to ensure that services are provided in an efficient manner and meet the requirements outlined in law.  At the time this Work Program was developed (August 2006):

· the District Court OMP has been adopted (2005) and the FMP is near completion;

· the Superior Court Targeted OMP has been completed and transmitted to Council; the FMP (by way of this Work Program) is beginning;

· the Adult Detention OMP has been approved (2004) with related studies underway and the FMP is expected to begin in the next year;

· the Sheriff OMP is in the early stages and the FMP is expected to begin in the next year.
The Executive has determined that, given the close operational relationships and the overlap in the timing of the OMP and FMP efforts among these four criminal justice agencies, the county has a unique opportunity to integrate their respective capital planning efforts as part of a larger effort to identify potential efficiencies and to ensure the seamless provision of services.  Given the large scale of capital assets required to provide services by these agencies, the potential for cost savings through an integrated effort is significant.  Such efficiencies may include the co-location of related services, identifying opportunities for sharing capital expenses, and the strategic sequencing of capital projects to maximize the utilization of CJ facilities.  Further, because space planning issues are inter-related, it should be noted that issues and decisions in these CJ areas will greatly impact the facility and capital decisions of other non-CJ agencies in King County.  In addition to the OMP and FMP efforts, the County is completing a county-wide Space Plan that will help inform facility and capital decisions.

A more detailed review of the effort to integrate capital planning across agencies can be found in the Executive’s response to the Council proviso contained in Ordinance 15555.
VIII.
Appendix A – Recommendations from the Targeted Superior Court Operational Master Plan
The Superior Court Operational Master Plan (OMP) contained eleven recommendations that outlined a strategy for more effectively resolving problems of children and families which are referred to court.  Some of these recommendations involve changes to operations or internal court administration/governance; others imply additional capital expansion or improvement.  As discussed in Section II: Background – Summary of OMP Recommendations of this work program, it is anticipated that recommendations 5, 6, 7, 8 and 11 will require significant facility improvements.  

While some of the recommendations have a more direct impact on the facility and capital planning efforts of Superior Court, it is important to consider all eleven of the recommendations to more fully understand the needs and challenges of the Court.  Below is the complete list of the eleven Recommendations that were included in the Targeted Superior Court OMP.
Recommendation 1: Coordinate Court and Service Responses to Families Involved in Multiple Court Cases.  To address the legal matters of children and families consistently, comprehensively, and without unnecessary duplication, this recommendation involves combining or coordinating cases involving the same family.  An additional goal is better coordination and communication among agencies responsible for assessing, referring, managing, and providing services to families complying with court-ordered service requirements 
Recommendation 2:  Improve Litigant Information and Assistance.  There are two major components to this recommendation:  Develop specific improvements to litigant information and assistance based on a litigant surveys and examine the feasibility of expanding the role and number of court staff to increase procedural advice to litigants in dependency, family law, Becca, offender, and other matters involving children and families.

Recommendation 3: Reduce Case Processing Delays.  Several strategies include improving case management, eliminating unnecessary or duplicative hearings, improving trial scheduling, and assuring judges have the necessary information to accomplish something at every hearing.  This recommendation also entails developing an automated case management system that is capable of identifying and providing complete information on all the cases involving a family

Recommendation 4:  Optimize Therapeutic Courts.  With more experience and information about therapeutic courts, there is an opportunity to conduct policy discussions to develop a sustainable approach to determining the size and funding for therapeutic courts.

Recommendation 5:  Provide Case-Related Services On-Site.  There are numerous court-related services that if readily accessible help move the case through the procedural steps necessary to bring the case to resolution.  These services should be identified and incorporated into the facility master plan process.

Recommendation 6: Establish within the Court Facility Screening, Assessment and Linkages to Community-Based Social and Treatment Services.  This recommendation would provide an integrated process for screening, assessment, and enrollment into social and treatment services on the site of the court facility so that clients can be engaged and linked to social and treatment services before they leave the court facility.

Recommendation 7:  Provide a Safe and Secure Environment for Litigants, Public, Court and Court-related Staff.  Given that court cases are often highly volatile, it is imperative that the environment for litigants, witnesses, family members, attorneys, staff and judicial officers is safe and secure.  Under this recommendation, the Seattle Police Department, Sheriff’s Office, Facilities Management Division, the U.S. Marshals Office, and the court would identify and implement methods for assuring a safe and secure environment.  The facility master plan process would also incorporate security and safety measures into the design of any new buildings.
Recommendation 8:  Improve Facility Accessibility. Accessing the court facility itself can present additional difficulties to some litigants and court users. Simply getting to the facilities poses a great challenge for many of the litigants, staff and community service partners. This recommendation seeks to improve access to court facilities through exploring public transportation options, improvements to parking needs, technology solutions, alternative operating hours, and a community-based reception center for law enforcement.
Recommendation 9: Assure Cultural Competency.  Culture has a major influence on effectiveness of the justice system to deliver services. King County is growing increasingly diversified. While cultural competency is a component of every recommendation within this OMP, this recommendation encompasses building the knowledge and skills of all individuals and systems to work effectively with families from many different cultures. It specifically calls for involving clients, community leaders, and service providers from the minority community to improve cultural competency.

Recommendation 10: Optimize Technology. The complexity of court processes and related services mandates development of technology systems which can match that complexity and result in useful information for both the justice system and the public. The current juvenile and family justice system relies upon 21 stand alone applications and five major technology systems.  The specific needs of the justice system and the public need to be clearly identified, and corresponding technology solutions matched with those needs.    

Recommendation 11: Provide Facilities that Meet the Needs Identified. This OMP outlines new potential directions that include providing a full array of services on-site, enhanced case management approaches, improved information and assistance to litigants, and other recommendations that in total may require additional space and a different facility or facilities. Since many of the OMP recommendations require that significant facility needs be addressed, the next step is to examine facility implications by completing a Facility Master Plan (FMP). In particular, the FMP should include an examination of three facility options based on the preferred packages selected by the Cabinet Oversight Group. 

VIII.
Appendix B – Superior Court FMP Steering Committee

Using the Superior Court Targeted Operational Master Plan for guidance, the FMP Steering Committee will be responsible for setting the overall direction of the FMP.  The Committee will meet every month or as needed.  Membership on the Committee will include senior representatives from both the Executive and Superior Court, as well as representatives from affected agencies and stakeholder groups.
· Judge Michael Trickey, Presiding Judge, King County Superior Court, co-chair

· Kathy Brown, Director, Facilities Management Division, co-chair

· 2-3 King County Superior Court Judges

· Chief Administrative Officer, King County Superior Court
· Director, King County Office of Management and Budget
· Director, King County Department of Adult and Juvenile Detention
· representative, King County Prosecuting Attorney
· representative, King County Office of Public Defense
· representative, WA State Department of Social and Human Services
· representative, WA State Attorney General’s Office

· representative, Youth and Family community services provider
· representative, King County Bar Association
· representative, Metropolitan King County Council

FMP Steering Committee Staff

· Project Manager, Facility Management Division
· Deputy Chief Administrative Officer, King County Superior Court

· Policy Analyst, King County Office of Management and Budget

VIII.
Appendix C – Superior Court FMP Work Group
The Work Group will be responsible for planning, research and developing the details of the work product for the FMP.  The Work Group will meet every two weeks or as needed.  The Work Group will include staff from the Executive and Superior Court, as well as representatives from key stakeholder groups.
· Project Manager, Facility Management Division

· A Superior Court Judge

· A Superior Court Commissioner

· Deputy Chief Administrative Officer, King County Superior Court

· Juvenile Court Director, King County Superior Court 

· Family Court Director, King County Superior Court 

· Program Analyst, King County Superior Court 

· Director, King County Department of Judicial Administration 

· Policy Analyst, Strategic Planning, Office of Management and Budget

· Budget Analyst, Capital Budgeting, Office of Management and Budget

· representative, King County District Court

· representative, King County Department of Adult and Juvenile Detention

· representative, King County Department of Community and Human Services

· representative, King County Prosecuting Attorney’s Office 

· representative, King County Office of Public Defense
· representative, WA State Attorney General

· representative, WA State Department of Social and Human Services

· representative, Youth and Family community service provider
· representative, King County Bar Association
· staff representative, Metropolitan King County Council
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