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INTRODUCTION

Background

The County Budget Ordinance 14517 provided $400,000 for Project 395214, DAJD Operational Master Plan (OMP), with the proviso that $300,000 shall not be expended or encumbered until the council by motion approves a detailed work plan.  This detailed work plan for the OMP is to include a scope of work, tasks, schedule and budget milestones.
By this same proviso, oversight of the development of the operational master plan shall be provided by the office of the King County Auditor, who shall review and report separately to both the executive and to the council on the work plan, milestones, quarterly reports, analysis and recommendations of the OMP.  

Current Status (as of 4/15/03)

The Office of Management and Budget (Budget Office) and the King County Auditor’s Office have designed and managed an RFQ process to hire a consultant team to carry out review and analysis for an Adult Secure Detention Operational Master Plan, including a review of the Integrated Security Project at the King County Correctional Facility (KCCF).  Following a release of OMP funds by the County Council, the Budget Office will execute a contract with the chosen consultant team.  The Budget Office will have primary responsibility for managing the project.  It and the Auditor’s Office will ensure that the work of the consultant team adequately addresses the scope of work laid out in the contract.  Implementation of an Operational Master Plan and the ISP will be the responsibility of the appropriate executive agencies, subject to policy choices and decisions ultimately made by the council and executive.
The Budget Office and the Auditor’s Office have convened an Advisory Group consisting of council staff, executive staff (Budget Office, Jail Health Services, Department of Adult and Juvenile Detention (DAJD), and Facilities Management).  The Advisory Group will continue to meet to identify issues and hear preliminary findings.  The goals of the Advisory Group are twofold:

(1) To ensure that the consultants and responsible agencies address all significant issues through substantive, objective analysis, and

(2) To disseminate critical information and analyses for decision and policy making purposes.

All of the work of the OMP/ISP reviews will be conducted openly.

CONSULTANT’S OMP WORK PLAN, SCHEDULE AND DELIVERABLES
Scope of Work
The consultant will develop an Operational Master Plan (OMP) for the King County Jails and also conduct a review and evaluation of the Integrated Security Project (ISP) at the King County Correctional Facility.

The overall work on the OMP will be completed by the end of the first quarter, March 31, 2004.  It will identify best practices, benchmarks for cost-effective operations, constraints to achieving efficiencies, and long-term capital alternatives.  Implementation of the OMP will follow, to be carried out by DAJD.  The two statements below, concerning the scopes of services related to the OMP and the ISP, describe the analytical components of the OMP.
The descriptions below lay out the detailed scope of work for this project.
1. DEVELOPMENT OF AN OPERATIONAL MASTER PLAN

The development of the OMP will be carried out primarily by consultants, but individual county agencies will also have responsibilities for providing information, analysis and other assistance as determined by the OMP Advisory Group.  The consultants shall coordinate with the individual county agencies as appropriate, and incorporate any work products from those agencies in their deliverables, as appropriate.  The consultants shall also attend scheduled OMP Advisory Group meetings, as well as meetings of the Budget and Finance Committee and the Metropolitan King County Council, as appropriate.

a. 
Establishment/Verification of baselines for operations

i. Identify baseline criteria, based on statutory requirements and best practices, for Adult Secure Detention operations (e.g., for a classification system, for establishing security levels, for assignment of inmates to alternative programs and 24-hour secure housing units, for carrying out inmate processing, and for providing for court detail, essential services and programs, and overall management and administration).  Questions to be addressed include:  

· In what kinds of space/facilities do different classifications and or different types of inmates (e.g., age, gender, disabilities, medical need, mental health as other placement, etc.) need to be housed?

· What activities and kinds of staff are required for intake, transfer and release?

· What kinds and levels of observation/surveillance need to occur at different times and places?

· What kinds of programming and services need to occur for different classifications and types of inmates?

· What administrative and management services and levels of services are required for DAJD to fulfill its responsibilities?

ii. Identify criteria used in identifying/choosing best practices.

iii. Provide a peer review of the analysis and findings of the Department of Public Health’s consultant review, mandated by Council proviso, related to identification of baseline operations.

b.
Current Operations and Policies

i. Review/verify the county’s criteria and practices for classification, security levels, assignment of inmates to alternative programs and secure housing units, inmate processing, court detail, services and programs.  Identify which authorities are choosing and applying the criteria (e.g., DAJD, courts). Where these are different from baseline criteria and best practices; identify reasons, e.g.;

· Litigated settlements (e.g., the Hammer settlement)

· Existing contracts, collective bargaining agreements, or memoranda of understanding

· Physical plant constraints

· Department policies

· Department practices

· Coordination with other criminal justice agencies 

· Other

ii. Provide a peer review of the analysis and findings of the Department of Public Health’s consultant review, mandated by Council proviso, related to identification of current operations and practices.

c. 
Move from Current to Best Practices

i. Given existing facilities and infrastructure, establish benchmarks, and identify and quantify operational efficiencies for DAJD and Jail Health Services that can be gained through changes to operations, practices and programming in both an unconstrained environment (meeting statutory and essential “conditions of confinement” requirements only) and constrained environment (recognizing current legal/contractual constraints), to include but not be limited to:

· Alternative staffing plans

· Use of intermittent or “on-call” staff

· Use of overtime

· Alternative procurement of services (managed competition, privatization)

· Use of inmate labor

· Practices of escorting inmates to Harborview and guarding them there.
Benchmarks shall be based on comparable correctional facilities that can be shown to operate cost-effectively, where effectiveness includes operating in a safe, secure and humane manner.  In addition to security-related operations, benchmarks shall be established for administration, services (inmate services, food services, maintenance and supply, etc.) and programs.
ii. Evaluate the Hammer settlement agreement
· Identify requirements of agreement

· Evaluate requirements relative to current law

· Prepare paper to

· Identify requirements of the agreement that can be challenged based on current law

· Identify factors which the consultant team should concentrate on in order to support a challenge to the agreement
iii. Coordinate and confer with the Prosecuting Attorney’s Office in the evaluation.

iv. Prepare a paper broadly summarizing constitutional & statutory minimum requirements for jail operation (use NIC document previously prepared by Bill Collins)

d. 
Going Forward

i. Based on population forecasts, estimate the distributions of inmates into classifications based on security needs by year for the next 10 years.  Evaluate how well the existing facilities, programs and services can accommodate those inmates and  security needs.

ii. Identify modifications to facilities, infrastructure and systems that could produce operational efficiencies (including staffing reductions), and conduct analyses to determine whether such changes can be “self-financed” (where operational savings would more than offset debt service) or otherwise justified on the basis of life-cycle costs.

· Included shall be an analysis of the results of the findings of the Office of Information Resource Management’s report on Network Infrastructure Optimization to make capital and operational recommendations to incorporate any potential benefits related to the plan’s telecommunications, data transfer or interactive video conferencing recommendations.

· Also included shall be alternatives for expanded use of technology (video, video court, audio, security electronics, integrated technology project or other sensor systems) to reduce costs without impairing safety, security or effectiveness.

iii. Identify benchmarks for overall operational efficiency, without taken as given the county’s current adult correctional facilities.  This information shall be used to evaluate alternatives to the two existing secure facilities.

iv. Develop a decision package for a Jail Operational Master Plan that will identify and quantify:

· Changes in operations that can produce more efficient operations within the existing facilities and constraints to operations.

· Additional changes in operations within the current facilities that would result in cost savings, but would require removal or modification of current constraints. 

· Facility/infrastructure changes that would result in operational savings and that would be “self-financing” or justified on the basis of life-cycle costs. 

The report on the OMP decision package shall illustrate existing and alternative staffing models graphically on floor plans of the existing jail facilities to illustrate the physical locations of staff and posts.

The decision package shall integrate alternatives for a Jail Operational Master Plan with the Adult Justice Operational Master Plan (AJOMP), and recommendations of the Criminal Justice Council, especially as those recommendations relate to and anticipate additional operational efficiencies in the criminal justice system as they relate to the operation of the jail facilities.

Analyses produced during the OMP shall take into consideration the ramifications of the King County Family Leave Act, as appropriate.

e.
Cost modeling

i. Develop an OMP cost model to track and quantify all of the decision variables and operating and capital alternatives considered for the OMP, so that the County can identify the life-cycle cost impacts of alternative approaches and combinations of approaches.

ii. In support of the OMP cost model, utilize the Cost Allocation Model for Adult Secure Detention developed by the King County Auditor’s Office.

2. REVIEW AND EVALUATION OF THE INTEGRATED SECURITY PROJECT (ISP)
As early in the development phases of the OMP as possible, the consultant will conduct a review and evaluation of the ISP.  Completion of ISP-related work within the OMP will be targeted for a date recommended by the consultants and acceptable to the OMP Advisory Group.  It will encompass an evaluation of the Integrated Security Project (ISP) to address outstanding issues, and identify all critical parts of the project that should go forward as soon as possible, subject to council approval.  The product of this review will be a revised ISP implementation proposal as recommended by the OMP Advisory Group, which will have been informed by the review and recommendations of the jail OMP consultant and the ISP Development Manager.  
Work within the OMP that focuses on the ISP will be carried out primarily by consultants, but individual county agencies will also have responsibilities for providing information, analysis and other assistance as determined by the OMP Advisory Group.  The consultants shall coordinate with the individual county agencies as appropriate, and incorporate any work products from those agencies in their deliverables, as appropriate.
a. Evaluation of the feasibility and cost-effectiveness of incorporating alternative or additional technology upgrades in the ISP

i. Evaluate, analyze, and quantify issues related to electronic surveillance, including use of central control alternatives in place of existing floor control systems, and the use of closed video and other electronic-related capital alternatives which might afford cost-effective alternatives to current operations and the ISP as currently planned.  The consultant team will identify and evaluate alternatives, including a survey and review of these system alternatives as used in other adult correctional facilities.

b. Evaluation of the cost-effectiveness and alternatives to the proposed ISP implementation plan.

i. Evaluate the proposed operational implementation plan during delivery of the ISP, including the staffing plan for Jail and Jail Health operations.  This will include the criteria and plan for double-bunking at the Regional Justice Center (RJC).  The consultant team will identify and evaluate alternatives, including a survey and review of these system alternatives as used in other adult correctional facilities.

c. Collaboration with Advisory Group members, and other county agencies and offices as appropriate, to produce an updated ISP scope, schedule and budget for submittal to the executive and council.

i. Integrate findings from the consultant team’s own analysis with executive agency analyses regarding capital alternatives, operating costs and timing and phasing of the ISP.

ii. Utilize the ISP cost model to track and quantify all of the decision variables and operating and capital alternatives considered for the ISP, so that the county can identify the life-cycle cost impacts of alternative approaches and combinations of approaches.

iii. In support of the ISP cost model, utilize the Cost Allocation Model for Adult Secure Detention developed by the King County Auditor’s Office.

iv. Assist the county in determining an appropriate ISP bid date.

d. Coordinate with the Office of Information Resource Management (OIRM) and the ISP Executive Management Team in the following reviews:

i. Review whether the information technology needs at KCCF, as identified by the OMP Advisory Group, have been adequately accommodated and/or anticipated in the updated ISP to be submitted to the County Council.

ii. OIRM in cooperation with the ISP Management Team shall produce a white paper responding specifically to the issues raised by the Advisory Group.  Such issues for both KCCF and RJC shall include (but will not necessarily be limited to):

· Closed circuit TV

· Audio/video conferencing (including public defense)

· I-Net implementation

· Link with Yakima

· Backbone capacity that supports future needs

· Analysis of nascent technologies (and opportunities)

· Possible telemed link with Harborview, including physical and technical requirements

· Electronic Medical Records system

· System integration needs for KCCF as identified or to be considered in the Law and Justice Integration Plan.

iii. The white paper shall further specifically address how, as appropriate, the updated ISP (to be submitted to the County Council) has been coordinated with OIRM’s Business Plan and Strategic Technology Plan.

3. WORKPLAN AND SCHEDULE
As a first deliverable required in this scope of work, the consultant will submit a workplan and schedule for the Operational Master Plan project per the due date stated in Exhibit B of this agreement.

Schedule of Deliverables and Payments
Contractor’s Schedule of Deliverables and Payments

Adult Secure Detention Operational Master Plan 

	Deliverable
	Due date
	Amount 

	Project work plan and schedule (to include schedule for ISP-related OMP work and its  completion)
	Three weeks from notice to proceed
	$11,300  


	Contingency Plan and budget for ISP implementation
	TBD through first deliverable
	$15,600  

	Preliminary draft deliverable for ISP-related work
	TBD
	$27,100  

	Final draft deliverable for ISP-related work.

	TBD
	$8,150  


	Preliminary draft of initial findings and identification of alternatives that may result in budgetary impacts in the 2004 budget.
	September 5, 2003
	$63,000  


	Final draft of initial findings and identification of alternatives that may result in budgetary impacts in the 2004 budget.
	September 25, 2003
	$7,500 

	Preliminary draft decision package for a Jail Operational Master Plan
	January 9, 2004
	$56,000  

	Final draft decision package for a Jail Operational Master Plan
	January 30, 2004
	$8,150  

	Council presentations
	Tentative: in February and March, 2004
	$3,200  

	Total payments based on hours and overhead
	
	$200,000  

	Reimbursable Expenses
	
	$    7,500

	Total Lump Fixed Fee
	
	$207,500
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