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REVISED STAFF REPORT

As reported out of the Budget and Fiscal Management Committee

Proposed Substitute Ordinance 2003-0137.2 received a Do Pass recommendation from the Committee.  The transmitted ordinance was amended in Committee as delineated in the section titled “Changes to Transmitted Legislation” that appears below.  

SUBJECT:
AN ORDINANCE appropriating expenditure authority for costs associated with the case State v. Ridgway and the Green River Homicide Investigation in the second half of 2003.

SUMMARY:


In the 2003 Adopted Budget, the Council appropriated roughly half of each agency’s request for funding in the State v. Ridgway case in order to allow time for a fuller review of these budget requests.  The Council placed the unappropriated half of the funds in reserve in the Current Expense (CX) financial plan in anticipation of a mid-year appropriation of additional funds.  The Council also placed provisos on the agencies’ budgets requesting additional information regarding their budget requests.  
The striking amendment to this proposed ordinance would make appropriations for carryover from 2002 and for 2nd-half-of-the-year expenditures related to the State v. Ridgway case and would revise several provisos.  The table below summarizes by agency the appropriations included in the striking amendment:
State v. Ridgway Appropriations in Striking Amendment to Proposed Ordinance 2003-0137
	Agency
	Carryover Request
	2nd Half 2003 Request
	Total Appropriation Request
	Total Proposed 2003 Budget

	Prosecuting Attorney’s Office (PAO)
	$221,744
	$525,594
	$747,338
	$1,267,308

	Sheriff’s Office
	$172,657
	$777,938
	$950,595
	$1,730,595

	Office of Public Defense (OPD)
	$506,685
	$1,645,376
	$2,152,061
	$4,152,061

	Superior Court
	n/a
	$116,764
	$116,764
	$116,764

	Dept. of Judicial Admin (DJA)
	n/a
	$15,260
	$15,260
	$15,260

	Total
	$901,086
	$3,080,932
	$3,982,018
	$7,282,018


The 2nd-half-of-the-year requests are consistent with the amounts that the PAO, Sheriff’s Office, and OPD requested in the 2003 Proposed Budget (the Superior Court and DJA did not anticipate 2003 expenditures at the time the proposed budget was transmitted).  This staff report analyzes the agencies’ carryover and supplemental requests as well as their proviso responses.  
A companion to this ordinance is Proposed Motion 2003-0156 that would approve formats for the reporting of actual quarterly expenditures related to the case.  In analyzing the appropriations requests in this ordinance, staff relied heavily on the reporting formats that were developed for approval by that motion.  The reporting formats appear as attachments to the staff report for that motion and provide the detail on each of the agencies’ requests in a clear and consistent manner.
These appropriations are supported by carryover of expenditure authority from 2002, a reserve in the current expense fund created by the Council especially for this purpose, and by federal revenues.
BACKGROUND:
Timeline of Relevant Developments in the Case State v. Ridgway


November 30, 2001:
King County Sheriff’s Office arrests Gary Leon Ridgway in connection with the homicides of four women.  Three of the women’s bodies were discovered in the Green River in 1982.  The other woman’s body was found in Maple Valley in 1983.  All four women’s names have appeared on the list of 49 Green River homicides.  Mr. Ridgway’s arrest came after recent advancements in DNA testing allowed scientists at the Washington State Crime Lab to link Mr. Ridgway’s DNA to evidence from three of these four cases.  The Office of Public Defense (OPD) screens Mr. Ridgway on the same day of his arrest and determines him to be indigent.  

December 5, 2001:
The King County Prosecuting Attorney files four counts of aggravated first-degree murder charges against Mr. Ridgway.  

December 17, 2001:
The Superior Court issues an order assigning attorneys and other resources to Mr. Ridgway’s defense.  


December 18, 2001:
Mr. Ridgway is arraigned and pleads not guilty in King County Superior Court.  He is held without bail in the King County jail pending trial.  

Early 2002:
The Sheriff’s Office establishes the Green River Homicide Investigation Unit to lead the continued investigation of the charged cases, to re-investigate the uncharged Green River homicides, and to review a handful of other unresolved homicides in the region.  The Unit is established outside of the Sheriff’s Office Criminal Investigative Division where homicides are typically investigated in the Major Crimes Unit.  The GRHI Unit’s Captain reports directly to the Sheriff and the Unit is housed with the prosecution team in a rental space at King County Airport.


April 1, 2002:
The King County Council approves Ordinance 14313 making an initial appropriation of $4.1 million for the PAO, Sheriff’s Office, and OPD for expenditures related to the State v. Ridgway case.

April 12, 2002:
At the request of the Office of Public Defense, the Superior Court appoints a Special Master to assist the Court and OPD in determining the number of attorneys and level of other resources needed for Mr. Ridgway’s defense.  


April 15, 2002:
The Prosecuting Attorney files notice with the Court that he intends to seek the death penalty against Mr. Ridgway.  

May 2002:
In consultation with the Special Master, OPD issues an administrative Court order assigning additional resources totaling $1.9 million to Mr. Ridgway’s defense.  


July 10, 2002:
The Court adopts OPD’s determination of the resources needed to provide Mr. Ridgway with a Constitutionally-required effective assistance of counsel.  

July 22, 2002:
The Council approves Ordinance 14423 appropriating an additional $1.9 million to OPD as required for Mr. Ridgway’s defense in 2002.

September 30, 2002:
The Council approves Ordinance 14488 appropriating an additional $418,000 for the PAO for costs related to the prosecution of the case in 2002.


October 18, 2002:
The Court establishes the trial start date as March 14, 2004.


November 5, 2002:
In consultation with the Special Master, OPD issues an administrative court order for resources in 2003 associated with Mr. Ridgway’s defense.

November 25, 2002:
The Council adopts the 2003 annual budget, including $3.3 million in expenditure authority for costs associated with the case in the first half of 2003.  The Council places $5 million in reserve in anticipation of future costs, including those for the second half of the year.  Through provisos, the Council also requests information supporting expenditure requests from the agencies involved in the case.

March 14, 2003:
The Office of Management & Budget transmits the proviso responses of OMB, PAO, Sheriff’s Office, OPD, and the Superior Court along with an ordinance for supplemental appropriation of $X.X million for costs related to State v. Ridgway in the second half of 2003.

March 27, 2003:
The Prosecuting Attorney files an additional three counts of aggravated first-degree murder charges against Mr. Ridgway, bringing the total number of charges in the case to seven.  The additional charges are for the homicides of three women whose names have appeared on the list of Green River homicides.  Two of the women’s bodies were discovered in the Green River in 1982 and the other woman’s body was found buried in 1988 after she had been missing for several years.  The Prosecuting Attorney’s filing states that forensic examination of microscopic paint evidence links Mr. Ridgway to two of these victims while circumstantial evidence links him to the third. 


The Prosecutor’s filing of these additional charges came just before the court’s “presumptive” deadline for adding charges to the case (charges could be added, but the prosecution would have to overcome a “presumption” by the court against such a move).  The Prosecuting Attorney’s Office has confirmed that they do not intend to seek any further charges against Mr. Ridgway. 


May 13, 2003:
The Court extends the trial start date by four months to July 14, 2004.  

2002 Appropriations for State v. Ridgway
As noted in the timeline above, the Council adopted three ordinances over the course of 2002 that approved a total of $6.5 million in expenditure authority for 2002 costs associated with State v. Ridgway and the on-going GRHI.  The table below shows the total 2002 appropropriated amounts by agency.
2002 State v. Ridgway Appropriations
	Agency
	2002 Total

	PAO
	$1,633,563

	Sheriff’s Office
	$2,153,017

	OPD
	$2,694,960

	Total
	$6,481,540


State v. Ridgway Appropriations in the 2003 Budget
The Executive’s Proposed 2003 budget included a total of $6.2 million in appropriation authority related to the case.  In the adopted budget, the Council appropriated roughly half of this amount with the intent of considering appropriation for second-half-of-the-year costs after each of the agencies involved submitted more detailed information regarding their requests.  The following table shows the amounts included in the 2003 proposed budget and the appropriations included in the adopted budget:

Proposed and Adopted State v. Ridgway Appropriations in the 2003 Budget
	Agency
	2003 

Executive

Proposed
	2003

Council

Adopted
	Unappropriated

Balance

	PAO
	$1,045,564
	$519,970
	$525,594

	Sheriff’s Office
	$1,557,938
	$780,000
	$777,938

	OPD
	$3,645,376
	$2,000,000
	$1,645,376

	Total
	$6,248,878
	$3,299,970
	$2,948,908


The Council placed the unappropriated balance plus some additional funds identified during the budget adoption process in a $5 million reserve in the Current Expense (CX) financial plan.  It was the Council’s intent to use this reserve for second-half-of-2003 costs and for costs in 2004 and beyond.    

In addition, the Council placed three types of provisos on the budgets for the Prosecuting Attorney’s Office (PAO), the Sheriff’s Office, the Office of the Public Defender (OPD), the Superior Court and the Office of Management & Budget’s (OMB).  The provisos are:

Proviso A:
Requires each agency to coordinate with OMB to submit detailed information related to their request for funds in 2003, as well as information regarding expected expenditures in 2004 and beyond.

Proviso B:
Requires each agency to coordinate with OMB to participate in quarterly reporting of actual expenditures in 2003, based on a reporting format to be approved by the Council by motion.

Proviso C:
Requires each agency to coordinate with OMB to provide detailed information on expenditures for 2004 with transmittal of the 2004 budget.

The agencies’ responses to Proviso A were transmitted to the Council on March 14 along with this proposed ordinance.  As part of that transmittal package, the agencies also included proposed quarterly reporting formats for actual expenditures that would respond to Proviso B.  Council staff have worked with the agencies to make these reporting formats clear and consistent.  The Executive has transmitted Proposed Motion 2003-0156 as a vehicle for the Council to approve these reporting formats.  The Striking Amendment would make several necessary updates to the provisos.  The changes are discussed below.

The funds for the appropriations contained in the Striking Amendment are available from three sources in the current expense financial plan.  First, $901,086 of the request is for carryover of expenditure authority from 2002.  These are funds that were appropriated, but not expended, in 2002 and are hence are available in the financial plan as carryover.  Second, federal revenues are available to back a portion of the Sheriff’s Office request.  These include both revenues that were assumed in the 2003 adopted budget and revenues from a newly-awarded federal grant.  Third, the remaining appropriation authority is covered by the $5 million State v. Ridgway reserve that the Council created in adopting the 2003 budget to help pay for the costs in this and future years.

ANALYSIS:  PROPOSED ORDINANCE 2003-0137
Proposed Ordinance 2003-0137 as transmitted includes $3.9 million in supplemental and carryover appropriation authority for the agencies involved in the case State v. Ridgway.  In addition, the Executive has formally requested that the Council add $172,657 in carryover appropriation for the Sheriff’s Office that was inadvertently not included in the ordinance.  The amounts by agency are summarized in the table below:
State v. Ridgway Appropriation Requests in Proposed Ordinance 2003-0137
	Agency
	Carryover Request
	2nd Half 2003 Request
	Total Appropriation Request
	Total Proposed 2003 Budget

	PAO
	$221,744
	$525,594
	$747,338
	$1,267,308

	Sheriff’s Office
	$172,657
	$777,938
	$950,595
	$1,730,595

	OPD
	$506,685
	$1,645,376
	$2,152,061
	$4,152,061

	Superior Court
	n/a
	$194,011
	$194,011
	$194,011

	DJA
	n/a
	$30,519
	$30,519
	$30,519

	Total
	$901,086
	$3,173,438
	$4,074,524
	$7,374,494


A comparison of this table with the one immediately preceding it shows that the 2nd-half-of –the-year requests for the PAO, the Sheriff’s Office, and OPD match the unappropriated balances from the 2003 proposed budget.  In other words, these agencies are requesting the same level of funding that was included in the Executive’s Proposed budget.  In addition to these amounts, this ordinance includes some funding for the Superior Court and the Department of Judicial Administration (DJA) that was not anticipated when the Proposed budget was transmitted in October 2002.

The funds for these appropriations are available from two sources in the Current Expense financial plan.  First, $901,086 of the request is for carryover of expenditure authority from 2002.  These are funds that were appropriated, but not expended, in 2002 and are hence are available in the financial plan as carryover.  Second, the remaining $3,173,438 in appropriation authority can be covered by the $5 million reserve for this purpose that the Council created in adopting the 2003 budget.  Any balance remaining in the reserve can be used to help fund 2004 expenditures related to the case.

Since transmittal of this ordinance in mid-March, two important developments with potential budget impacts have occurred in the case.  First, on March 27, the PAO filed three additional charges against Mr. Ridgway.  Council staff worked with each of the agencies to understand whether the addition of new charges would impact the budget requests.  At this time, each of the agencies believes that work on the new charges can be accommodated within the current 2003 requests.  

Second, in mid-May the Court announced a four-month extension to the start date for the trial, from March 2004 to July 2004.  With the trial estimated to take approximately one year, this also extends the estimated close of the trial by four months to July 2005 (this is quite speculative at this time).  Although the extension should not impact the 2003 budget requests of the PAO, the Sheriff’s Office, or OPD, it will require that these agencies’ expenditures be supported for an additional four months in 2005.  As for the Superior Court, the extension is expected to push some of their requested 2003 expenditures into 2004, thereby reducing their 2003 request.  This impact on the Superior Court is examined in more detail in later sections of this staff report.
The text of the 2003 budget provisos and the agencies’ responses appear as attachments to this staff report (see the last page of the staff report for an index of the attachments).  The following sections evaluate each of the agency’s proviso responses and appropriation requests.  The standardized reporting formats that appear as attachments to Proposed Motion 2003-0156 provide the details behind each agency’s request in a clear and consistent format.  Please see the staff report on that motion for more detail.
Prosecuting Attorney’s Office (PAO)


$747,338
The Executive’s Proposed 2003 budget included $1,045,594 in supplemental costs for the PAO for the prosecution of the case State v. Ridgway (additional amounts supporting the prosecution appear in the Sheriff’s Office budget).  The Council adopted $520,000 of this request and placed the remaining $525,594 a State v. Ridgway reserve in the CX financial plan.  This proposed ordinance would increase the PAO’s 2003 budget for the Ridgway case to the amount included in the Executive’s Proposed budget and would carryover funds from 2002.  The table below shows the detail behind the PAO’s requested budget for the State v. Ridgway case in 2003:

Prosecuting Attorney’s Office

2002 Adopted and 2003 Requested State v. Ridgway Budgets

[image: image2.emf]Adopted Actual Carryover Proposed Total

Budget Expenditures from 2002 Budget Budget

Staffing 294,291 $            269,000 $            - $                 649,753 $            649,753 $           

Document Management Project 1,244,000 $         1,137,091 $         71,600 $            71,600 $             

Experts, Exhibits, Other Trial Costs 57,773 $              40,562 $              150,144 $          395,841 $            545,985 $           

Furniture & Equipment 37,500 $              35,904 $              - $                     - $                   

Grand Total 1,633,564 $  1,482,557 $  221,744 $   1,045,594 $  1,267,338 $ 

Savings in 2002 Budget 151,007 $          -2003 Adopted 520,000 $         

=Total Request 747,338 $         

2002 2003 Request



Analytical Approach

In September 2002, the Council thoroughly reviewed a supplemental request from the PAO for an increase in their resources dedicated to the State v. Ridgway case.  Given the Council’s relatively recent review of the PAO’s budget for the case, staff’s analysis of the PAO’s 2003 request centered on ensuring that the level of resources requested this year is consistent with that approved by the Council in 2002.  

The supplemental and carryover requests are examined in detail below.
Staffing

In September 2002, the Council thoroughly reviewed a supplemental request from the PAO for an increase in their staff dedicated to the State v. Ridgway case.  At that time, the Council approved resources that brought the total PAO staff team to 11 members:  six prosecuting attorneys, a database manager, three paralegals, and a legal secretary.  The 2003 Executive proposed budget for the PAO annualized and updated the costs associated with this staffing model that the Council approved last year.  Of these staff, the PAO is absorbing the cost of two attorneys.
Since the transmittal of the Executive’s Proposed budget, the PAO has reconfigured staff within the the original budget proposal.  In place of one of the prosecuting attorneys and two of the paralegals, the PAO has hired a discovery coordinator and a legal services supervisor as well as some temporary help to do subjective coding of some of the documents in the electronic discovery database (see the document management project section below for a more complete explanation).  Therefore, the current staffing model consists of five attorneys, the database manager, the discovery coordinator, the legal services supervisor, one paralegal, and the legal secretary.  Once the subjective coding work is done, the PAO plans to fill the team according to the staffing model anticipated in the proposed budget.
The investigative staff and other resources needed for the prosecution of the case are budgeted in the Sheriff’s Office budget, not in the PAO’s budget.

Document Management Project
The PAO has a mandatory duty to provide discovery – a copy of all relevant evidence – to the defense.  The relevant evidence in this case includes hundreds of thousands of documents and photographs that have been accumulated in the investigation of the Green River homicides over the last twenty years.

The PAO was appropriated $1.2 million in 2002 to provide this discovery to the defense electronically on CD-ROMs.  This shared database consists of scanned documents and photographs that are accompanied by “objective coding” – searchable text that provides simple factual descriptions of the documents.  In 2002, the PAO expended all but roughly $100,000 of the amount appropriated for this document management project and is requesting that $71,600 of the unexpended amount be carried over to 2003 for these purposes.  

The PAO is not requesting new funds in 2003 to complete the original scope of the document management project.  However, both the defense and the prosecution are requesting funds for “subjective coding” of the discovery database.  The subjective coding creates enhanced searchability of the database based on confidential attorney review and assessment of the documents.  As noted in the staffing section above, the PAO has hired temporary help to undertake this subjective coding. 
Experts, Exhibits, & Other Trial Costs
The Executive proposed budget included roughly $400,000 in appropriation for the PAO to obtain the services of experts, to prepare exhibits, for travel associated with interviewing witnesses, and for other needs associated with preparing for the trial.  In addition, the PAO is requesting roughly $150,000 in funds in this category be carried over from 2002.  Although there is not enough underexpenditure in the PAO’s 2002 State v. Ridgway budget to cover this carryover, staff have confirmed that they carryover request can be funded from 2002 underexpenditure in the PAO’s base budget. 

Additional resources for these types of expenditures are included in the Sheriff’s Office budget.

The PAO’s Proviso Response

The PAO’s proviso response appears as Attachments R, S, and T to this staff report.  The provisso on the PAO’s budget asked that the PAO submit a description, staffing model, and line-item detail of the investigative resources needed by the prosecution for each stage of the case.  The PAO transmitted a brief and very general description of the investigative resources needed.  Since transmittal, the PAO has provided staff with some additional information on the investigative tasks relevant to the case and has deferred to the Sheriff’s Office to provide the staffing model and line-item budget detail.
Sheriff’s Office


$950,595
The Executive’s Proposed 2003 budget included $1,557,938 in supplemental costs associated with the Sheriff’s Office Green River Homicide Investigation (GRHI).  The Council adopted $780,000 of this request and placed the remaining $777,938 in reserve in the CX financial plan.  This proposed ordinance would increase the 2003 Sheriff’s Office GRHI budget to the amount included in the Executive’s Proposed budget and would carryover funds from 2002.  The table below shows the detail behind the Sheriff’s Office requested budget for the GRHI in 2003:

Sheriff’s Office

2002 Adopted and 2003 Requested GRHI Budgets

[image: image3.emf]Adopted Actual Carryover Proposed Total

Budget Expenditures from 2002 Budget Budget

Staffing 985,161 $            1,249,531 $         - $                    1,183,825 $         1,183,825 $        

Transportation 223,519 $            207,303 $            - $                    131,250 $            131,250 $           

Physical Infrastructure 394,337 $            462,361 $            - $                    192,863 $            192,863 $           

DNA & Expert Services 550,000 $            274,728 $            172,657 $            50,000 $              222,657 $           

Grand Total 2,153,017 $  2,193,923 $  172,657 $     1,557,938 $  1,730,595 $ 

Savings in 2002 Budget (40,906) $           -2003 Adopted 780,000 $         

=Total Request 950,595 $         

2003 Request 2002



n.b.  The Executive has requested that the ordinance be amended to include the Sheriff’s carryover amount.

Analytical Approach
Unlike the State v. Ridgway budgets of OPD and the PAO, the Sheriff’s Office GRHI budget has not been thoroughly reviewed by the Council since the initial request for expenditures was examined in March 2002.  At that time, the Sheriff’s Office requested resources for the accomplishment of three tasks:  assisting the PAO with trial preparation for charged cases, examining information and evidence relating to the uncharged Green River homicides, and examining a limited number of other unsolved homicides that were not linked either to Mr. Ridgway or the official list of Green River homicides.  Staff concluded that roughly half of the GRHI’s 2002 resources (including 5 detectives) were devoted to work on the charged cases and administrative support of the prosecutorial staff.   These resources were expected to be needed through the duration of the State v. Ridgway trial.  The remaining resources (including 7 detectives) were assigned to a review of the remaining Green River Homicides.  Some of these detectives were also assigned to a limited review of a few other homicides.  The review of these uncharged cases was expected to last between 12 and 18 months.  The goal was to determine if new scientific techniques could be applied to evidence available from these unsolved cases that would allow them to develop into charged cases. 
The results of this review are the filing in March 2003 of three additional charges in the case State v. Ridgway based on microscopic paint evidence and other circumstantial evidence.  The Court’s presumptive deadline for the filing of additional charges is now past and the PAO has confirmed that they do not intend to seek additional counts against Mr. Ridgway.
This background provided the starting point for staff’s analysis of the Sheriff’s Office budget request for resources for the GRHI in 2003.  The supplemental and carryover requests are examined in detail below.

Staffing
The Sheriff’s Office is requesting the same level of staffing for the GRHI in 2003 as existed in 2002.  The staffing model appears as Attachment V to this staff report.  There are 21 staff in the GRHI.  The commissioned staff include:  a captain, 2 sergeants, 10 King County detectives, and two detectives loaned from other jurisdictions.  The non-commissioned staff include 2 evidence specialists, a database manager, an information technology administrator, and 2 administrative support staff.  Of these staff, the Sheriff’s Office is absorbing two detectives and the database manager, as well as some additional salary costs.  
It is normal practice for the Sheriff’s Office to assign one homicide detective to investigate each charged homicide.  Of the 12 detectives working in the GRHI, five are primarily working on the seven charged cases (since the circumstances surrounding some of these homicides are closely related, some of detectives have more than one case).  The remaining seven detectives are working on the uncharged cases and have other duties such as coordinating the submission of evidence to labs and overseeing relations with the media.  
Despite the number of detectives working on uncharged cases, the Sheriff’s Office maintains that the same level of staff are needed throughout 2003 as were needed in 2002 because, as the review work of uncharged cases is being completed, work is shifting toward support of the prosecution’s case.  The Sheriff’s Office estimates that roughly 70% of all of the detectives’ time is spent on direct prosecutorial support of the case.  The prosecutorial support functions that the detectives perform include locating and interviewing witnesses for the prosecution, controlling all evidence, handling all requests for evidence processing, monitoring all evidence reviews by the defense, maintaining all original documents relevant to the discovery process, conducting investigations of other suspects that the defense may consider, and other investigative projects that respond to the prosecutor’s requests (such as locating Mr. Ridgway’s vehicles).  
Transportation
This category of budget request includes the cost of lease vehicles and gasoline for the detectives on the GRHI.  

Physical Infrastructure

This category includes roughly $160,000 for the rental and maintenance of space at King County Airport from where the GRHI and the prosecution team operate.  It also includes funds for copier and fax rental and office supplies supporting the GRHI and the prosecution team. 
DNA & Expert Services
In 2002, the Sheriff’s Office received $550,000 in appropriation authority for the testing of DNA and other physical evidence.  The Sheriff’s Office is requesting that an unexpended balance of $172,657 from this amount be reappropriated in 2003 for the same purposes.  While this amount from this line item does appear to be unexpended in 2002, the GRHI overexpended in other areas of the budget.  In particular, overtime and supplies expenses came in significantly over what was budgeted in 2002, putting the unit as a whole over what was budgeted in 2002.  Any over-budget expenditures for 2002 were absorbed in the Sheriff’s Office base budget for that year.  It appears that the Sheriff’s Office has sufficient underexpenditure in the 2002 base budget to cover their underexpenditure requirements, to absorb the over-budget expenditures of the GRHI, and to carryover the requested funds for DNA testing.  However, at this writing, staff analysis is still continuing.
Of the 2002 amount for DNA and expert services, $500,000 was budgeted to be revenue-backed with a federal earmark grant for DNA testing.  This revenue has not yet been disbursed to the County, but the Sheriff’s Office expects to receive it within the next few months.  
The Sheriff’s Office is also requesting that $50,000 in new funding for physical evidence testing be appropriated in 2003.

The Sheriff’s Office Proviso Response
The Sheriff’s Office proviso response appears as Attachments U, V, W, X and Y to this staff report.  The Sheriff’s Office proviso response as transmitted did not address all requirements of the proviso.  In particular, the response did not include a breakout of the costs associated with the prosecution of the case or any information on anticipated revenues.  Over the past month, staff worked with the Sheriff’s Office to obtain a more detailed response to the proviso.  Staff also worked with the Sheriff’s Office to obtain agreement on a reporting format that can be used to clearly demonstrate their budget request and track actual expenditures.

Office of Public Defense (OPD)


$2,152,061
The Executive’s Proposed budget for 2003 included $3,645,376 in appropriation authority for OPD for costs associated with the defense in the case State v. Ridgway.  The Council appropriated $2 million of this amount in the 2003 adopted budget.  The supplemental request totaling $2.2 million includes the balance of $1,645,376 between the proposed and adopted 2003 budgets as well as $506,685 in carryover from 2002.  The table below shows the detail behind OPD’s requested budget for the State v. Ridgway case in 2003:

Office of Public Defense
2002 Adopted and 2003 Requested State v. Ridgway Budgets

[image: image4.emf]Adopted Actual Carryover Proposed Total

Budget Expenditures from 2002 Budget Budget

Staffing (see detail below) 1,150,320 $         616,940 $            11,206 $              1,530,096 $         1,541,302 $        

Technology 740,090 $            157,514 $            468,229 $            331,280 $            799,509 $           

Experts 788,800 $            237,061 $            27,250 $              1,763,000 $         1,790,250 $        

Special Master 15,750 $              3,107 $                - $                        21,000 $              21,000 $             

OPD Legal Counsel 0 25,059 $              - $                        - $                        - $                       

Grand Total 2,694,960 $  1,039,682 $  506,685 $     3,645,376 $  4,152,061 $ 

Savings in 2002 Budgetª 1,148,594 $      -Adopted 2,000,000 $     

=Total Request 2,152,061 $     

2002 2003 Request


Analytical Approach

The approach of Council staff’s analysis of OPD’s request was to first understand the roles of the Council, the Superior Court, OPD, and the Special Master with regard to determining and providing the level of resources required by the defense.  Council staff consulted directly with the Presiding Judge of the Superior Court, the Public Defender, and Council legal counsel.  In addition, staff relied on the advice provided by Perkins-Coie attorneys who were retained by the Council last year to advise the Council on these issues.  Staff then sought to ensure that OPD’s budget request was developed in a manner consistent with those roles.
The Role of the Court

As interpreted by the U.S. Supreme Court, the 6th Amendment of the U.S. Constitution provides criminal defendants with the right to “effective assistance of counsel”.  Moreover, under the U.S. separation of powers system, the Washington State Constitution, Washington state law (RCW 36.26.090), and Washington Superior Court Criminal Rules (CrR 3.1), the judicial branch has sole discretion to determine what resources are necessary to a defendant’s right to effective assistance of counsel.   
In a hearing on July 10, 2002, concerning appropriation of funds to OPD for the defense in the State v. Ridgway case, Judge Richard Jones affirmed the Court’s role:

The Court rules are abundantly clear that the ultimate determination of funding is also ultimately a determination to be made by this Court.

Moreover, Washington State Supreme Court rulings confirm that courts can compel appropriation where funding is constitutionally mandated, as in ensuring a defendant’s right to effective assistance of counsel.

The Role of OPD & the Special Master
Under Washington Superior Court Rule 3.1(f), the King County Superior Court has delegated to OPD its authority to determine the level of expert services needed by a defendant.  In this regard, OPD is carrying out a judicial function and the Court typically views OPD’s determinations as its own (defendants, however, retain the right to appeal OPD’s determinations directly to the Court).  

At OPD’s request, on April 12, 2002, the Court appointed a Special Master to assist OPD in reviewing the Ridgway Defense Team’s requests for resources.  OPD made this request at a time when the agency was overseen by an OPD Administrator who had no legal training or experience with a case of the magnitude presented by the Ridgway case.  The Special Master was selected for her expertise in cases involving large numbers of documents and multi-year investigations, as well as for her knowledge of the issues the 9th Circuit Court of Appeals would be likely to consider in hearing any appeals should Mr. Ridgway be convicted.  In the July 10, 2002 hearing, the Court affirmed that the Special Master was acting as an arm of the Court and that the Court was adopting as its own the Special Master’s determination of the level of resources needed by the defense.
This Court has documented the special master’s conclusions and has determined that additional resources in the amount set forth in the [administrative court order approved by the Special Master] are necessary to provide constitutionally required effective assistance of counsel to the defendant.


The Court had specifically appointed the special master to assist the Office of Public Defense for that particular purpose.  The Court relied upon that particular expertise of that particular individual to assist all parties in making the proper determinations, and the Court is going on record at this point adopting those determinations.

The Special Master continued to review and assist OPD on the State v. Ridgway case throughout 2002.  In particular, OPD retained the Special Master to thoroughly review the Ridgway Defense Team’s budget request for the 2003 Proposed Budget.  
In early 2003, the Council confirmed the appointment of the Public Defender, a position newly-created to oversee the Office of Public Defense.  The Public Defender is an attorney with several years of trial-level judicial experience and experience defending homicide and other cases through a public defense firm.  Because the Public Defender has the experience and knowledge necessary to make determinations on her own of Mr. Ridgway’s constitutionally mandated right to effective assistance of counsel, the Special Master’s role is now much smaller.  The Special Master will simply act as an adviser to OPD at the Public Defender’s discretion.  Although the Court has not issued a specific ruling regarding the Special Master’s scaled-back role, the Presiding Judge of the Superior Court has confirmed this understanding with Council staff and OPD.  
OPD’s review process for Mr. Ridgway’s defense needs works as follows.  First, attorneys for Mr. Ridgway compile a detailed, line-item budget for his defense which they submit to OPD.  This detailed budget request is thoroughly reviewed by the Public Defender, who may approve, modify or deny defense requests.  The Public Defender ensures that the resources for staffing (attorneys, investigators, etc.) conform to those appointed by the Court and makes determinations about what expert services are needed to meet the defendant’s constitutional rights.  Since the detailed line-item budget is confidential attorney work product, the Public Defender submits a summary request of any resources she approves to the budget office for inclusion in the proposed budget or in a supplemental appropriations ordinance.  
Once the budget is approved by the Council, actual expenditures for expert services continue to be monitored by the defender agency on a daily basis and by the Public Defender on a monthly basis.  This ensures that the expenditures are reasonable and remain within the budget line-items approved by the Public Defender.  
The Role of the Council

The Council’s role is to ensure that funds are appropriated to cover the costs of resources that the Court and OPD have determined are needed to fulfill a defendant’s constitutional right to effective assistance of counsel.  As noted above, the Council does not have a role in determining the level of resources needed by a defendant – that power resides exclusively with the Court and OPD (through the Court’s delegation of its power to OPD).  RCW 36.26.090 confirms that “the Court shall award and the county in which the offense is alleged to have been committed shall pay” for the resources that the Court has determined are necessary for a defendant.   Also as noted above, should a legislative body opt not to appropriate funding to provide for a defendant’s rights, the court may be forced to consider options such as striking or excluding evidence, dismissing charges, or taking steps to compel funding.  
In considering an appropriation request to meet a defendant’s needs, the Council can determine whether a supplemental appropriation is needed or whether funds are available within the base budget. 
OPD’s Supplemental and Carryover Requests

With analysis of the roles of the Council, Court, OPD & the Special Master completed, Council staff analysis then turned to two questions.  First, are the amounts requested for OPD in the supplemental consistent with the orders of the Court and OPD?  Second, are funds available in OPD’s base budget to absorb some of these costs?  In addition, Council staff analyzed actual expenditures from 2002 in order to confirm that the carryover amounts requested are available.
OPD’s supplemental request of $1.6 million would contribute to four categories of costs:  defense team staffing, technology, and expert services, and a small amount for OPD to consult with the Special Master.  OPD has also requested a total of $506,685 in carryover from 2002.  Of the $2.7 million appropriated to OPD last year for the Ridgway case, $1 million was actually expended in 2002, resulting in $1.6 million in budget savings in 2002.  Therefore, sufficient unexpended funds remain to cover the carryover request.

Staffing
The staffing levels for the Ridgway Defense Team were Court-ordered in December 2001 and July 2002.  The court-ordered staff consist of 8 attorney positions, 7½ investigators, 2 clerks, and 6 paralegals.  Of the positions listed, one attorney is paid for by Mr. Ridgway and OPD is absorbing the cost of two attorneys, ½ of an investigator, 1 clerk, and 1 paralegal.  The absorbed positions correspond roughly to what OPD would provide to a defendant in an average death-penalty homicide case.
The amount requested in the 2003 supplemental for staffing is consistent with the court-ordered levels of staffing and OPD’s standard rates of pay for the position types.  In addition, OPD is requesting just over $11,000 in carryover from 2002 for some investigators’ time.    

Technology
Technology services are one type of “expert services” that are subject to the OPD review process via the Court’s delegation of its powers in this area to OPD.  In 2002, the Ridgway Defense Team hired a firm to assist them in reviewing and analyzing the hundreds of thousands of documents and photographs produced by the PAO electronically as part of the discovery process.  The Defense Team’s technology work involves the subjective data analysis that constitutes the confidential work product of the defense attorneys in preparing for trial.  In 2002, the Court ordered $740,090 for this work.  This amount was ordered and appropriated before it was clear how long the discovery process would take.  Due to a longer-than-initially-anticipated discovery process and initial uncertainty over funding, roughly $580,000 of this amount remained unexpended at the end of 2002.  Of this amount, OPD is requesting $468,229 in carryover for the technology project.  In addition to that amount, the request for new technology needs for subjective data analysis on additional discovery in 2003 is $331,280.  
OPD thoroughly reviewed the defense team’s request for technology services.  The 2002 amounts were reviewed by the Special Master and subsequently ordered directly by the Court.  The amount for 2003 was also reviewed by the Special Master and subsequently reviewed by the Public Defender.  Both reviews found the amount included in this ordinance to be a reasonable and necessary expense to fulfill Mr. Ridgway’s constitutional right to effective assistance of counsel.  
Expert Services
The total amount approved by OPD for expert services in 2003 is just under $1.8 million, including about $25,000 in carryover from 2002.  This amount was reviewed both by the Special Master and then again by the Public Defender.  As noted above, the expenditures will continue to be monitored by the Public Defender on a monthly basis.  Expert services are used by the defense to investigate the quality of the State’s evidence, to develop their own evidence, and to investigate the defendant’s background, including his medical, psychiatric, and social history.  This last category of experts is used in the mitigation phase required by death-penalty cases.  In 2002, the Court ordered $788,800 in expert services.  At the end of 2002, about $550,000 of this amount remained unexpended, leaving more than a sufficient amount available for the carryover request.
Special Master
The OPD budget request for 2003 includes $21,000 to retain the services of the Special Master on an as-needed basis.  This is the only item in the request that is not subject to court order or authorization by OPD through the court’s delegation of its powers.  This amount appears reasonable and sufficient.  
In sum, the amounts requested in this supplemental are consistent with court orders and the amounts authorized by the court’s delegation of its powers to the OPD review process. 
Council staff also considered whether funds are available within OPD’s existing budget of $31 million to absorb any more of the costs associated with the case (OPD is absorbing just over $350,000 this year).  Over 80% of OPD’s budget is appropriated for the contracts with the four defender agencies that provide defense services.  Roughly 15% of the budget is for assigned counsel (necessary when all of the four defender agencies have conflict of interest in a case) and expert services for cases other than the Ridgway case.  Staff have concluded that OPD could not absorb more costs without potentially impinging on the rights of other defendants to effective assistance of counsel.
OPD’s Proviso Response
OPD’s proviso response appears as Attachments L, M, N, O, and Q to this staff report.   The response as transmitted meets the requirements of the proviso and provides a detailed discussion of the review process, the expenditure categories, and the efforts being undertaken to spend funds wisely.

Superior Court


$194,011
Department of Judicial Administration (DJA)

$30,519

The Executive’s proposed budget did not anticipate any supplemental expenditures related to State v. Ridgway for the Superior Court or the DJA in 2003.  Until now, the court has been able to absorb its participation in the case through its base budget.  This proposed ordinance includes just under $225,000 for supplemental court staffing, jury costs, and upgrades to facilities and technology that are needed to prepare for the trial.  However, as explained below, the Court and DJA have revised their requests since the ordinance was transmitted.  The table below summarizes the requests:
Superior Court & Department of Judicial Administration
2003 Transmitted and Revised State v. Ridgway Budget Requests

[image: image5.emf]Transmitted Revised

Request Request

Superior Court 194,011 $          116,764 $         

Staffing 116,896 $            69,846 $             

Jury 25,640 $              - $                   

Upgrades to Facilities & Technology 48,418 $              46,918 $             

Other 3,057 $                - $                   

Department of Judicial Administration 30,519 $            15,260 $           

Staffing 30,519 $              15,260 $             

Other - $                    - $                   

Grand Total 224,530 $     132,024 $    

2003


The reduction in the budget request for 2003 does not reflect a reduction in total costs for the Court, just a change in their timing.  The Court’s transmitted request assumed a start date for the trial of March 14, 2004.  After this ordinance was transmitted, the trial court judge ordered a revised trial start date of July 14, 2004.  This four-month delay was granted to give the defense more time to prepare for the case.  The change in the trial date has resulted in the Court being able to push some of its proposed expenditures out to 2004.  The changes are discussed in more detail below.
Analytical Approach

The Council has not been involved in a review of State v. Ridgway-related expenditures for the Court before.  Council staff are therefore conducting a thorough review of the Court’s request and have focused on understanding the Court’s needs and responsibilities in overseeing the case and the likely timing of expenditures.
Staffing

The staffing costs included in the 2003 request are for part-time and pro-tem staff to backfill some of the time that regular Superior Court and DJA staff are dedicating to this case.  Until this time, the Superior Court has been able to absorb the demands of the case within the caseload assumed in their base budget.  The absorbed costs include a significant amount of the time of the judge assigned to this case (Judge Jones), his bailiff and court reporter, facilities and computer specialists, and DJA clerks as well as other judges and staff who are more peripherally involved.  All of these staff currently have other cases and duties as well.

As the trial start date in the State v. Ridgway case draws nearer, the case will consume more and more of the trial judge’s time as well as the time of the staff associated with his courtroom.  The number of pre-trial motions and hearings will begin to increase which will require a significant amount of legal research.  Eventually, the trial judge will need to be relieved from all other matters and devote himself and his courtroom solely to this case.
The Superior Court and DJA are requesting funds in 2003 for part-time pro-tem judges, clerks and exhibit room support.  The Court is also looking to hire a law clerk or contract attorney to assist the judge with the necessary legal research.  Other supplemental staffing needs include some time of a facilities coordinator and an administrative assistant, as well as some funding for bailiff overtime.  Because the trial date has been pushed out, a significant portion of the transmitted costs have been pushed into 2004, resulting in a reduction of 2003 supplemental staffing needs as shown in the table above.
Jury

The trial begins with the jury selection process.  In order to have a pool of potential jurors available at the trial start date, the Court must begin jury preparations several months in advance.  The Court is anticipating needing to send roughly 10,000 summons to attract a pool of roughly 500 potential jurors.  Eventually, the jury selection process will eliminate all but the 18 jurors who will sit for the trial (12 jurors and 6 alternates).   
The Court initially anticipated $25,000 in costs for mailing and processing jury summons in 2003 to prepare for a trial start date in March 2004.  Now that the trial has been pushed back to July 2004, the Court does not anticipate that these costs will be incurred until next year and is therefore not requesting any supplemental funding in this expenditure category this year.

Upgrades to Facilities & Technology

The Court will need to coordinate facilities carefully to ensure that the trial proceeds smoothly and fairly.  The Court must balance the needs of several parties involved in the case:

· The press:  The 1st Amendment of the U.S. Constitution requires the Court to provide the press with “reasonable” access to the trial proceedings.  
· The defendant:  The Constitution’s 6th Amendment requires that the defendant be provided with a public trial.  The Court must also provide space for Mr. Ridgway and his attorneys to confer and for his attorneys to confer with one another in a non-public space in order to meet his right to effective assistance of counsel.  

· The jury:  The Court must take abundant care in keeping the jurors sequestered from the attorneys, the press, family members of the defendant or victims, and any other visitors to the courtroom so as not to influence their verdict.
· Family members:  The trial could prove to be emotional for family members or associates of the defendant or the victims.  Excessive disruptions or emotional outbursts during the trial or contact with the jurors by these parties could result in a mistrial.   
Given the likely interest in this trial, the Court will also need to take extra security precautions to ensure everyone’s safety.

The Court is in the initial stages of planning how these needs will be met.  They are in the process of selecting a courtroom for the trial and siting other places for the security of the defendant, the attorneys, the press, the jury, and family members, and planning for some minor facilities modifications.  The siting and planning process is somewhat complicated by the on-going work of the Courthouse Seismic Project.  The Court is also seeking advice from outside sources such as the Superior Court of California in Los Angeles County regarding how to plan effectively and prudently for high-profile trials.
At this stage in the planning process, the Court is anticipating needing roughly $70,000 in supplemental budget authority for facilities modifications and associated technology upgrades, with just under $47,000 of that expense requested for 2003.  About $21,000 of the 2003 amount would provide for computer upgrades, data lines, and other office machinery for the courtroom staff and attorneys associated with the case.  Another $10,000 would be used for modifications to the courtroom such as expanding the jury box and providing a higher level of security.  The remaining $16,000 in funds would be used to wire and provide monitors in press and family rooms.  The Court believes that they may be able to have the press pay for some of the costs of providing these conveniences for them.  
The Superior Court’s Proviso Response

The Court’s proviso response appears as Attachments G, H, I, J, and K to this staff report.  Because no expenditures were anticipated for 2003 at the time of budget adoption, the proviso on the Superior Court’s budget asked for very little information relative to the provisos on the budgets of other agencies.  The Court provided significant detail beyond the requirements of the proviso in support of their budget request.
Office of Management & Budget (OMB)


$0
OMB’s Proviso Response
The 2003 adopted budget included provisos on OMB’s budget that require OMB to coordinate with the other agencies involved in the case in formulating proviso responses and tracking expenditures.  

OMB’s summaries of the proviso responses appear as Attachments A, B, C, D, E, and F to this staff report.  OMB coordinated with the agencies on transmitting their proviso responses and submitted a summary report on the responses.  OMB also developed a unified reporting format summarizing budget requests and will oversee the reporting of actual quarterly expenditures.
CHANGES TO THE TRANSMITTED LEGISLATION: 
The Striking Amendment to the ordinance makes the following changes to the transmitted legislation:

Revisions to Proviso A:  Submittal of Detailed Budget Information

The Striking Amendment makes revisions to the provisos on the agencies’ budgets that required them to submit detailed information about their 2003 State v. Ridgway budget requests.  The agencies’ responses to these provisos were transmitted to the Council on March 14, 2003, as required by the provisos.  The revisions in the Striking Amendment update the budget numbers and language in the provisos to reflect the total 2003 State v. Ridgway budgets and the transmittal of their responses.  The original numbers and language referred only to the first-half-of-the-year amounts that were appropriated in the 2003 adopted budget.

In the Striking Amendment, see lines 87-104, 178-202, 303-330, 431-444, and 515-540.

Revisions to Proviso B:  Submittal of Quarterly Reports

The Striking Amendment makes revisions to the provisos on the agencies’ budgets that require them to participate in quarterly reporting of actual expenditures.  The formats for the quarterly reports would be approved by the Council through Proposed Motion 2003-0156 and reporting would begin in mid-June.  The revisions in the Striking Amendment:

· Make $50,000 to $100,000 in expenditure authority for each agency contingent on it meeting its reporting requirements and deadlines;  

· Clarify that agencies must use the quarterly reporting formats approved by the Council by motion;

· Clarify the dates by which the reports are due to the office of management and budget and to the Council;

· Request that both electronic and hard copies of the reports be transmitted to Council, and;

· Add this entire proviso to the Superior Court’s budget.

In the Striking Amendment, see lines 105-125, 203-223, 331-351, 445-459, and 541-561.

Revisions to Proviso C:  Submittal of Information with the 2004 Proposed Budget

The Striking Amendment makes revisions to the provisos on the agencies’ budgets that require them to coordinate with OMB such that the transmittal of the 2004 budget includes a detailed report on their State v. Ridgway budget requests.  The revisions in the Striking Amendment:

· Make $50,000 to $100,000 in expenditure authority for each agency contingent on its meeting the requirements of the proviso, and;

· Require the agencies to use the approved reporting formats in submitting their 2004 budget information.

In the Striking Amendment, see lines 126-138, 224-234, 352-362, 460-475, and 562-571.

Removal of Proviso Specifying Reserve Amount

The Striking Amendment removes the proviso on the OMB budget that specifies the Council’s intent to show a $5 million State v. Ridgway reserve in the adopted CX financial plan.  The proviso is no longer necessary as the reserve has been established and, with the appropriations in this ordinance, the amount remaining in the reserve will change.   

In the Striking Amendment, see lines 139-143.

Addition of Sheriff’s Office Carryover:

The Striking Amendment adds $172,657 in carryover of expenditure authority from 2002 for the Sheriff’s Office.  This amount was inadvertently not included in the ordinance as transmitted.  In a letter dated April 17, 2003, the Executive formally requested that the Council amend the transmitted ordinance to include this amount.  Council staff have confirmed that the funds are available for carryover through underexpenditure in the Sheriff’s Office 2002 base budget.

In the Striking Amendment, see lines 235-238.

Addition of Sheriff’s Office Proviso Reflecting Council Intent:

The Striking Amendment adds a proviso to the Sheriff’s Office budget that clarifies the revenue assumptions the Council is using in making appropriations for the Green River Homicides Investigation (GRHI).  The proviso describes the County’s CX fiscal crisis and clarifies that the Council’s appropriation for the GRHI assumes the receipt of federal Department of Justice Community Oriented Policing Services (COPS) grant that was recently announced.  Given the fiscal crisis occurring in the County’s CX fund, the County would find it difficult to continue support of the GRHI without these federal revenues.

Although the details on the requirements of the grant are not yet confirmed, it is not anticipated that the funds would be used to add additional detectives to the GRHI, as has been reported in some press accounts.  The Sheriff’s Office has been working on securing the grant funding roughly since the inception of the GRHI in 2002.  Unlike situations with many other grant-funded programs, in this case, the County was unable to wait for confirmation of the grant award to begin dedicating resources to the  GRHI.  However, appropriations to support the current configuration of the GRHI have been made assuming that a significant portion of these expenditures would be backed with federal revenues.    
In the Striking Amendment, see lines 239-254.

Reduction of Appropriation Authority for Superior Court and DJA

After the transmittal of this proposed ordinance, the judge overseeing the State v. Ridgway case extended the start date for the trial from March 2004 to July 2004.  Due to this extension, some of the Superior Court’s and DJA’s costs associated with jury selection and facilities improvements have been pushed into 2004.  Consequently, the Superior Court and DJA asked that their budget requests for 2003 be revised downward.  The downward revision does not reflect a reduction in the overall costs of the case, just a change in the timing.  

The Striking Amendment revises the Superior Court’s request from $194,011 to $116,764 and DJA’s request from $30,519 to $15,260.  See lines 478-485 of the Striking Amendment.

REASONABLENESS:
The provisions in the Striking Amendment constitute reasonable budgetary and policy options.
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2003 expenditure reporting

		State v. Ridgway Actual Expenditure Reporting

		Prosecuting Attorney's Office

						1st Quarter Report - due to Budget Office June 2, 2003

						2nd Quarter Report - due to Budget Office July 18, 2003

						3rd Quarter Report - due to Budget Office October 20, 2003

						4th Quarter Report - due to Budget Office January 20, 2004

		Summary:  Expenditures on Items Not in Base Budget

				2002						2003 Request												2004

				Adopted		Actual				Carryover		Proposed		Total		1st Quarter		YTD

				Budget		Expenditures				from 2002		Budget		Budget		Expenditures		Expenditure

		Staffing		$   294,291		$   269,000				$   - 0		$   649,753		$   649,753		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   804,350

		Document Management Project		$   1,244,000		$   1,137,091				$   71,600				$   71,600		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0

		Experts, Exhibits, Other Trial Costs		$   57,773		$   40,562				$   150,144		$   395,841		$   545,985		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   370,000

		Furniture & Equipment		$   37,500		$   35,904				$   -				$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0

		Grand Total		$   1,633,564		$   1,482,557				$   221,744		$   1,045,594		$   1,267,338		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   1,174,350

		Savings in 2002 Budget		$   151,007								-2003 Adopted		$   520,000

												=Total Request		$   747,338

		Detail:  Staffing Not in Base Budget

		Attorneys Subtotalb		$   163,042		$   153,970				$   - 0		$   256,930		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   366,615

		Sr. Deputy PA 1 - Baird		In base		See below						In base		In base		See below		See below				See below

		Sr. Deputy PA 2 - Eakes		In base		See below						In base		In base		See below		See below				See below

		Sr. Deputy PA 3 - McDonald		$   57,907		$   110,488						$   114,563		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   118,573

		Deputy PA 4 - O'Donnell		$   57,907		$   29,097				$   -		$   80,620		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   83,442

		Deputy PA 5 - Goodhewc		$   23,614		$   14,384				$   -		$   61,747		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   63,908

		Deputy PA 6c		$   23,614		$   - 0				$   -		$   -		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   100,692

		Legal Services		$   39,000		$   87,142				$   - 0		$   256,847		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   265,836

		Computer Coordinator		$   24,000		$   8,820				$   -		$   72,385										$   74,919

		Discovery Coordinator		$   - 0		$   5,295				$   -		$   65,233										$   67,516

		Legal Services Supervisor		$   - 0		$   65,223				$   -		$   67,788		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   70,160

		Legal Secretaryc		$   15,000		$   7,804				$   -		$   51,441		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   53,241

		Paralegals Subtotal		$   92,249		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   55,976		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   121,899

		Para 1		$   62,249		$   - 0				$   -		$   55,976		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   57,936

		Para 2c		$   15,000		$   - 0				$   -		$   -		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   63,963

		Para 3c		$   15,000		$   - 0				$   -		$   -		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0

		Extra Help		$   -		$   27,889				$   -		$   80,000		$   -		$   -		$   -				$   50,000

		ªThis amount is the 2002 budget with the 2002 actuals and carryover to 2003 subtracted.

		bThe 2002 budget reflects amounts for backfilling these positions with entry- and mid-level staff.  The 2003 budget reflects the actual cost of the positions listed.

		cThe 2002 budget for these positions is for a partial year.

		dSee the Sheriff's Office budget for investigative, administrative, and overhead costs associated with the prosecution of the case.

		Expenditures on Absorbed Costs

				2002										2003								2004

				Absorbed		Actual								Absorbed		1st Quarter		YTD

				Costs		Expenditures								Costs		Expenditures		Expenditure

		Attorneys

		Sr. Deputy PA 1 - Baird		$   130,093		$   130,093								$   132,757		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   137,403

		Sr. Deputy PA 2 - Eakes		$   118,167		$   118,167								$   122,786		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   127,084

		Total of Absorbed Costs		$   248,259		$   248,259								$   255,543		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   264,487
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2003 and 2004 budget

		Ridgway Defense Team Budget - 2003 and 2004 - Fulfills proviso requirements 4 and 5

		Part 1.  2003 Budget, 2003 Supplemental Appropriations and 2004 Estimated Budget

		A.  Special Budget

										2003								2003								2004

				Hourly		Hrs per		Monthly		Appropriated		Budget						Adjustments						YTD		Estimated

				Rate		month		cost		Budget		Need												Appropriation		Budget

		Attorney

		Michelle Shaw		$   75		160		$   12,000		$   80,979		$   147,600												$   80,979		$   151,290.00

		Eric Lindell (5.5 months)		$   75		160		$   12,000		$   80,979		$   147,600												$   80,979		$   151,290.00

		Fred Leatherman (5.5)		$   75		160		$   12,000		$   80,979		$   147,600												$   80,979		$   151,290.00

		Dave Roberson (5)		$   75		160		$   12,000		$   80,979		$   147,600												$   80,979		$   151,290.00

		Suzanne Elliot (0.5 FTE for 5)		$   75		160		$   12,000		$   80,979		$   147,600												$   80,979		$   151,290.00

		Subtotal Attorney								$   404,897		$   738,000												$   404,897		$   756,450.00

		Investigator

		ACA								$   19,202		$   35,000												$   19,202		$   35,000.00

		Lead Inv		$   40		160		$   6,400		$   43,189		$   78,720												$   43,189		$   80,688.00

		Inv 1		$   30		160		$   4,800		$   32,392		$   59,040												$   32,392		$   60,516.00

		Inv 2		$   30		160		$   4,800		$   32,392		$   59,040												$   32,392		$   60,516.00

		Inv 3		$   30		160		$   4,800		$   32,392		$   59,040												$   32,392		$   60,516.00

		Inv 4		$   30		160		$   4,800		$   32,392		$   59,040												$   32,392		$   60,516.00

		Inv 5		$   30		160		$   4,800		$   32,392		$   59,040												$   32,392		$   60,516.00

		Inv 6		$   30		160		$   4,800		$   32,392		$   59,040												$   32,392		$   60,516.00

		Travel								$   13,716		$   25,000												$   13,716		$   25,000.00

		Subtotal Investigator								$   270,458		$   492,960												$   270,458		$   503,784.00

		Clerk

		Transcriptionist		$   32		160		$   5,120		$   34,551		$   62,976												$   34,551		$   64,550.40

		Subtotal Clerk								$   34,551		$   62,976												$   34,551		$   64,550.40

		Paralegal

		Para 1		$   30		160		$   4,800		$   32,392		$   59,040												$   32,392		$   60,516.00

		Para 2		$   30		160		$   4,800		$   32,392		$   59,040												$   32,392		$   60,516.00

		Para 3		$   30		160		$   4,800		$   32,392		$   59,040												$   32,392		$   60,516.00

		Para 4		$   30		160		$   4,800		$   32,392		$   59,040												$   32,392		$   60,516.00

		Para 5		$   30		160		$   4,800		$   - 0														$   - 0

		Subtotal Paralegal								$   129,567		$   236,160												$   129,567		$   242,064.00

		Technology								$   181,754		$   331,280												$   181,754		$   345,000.00

		Experts								$   967,253		$   1,763,000												$   967,253		$   1,203,000.00

		Special Master		$   175		10		$   1,750		$   11,521		$   21,000												$   11,521		$   15,000.00

		Grand Total Part 1. Special Budget								$   2,000,000		$   3,645,376												$   2,000,000		$   3,129,848.40

		Summary by category

		Staffing								$   839,472		$   1,530,096		- 0		- 0								$   839,472		$   1,566,848.40

		Technology								$   181,754		$   331,280		- 0		- 0								$   181,754		$   345,000.00

		Experts								$   967,253		$   1,763,000		- 0		- 0								$   967,253		$   1,203,000.00

		Special Master								$   11,521		$   21,000		- 0		- 0								$   11,521		$   15,000.00

		Total								$   2,000,000		$   3,645,376		- 0		- 0								$   2,000,000		$   3,129,848.40

		*assumes 2.5% COLA

		B.  Absorbed Costs																2003								2004

												2003						Adjustments						YTD		Estimated

		Attorney										Budget												Appropriation		Budget

		Tony Savage (retained by defendant)										NA												NA		NA

		Mark Prothero (ACA)										$   108,222.00												$   108,222.00		$   110,928.00

		Todd Gruenhagen (ACA)										$   104,982.00												$   104,982.00		$   107,607.00

		Clerk

		ACA										$   47,000.00												$   47,000.00		$   48,175.00

		Paralegal

		ACA										$   63,000.00												$   63,000.00		$   64,575.00

		Grand Total Part 2.  Absorbed Costs										$   323,204.00												$   323,204.00		$   331,285.00
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		State v. Ridgway & GRHI Actual Expenditure Reporting

		Sheriff's Office

						1st Quarter Report - due to Budget Office June 2, 2003

						2nd Quarter Report - due to Budget Office July 18, 2003

						3rd Quarter Report - due to Budget Office October 20, 2003

						4th Quarter Report - due to Budget Office January 20, 2004

		Summary:  Expenditures on Items Not in Base Budget

				2002						2003 Request																2004				2005

				Adopted		Actual				Carryover				Proposed		Total				1st Quarter		YTD				Total				Total

				Budget		Expenditures				from 2002				Budget		Budget				Expenditures		Expenditure				Budget				Budget

		Direct Prosecutorial Support		$   1,646,722		$   1,592,372				$   172,657				$   1,294,692		$   1,467,349				$   380,269		$   380,269

		Green River Homicide Investigation		$   506,295		$   601,551				$   - 0				$   263,246		$   263,246				$   69,657		$   69,657

		By Budget Category:

		Staffing		$   985,161		$   1,249,531				$   - 0				$   1,183,825		$   1,183,825				$   334,369		$   334,369				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Transportation		$   223,519		$   207,303				$   - 0				$   131,250		$   131,250				$   20,130		$   20,130				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Physical Infrastructure		$   394,337		$   462,361				$   - 0				$   192,863		$   192,863				$   52,066		$   52,066				$   - 0				$   - 0

		DNA & Expert Services		$   550,000		$   274,728				$   172,657				$   50,000		$   222,657				$   43,361		$   43,361				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Grand Total		$   2,153,017		$   2,193,923				$   172,657				$   1,557,938		$   1,730,595		g		$   449,926		$   449,926				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Savings in 2002 Budget		$   (40,906)										-2003 Adopted		$   780,000

														=Total Request		$   950,595

		Detail:  Expenditures on Items Not in Base Budget

		Sheriff's Deputies a		$   452,481		$   445,066				$   - 0				$   577,901		$   577,901				$   182,056		$   182,056				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Captain		$   82,883		$   52,454				$   - 0				$   85,427		$   85,427				$   48,460		$   48,460				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Sergeant 1		$   63,055		$   34,326				$   - 0				$   70,063		$   70,063				$   17,746		$   17,746				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Sergeant 2		$   63,055		$   33,536				$   - 0				$   70,063		$   70,063				$   11,542		$   11,542				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Detective 1		$   30,436		$   35,576				$   - 0				$   58,529		$   58,529				$   14,688		$   14,688				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Detective 2		$   30,436		$   30,563				$   - 0				$   58,529		$   58,529				$   13,989		$   13,989				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Detective 3		$   30,436		$   22,828				$   - 0				$   58,529		$   58,529				$   14,688		$   14,688				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Detective 4		$   30,436		$   22,828				$   - 0				$   58,529		$   58,529				$   14,374		$   14,374				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Detective 5		$   30,436		$   22,828				$   - 0				$   58,529		$   58,529				$   13,989		$   13,989				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Detective 6		$   30,436		$   22,828				$   - 0				$   58,529		$   58,529				$   13,989		$   13,989				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Detective 7		$   30,436		$   22,828				$   - 0				$   58,529		$   58,529				$   13,989		$   13,989				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Detective 8		$   30,436		$   30,807				$   - 0				$   58,529		$   58,529				$   13,989		$   13,989				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Detective 9		In base		$   56,832				In base				In base		In base				$   12,240		$   12,240				In base				In base

		Detective 10		In base		$   56,832				In base				In base		In base				$   7,344		$   7,344				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Detective 11 (Port of Seattle)		NA		NA				NA				NA		NA				NA		NA				NA				NA

		Detective 12 (Seattle Police Dept.)		NA		NA				NA				NA		NA				NA		NA				NA				NA

		Absorbed Salary Costs (see note a)		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   (115,884)		$   (115,884)				$   (28,971)		$   (28,971)				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Administrative Personnel b		$   186,814		$   245,515				$   - 0				$   190,551		$   190,551				$   64,490		$   64,490				$   - 0				$   - 0

		LAN Administrator		$   41,118		$   46,042				$   - 0				$   41,940		$   41,940				$   12,460		$   12,460				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Admin Specialist IV		$   30,691		$   48,149				$   - 0				$   32,778		$   32,778				$   12,324		$   12,324				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Admin Specialist II		$   32,135		$   39,000				$   - 0				$   31,305		$   31,305				$   9,956		$   9,956				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Evidence Specialist 1		$   37,992		$   35,888				$   - 0				$   38,752		$   38,752				$   10,691		$   10,691				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Database Manager (Evid. Spec.)		$   44,878		$   5,217				In base				$   45,776		$   45,776				$   8,434		$   8,434

		Absorbed Database Manager		In base		$   71,219				$   - 0				In base		In base				$   10,625		$   10,625				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Other Personnel Costs c		$   345,866		$   558,950				$   - 0				$   415,373		$   415,373				$   87,823		$   87,823				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Overtime		$   50,397		$   236,432				$   - 0				$   51,909		$   51,909				$   7,905		$   7,905				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Detective Pay		$   37,818		$   37,545				$   - 0				$   37,818		$   37,818				$   7,772		$   7,772				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Benefits		$   197,651		$   232,973				$   - 0				$   325,646		$   325,646				$   72,146		$   72,146				$   - 0				$   - 0

		New Hire Costs/Uniforms		$   60,000		$   52,000				$   - 0				$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Transportation c		$   223,519		$   207,303				$   - 0				$   131,250		$   131,250				$   20,130		$   20,130				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Lease Vehicles		$   105,000		$   102,668				$   - 0				$   110,250		$   110,250				$   15,328		$   15,328				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Gasoline		$   20,000		$   3,181				$   - 0				$   21,000		$   21,000				$   704		$   704				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Travel		$   - 0		$   13,698				$   - 0				$   - 0		$   - 0				$   4,098		$   4,098				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Radio Charges		$   8,519		$   4,000				$   - 0				$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Law Enforcement Equipment		$   90,000		$   83,756				$   - 0				$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Physical Infrastructure d		$   394,337		$   462,361				$   - 0				$   192,863		$   192,863				$   52,066		$   52,066				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Lease Space		$   128,000		$   130,682				$   - 0				$   130,000		$   130,000				$   31,810		$   31,810				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Building Maintenance/Utilities		$   85,837		$   78,848				$   - 0				$   27,000		$   27,000				$   13,940		$   13,940				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Copier/Fax Rental		$   14,500		$   13,287				$   - 0				$   14,863		$   14,863				$   3,577		$   3,577				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Supplies		$   20,000		$   88,824				$   - 0				$   21,000		$   21,000				$   2,739		$   2,739				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Telephone		$   25,000		$   28,000				$   - 0				$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Office Equipment & Installation		$   121,000		$   122,720				$   - 0				$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		DNA Services & Experts e		$   550,000		$   274,728				$   225,273		f		$   50,000		$   275,273				$   43,361		$   43,361				$   - 0				$   - 0

		a It was determined that 60% of Sheriff's Deputies provided direct prosecutorial support in 2002. The 2002 amounts reflect the cost of backfilling these positions with entry-level staff. For ease of tracking and reporting, the 2003 amount reflects the act

		b Administrative Personnel provide approximately 90% direct prosecutorial support. These are TLT positions.

		c Since 60% of the Sheriff's Deputies provided direct prosecutorial support in 2002, the same ratio is attributed to Other Personnel costs and Transportation. This ratio changes to 80% in 2003.

		d Physical Infrastructure also supports the PAO staff which reside in the building. Thus, the ratio is 80% of the costs attributed to direct prosecutorial support in 2002. This percentage changes to 90% in 2003.

		e This entire amount is attributed to direct prosecutorial support.

		f Reflects carryover encumbrance of $52,616 and a reappropriation request of $172,657 (Proposed Ordinance 2003-0137) for continued work on DNA testing supported by a federal grant.

		g Reflects the 2nd Quarter Omnibus Supplemental Request of $777,938.

		Expenditures on Absorbed Costs

				2002												2003										2004				2005

				Absorbed		Actual										Absorbed				1st Quarter		YTD				Absorbed				Absorbed

				Costs		Expenditures										Costs				Expenditures		Expenditure				Costs				Costs

		Staffing Costs

		Detective 9		$   56,832		$   56,832										$   58,529				$   12,240		$   12,240

		Detective 10		$   56,832		$   56,832										$   58,529				$   7,344		$   7,344

		Absorbed Salary Costs		$   - 0		$   - 0										$   115,884				$   28,971		$   28,971

		Database Manager		$   71,219		$   71,219										$   61,118				$   10,625		$   10,625

																						$   - 0

		Other Personnel Costs		213084		213084										$   88,218				$   22,032		$   22,032

		Transportation		$   4,000		$   4,000										$   5,000				$   4,098		$   4,098

		Physical Infrastructure		$   54,000		$   54,000										$   5,000				$   - 0		$   - 0

		Total of Absorbed Costs		$   455,967		$   455,967										$   392,278				$   85,310		$   85,310				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Revenues

				2002						2003																2004				2005

				Revenues		Revenues				Carryover				New		Total Revenues				1st Quarter		YTD				Revenues				Revenues

				Budgeted		Received				from 2002				Revenues		Budgeted				Received		Received				Budgeted				Budgeted

		Revenues

		Federal Earmark Grant		$   500,000		$   - 0				$   500,000				$   598,510		$   1,098,510

																$   - 0

		Total Revenues		$   500,000		$   - 0				$   500,000				$   598,510		$   1,098,510				$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0
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		State v. Ridgway & GRHI Actual Expenditure Reporting

		Sheriff's Office

						1st Quarter Report - due to Budget Office June 2, 2003

						2nd Quarter Report - due to Budget Office July 18, 2003

						3rd Quarter Report - due to Budget Office October 20, 2003

						4th Quarter Report - due to Budget Office January 20, 2004

		Summary:  Expenditures on Items Not in Base Budget

				2002						2003												2004				2005

				Adopted		Actual				Carryover		New		Total		1st Quarter		YTD				Total				Total

				Budget		Expenditures				from 2002		Appropriation		Budget		Expenditures		Expenditure				Budget				Budget

		Direct Prosecutorial Support		$   1,420,608		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   896,019		$   896,019

		Green River Homicide Investigation		$   732,409		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   661,919		$   661,919

		By Budget Category:

		Staffing		$   1,000,998		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   1,183,825		$   1,183,825		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Travel		$   259,519		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   131,250		$   131,250		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Physical Infrastructure		$   342,500		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   192,863		$   192,863		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		DNA & Expert Services		$   550,000		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   50,000		$   50,000		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Grand Total		$   2,153,017		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   1,557,938		$   1,557,938		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Detail:  Expenditures on Items Not in Base Budget

		Sheriff's Officersa		$   611,717		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   578,799		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Captain		$   103,412		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   85,427		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Sergeant 1 (SvR)		$   82,094		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   70,063		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Sergeant 2		$   82,094		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   70,063		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Detective 1 (SvR)		$   43,015		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   58,529		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Detective 2 (SvR)		$   43,015		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   58,529		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Detective 3 (SvR)		$   43,015		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   58,529		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Detective 4 (SvR)		$   43,015		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   58,529		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Detective 5		$   43,015		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   58,529		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Detective 6		$   43,015		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   58,529		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Detective 7		$   43,015		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   58,529		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Detective 8		$   43,015		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   58,529		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Detective 9		In base		In base				In base		In base		In base		In base		In base				In base				In base

		Detective 10		Unfilled		$   - 0				$   - 0		In base		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Detective 11 (Port of Seattle)		NA		NA				NA		NA		NA		NA		NA				NA				NA

		Detective 12 (Seattle Police Dept.)		NA		NA				NA		NA		NA		NA		NA				NA				NA

		Absorbed Salary Costs (see note a)								$   -		$   (114,985)		$   -		$   -		$   -				$   -				$   -

		Administrative Personnelb		$   241,066		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   189,653		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		LAN Administrator (SvR)		$   58,908		$   -				$   -		$   41,940		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Admin Specialist IV (SvR)		$   51,355		$   -				$   -		$   32,778		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Admin Specialist II (SvR)		$   43,367		$   -				$   -		$   31,305		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Evidence Specialist 1 (SvR)		$   46,318		$   -				$   -		$   38,752		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Evidence Specialist 2 (SvR)		$   - 0		$   -				In base		In base		In base		In base		In base

		Database Manager (SvR)		$   41,118		$   -				$   -		$   44,878		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Other Personnel Costsc		$   148,215		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   415,373		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Overtime		$   50,397		$   -				$   -		$   51,909		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Detective Pay		$   37,818		$   -				$   -		$   37,818		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Benefits		Inc. above		Inc. above				Inc. above		$   325,646		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		New Hire Costs		$   60,000		$   -				$   -		$   -		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Travelc		$   259,519		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   131,250		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Lease Vehicles		$   105,000		$   -				$   -		$   110,250		$   -		$   -		$   -				$   -				$   -

		Gasoline		$   20,000		$   -				$   -		$   21,000		$   -		$   -		$   -				$   -				$   -

		Travel		$   - 0		$   -				$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -				$   -				$   -

		Radio Charges		$   8,519		$   -				$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -				$   -				$   -

		Vehicle Equipment		$   126,000		$   -				$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -				$   -				$   -

		Physical Infrastructured		$   342,500		$   -				$   -		$   192,863		$   -		$   -		$   -				$   -				$   -

		Lease Space		$   128,000		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   130,000		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Building Maintenance		$   25,000		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   27,000		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Copier/Fax Rental		$   14,500		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   14,863		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Supplies		$   20,000		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   21,000		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Telephone		$   25,000		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   -		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Office Equipment & Installation		$   130,000		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   -		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		DNA Services & Expertse		$   550,000		$   -				$   -		$   50,000		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		aPositions noted with (SvR) provide direct prosecutorial support.  The 2002 amounts reflect the cost of backfilling these positions with entry-level staff.  For ease of tracking and reporting, the 2003 amounts reflect the actual cost of the listed positio

		bPostions noted with (SvR) provide direct prosecutorial support.  These are TLT positions.

		cAs 5 of the 12 County commissioned staff provide direct prosecutorial support, 5/12 of these costs are attributed to that function in the summary section above.  The remaining 7/12 is attributed to the on-going Green River Homicide Investigation.

		dIn 2002, as 15 of the 25 staff (Sheriff's Office staff, loaned staff, and PAO staff) occupying the space provide direct prosecutorial support, 15/25 of these costs are attributed to that function in the summary above.  The remainder of the costs are attr

		eThis entire amount is attributed to direct prosecutorial support.

		Expenditures on Absorbed Costs

				2002										2003								2004				2005

				Absorbed		Actual								Absorbed		1st Quarter		YTD				Absorbed				Absorbed

				Costs		Expenditures								Costs		Expenditures		Expenditure				Costs				Costs

		Staffing Costs

		Detective 9		$   43,015		$   - 0								$   58,529

		Detective 10		$   - 0		$   - 0								$   58,529

		Absorbed Salary Costs		$   - 0		$   - 0								$   114,985

		Evidence Specialist 2		$   - 0		$   - 0								$   62,016

		Other

		Supplies		$   - 0		$   - 0								$   5,000

		Travel		$   - 0		$   - 0								$   5,000

		Total of Absorbed Costs		$   43,015		$   - 0								$   304,059		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Revenues

				2002						2003												2004				2005

				Revenues		Revenues				Carryover		New		Total Revenues		1st Quarter		YTD				Revenues				Revenues

				Budgeted		Received				from 2002		Revenues		Budgeted		Received		Received				Budgeted				Budgeted

		Revenues

		Federal Earmark Grant		$   500,000		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   598,510		$   598,510

														$   - 0

		Total Revenues		$   500,000		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   598,510		$   598,510		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0





Sheet2

		State v. Ridgway & GRHI Actual Expenditure Reporting

		Sheriff's Office

						1st Quarter Report - due to Budget Office June 2, 2003

						2nd Quarter Report - due to Budget Office July 18, 2003

						3rd Quarter Report - due to Budget Office October 20, 2003

						4th Quarter Report - due to Budget Office January 20, 2004

		Summary:  Expenditures on Items Not in Base Budget

				2002						2003												2004				2005

				Adopted		Actual				Carryover		New		Total		1st Quarter		YTD				Total				Total

				Budget		Expenditures				from 2002		Appropriation		Budget		Expenditures		Expenditure				Budget				Budget

		Direct Prosecutorial Support		$   1,420,608		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   896,019		$   896,019

		Green River Homicide Investigation		$   732,409		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   661,919		$   661,919

		By Budget Category:

		Staffing		$   1,000,998		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   1,183,825		$   1,183,825		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Travel		$   259,519		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   131,250		$   131,250		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Physical Infrastructure		$   342,500		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   192,863		$   192,863		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		DNA & Expert Services		$   550,000		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   50,000		$   50,000		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Grand Total		$   2,153,017		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   1,557,938		$   1,557,938		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Detail:  Expenditures on Items Not in Base Budget

		Sheriff's Officersa		$   611,717		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   578,799		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Captain		$   103,412		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   85,427		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Sergeant 1 (SvR)		$   82,094		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   70,063		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Sergeant 2		$   82,094		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   70,063		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Detective 1 (SvR)		$   43,015		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   58,529		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Detective 2 (SvR)		$   43,015		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   58,529		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Detective 3 (SvR)		$   43,015		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   58,529		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Detective 4 (SvR)		$   43,015		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   58,529		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Detective 5		$   43,015		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   58,529		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Detective 6		$   43,015		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   58,529		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Detective 7		$   43,015		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   58,529		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Detective 8		$   43,015		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   58,529		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Detective 9		In base		In base				In base		In base		In base		In base		In base				In base				In base

		Detective 10		Unfilled		$   - 0				$   - 0		In base		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Detective 11 (Port of Seattle)		NA		NA				NA		NA		NA		NA		NA				NA				NA

		Detective 12 (Seattle Police Dept.)		NA		NA				NA		NA		NA		NA		NA				NA				NA

		Absorbed Salary Costs (see note a)								$   -		$   (114,985)		$   -		$   -		$   -				$   -				$   -

		Administrative Personnelb		$   241,066		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   189,653		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		LAN Administrator (SvR)		$   58,908		$   -				$   -		$   41,940		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Admin Specialist IV (SvR)		$   51,355		$   -				$   -		$   32,778		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Admin Specialist II (SvR)		$   43,367		$   -				$   -		$   31,305		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Evidence Specialist 1 (SvR)		$   46,318		$   -				$   -		$   38,752		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Evidence Specialist 2 (SvR)		$   - 0		$   -				In base		In base		In base		In base		In base

		Database Manager (SvR)		$   41,118		$   -				$   -		$   44,878		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Other Personnel Costsc		$   148,215		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   415,373		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Overtime		$   50,397		$   -				$   -		$   51,909		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Detective Pay		$   37,818		$   -				$   -		$   37,818		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Benefits		Inc. above		Inc. above				Inc. above		$   325,646		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		New Hire Costs		$   60,000		$   -				$   -		$   -		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Travelc		$   259,519		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   131,250		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Lease Vehicles		$   105,000		$   -				$   -		$   110,250		$   -		$   -		$   -				$   -				$   -

		Gasoline		$   20,000		$   -				$   -		$   21,000		$   -		$   -		$   -				$   -				$   -

		Travel		$   - 0		$   -				$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -				$   -				$   -

		Radio Charges		$   8,519		$   -				$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -				$   -				$   -

		Vehicle Equipment		$   126,000		$   -				$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -				$   -				$   -

		Physical Infrastructured		$   342,500		$   -				$   -		$   192,863		$   -		$   -		$   -				$   -				$   -

		Lease Space		$   128,000		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   130,000		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Building Maintenance		$   25,000		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   27,000		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Copier/Fax Rental		$   14,500		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   14,863		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Supplies		$   20,000		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   21,000		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Telephone		$   25,000		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   -		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Office Equipment & Installation		$   130,000		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   -		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		DNA Services & Expertse		$   550,000		$   -				$   -		$   50,000		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		aPositions noted with (SvR) provide direct prosecutorial support.  The 2002 amounts reflect the cost of backfilling these positions with entry-level staff.  For ease of tracking and reporting, the 2003 amounts reflect the actual cost of the listed positio

		bPostions noted with (SvR) provide direct prosecutorial support.  These are TLT positions.

		cAs 5 of the 12 County commissioned staff provide direct prosecutorial support, 5/12 of these costs are attributed to that function in the summary section above.  The remaining 7/12 is attributed to the on-going Green River Homicide Investigation.

		dIn 2002, as 15 of the 25 staff (Sheriff's Office staff, loaned staff, and PAO staff) occupying the space provide direct prosecutorial support, 15/25 of these costs are attributed to that function in the summary above.  The remainder of the costs are attr

		eThis entire amount is attributed to direct prosecutorial support.

		Expenditures on Absorbed Costs

				2002										2003								2004				2005

				Absorbed		Actual								Absorbed		1st Quarter		YTD				Absorbed				Absorbed

				Costs		Expenditures								Costs		Expenditures		Expenditure				Costs				Costs

		Staffing Costs

		Detective 9		$   43,015		$   - 0								$   58,529

		Detective 10		$   - 0		$   - 0								$   58,529

		Absorbed Salary Costs		$   - 0		$   - 0								$   114,985

		Evidence Specialist 2		$   - 0		$   - 0								$   62,016

		Other

		Supplies		$   - 0		$   - 0								$   5,000

		Travel		$   - 0		$   - 0								$   5,000

		Total of Absorbed Costs		$   43,015		$   - 0								$   304,059		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Revenues

				2002						2003												2004				2005

				Revenues		Revenues				Carryover		New		Total Revenues		1st Quarter		YTD				Revenues				Revenues

				Budgeted		Received				from 2002		Revenues		Budgeted		Received		Received				Budgeted				Budgeted

		Revenues

		Federal Earmark Grant		$   500,000		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   598,510		$   598,510

														$   - 0

		Total Revenues		$   500,000		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   598,510		$   598,510		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0





2003 and 2004 budget

		Ridgway Defense Team Budget - 2003 and 2004 - Fulfills proviso requirements 4 and 5

		Part 1.  2003 Budget, 2003 Supplemental Appropriations and 2004 Estimated Budget

		A.  Special Budget

										2003								2003								2004

				Hourly		Hrs per		Monthly		Appropriated		Budget						Adjustments						YTD		Estimated

				Rate		month		cost		Budget		Need												Appropriation		Budget

		Attorney

		Michelle Shaw		$   75		160		$   12,000		$   80,979		$   147,600												$   80,979		$   151,290.00

		Eric Lindell (5.5 months)		$   75		160		$   12,000		$   80,979		$   147,600												$   80,979		$   151,290.00

		Fred Leatherman (5.5)		$   75		160		$   12,000		$   80,979		$   147,600												$   80,979		$   151,290.00

		Dave Roberson (5)		$   75		160		$   12,000		$   80,979		$   147,600												$   80,979		$   151,290.00

		Suzanne Elliot (0.5 FTE for 5)		$   75		160		$   12,000		$   80,979		$   147,600												$   80,979		$   151,290.00

		Subtotal Attorney								$   404,897		$   738,000												$   404,897		$   756,450.00

		Investigator

		ACA								$   19,202		$   35,000												$   19,202		$   35,000.00

		Lead Inv		$   40		160		$   6,400		$   43,189		$   78,720												$   43,189		$   80,688.00

		Inv 1		$   30		160		$   4,800		$   32,392		$   59,040												$   32,392		$   60,516.00

		Inv 2		$   30		160		$   4,800		$   32,392		$   59,040												$   32,392		$   60,516.00

		Inv 3		$   30		160		$   4,800		$   32,392		$   59,040												$   32,392		$   60,516.00

		Inv 4		$   30		160		$   4,800		$   32,392		$   59,040												$   32,392		$   60,516.00

		Inv 5		$   30		160		$   4,800		$   32,392		$   59,040												$   32,392		$   60,516.00

		Inv 6		$   30		160		$   4,800		$   32,392		$   59,040												$   32,392		$   60,516.00

		Travel								$   13,716		$   25,000												$   13,716		$   25,000.00

		Subtotal Investigator								$   270,458		$   492,960												$   270,458		$   503,784.00

		Clerk

		Transcriptionist		$   32		160		$   5,120		$   34,551		$   62,976												$   34,551		$   64,550.40

		Subtotal Clerk								$   34,551		$   62,976												$   34,551		$   64,550.40

		Paralegal

		Para 1		$   30		160		$   4,800		$   32,392		$   59,040												$   32,392		$   60,516.00

		Para 2		$   30		160		$   4,800		$   32,392		$   59,040												$   32,392		$   60,516.00

		Para 3		$   30		160		$   4,800		$   32,392		$   59,040												$   32,392		$   60,516.00

		Para 4		$   30		160		$   4,800		$   32,392		$   59,040												$   32,392		$   60,516.00

		Para 5		$   30		160		$   4,800		$   - 0														$   - 0

		Subtotal Paralegal								$   129,567		$   236,160												$   129,567		$   242,064.00

		Technology								$   181,754		$   331,280												$   181,754		$   345,000.00

		Experts								$   967,253		$   1,763,000												$   967,253		$   1,203,000.00

		Special Master		$   175		10		$   1,750		$   11,521		$   21,000												$   11,521		$   15,000.00

		Grand Total Part 1. Special Budget								$   2,000,000		$   3,645,376												$   2,000,000		$   3,129,848.40

		Summary by category

		Staffing								$   839,472		$   1,530,096		- 0		- 0								$   839,472		$   1,566,848.40

		Technology								$   181,754		$   331,280		- 0		- 0								$   181,754		$   345,000.00

		Experts								$   967,253		$   1,763,000		- 0		- 0								$   967,253		$   1,203,000.00

		Special Master								$   11,521		$   21,000		- 0		- 0								$   11,521		$   15,000.00

		Total								$   2,000,000		$   3,645,376		- 0		- 0								$   2,000,000		$   3,129,848.40

		*assumes 2.5% COLA

		B.  Absorbed Costs																2003								2004

												2003						Adjustments						YTD		Estimated

		Attorney										Budget												Appropriation		Budget

		Tony Savage (retained by defendant)										NA												NA		NA

		Mark Prothero (ACA)										$   108,222.00												$   108,222.00		$   110,928.00

		Todd Gruenhagen (ACA)										$   104,982.00												$   104,982.00		$   107,607.00

		Clerk

		ACA										$   47,000.00												$   47,000.00		$   48,175.00

		Paralegal

		ACA										$   63,000.00												$   63,000.00		$   64,575.00

		Grand Total Part 2.  Absorbed Costs										$   323,204.00												$   323,204.00		$   331,285.00
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		State v. Ridgway Actual Expenditure Reporting

		Superior Court & Department of Judicial Administration

										1st Quarter Report - due to Budget Office June 2, 2003

										2nd Quarter Report - due to Budget Office July 18, 2003

										3rd Quarter Report - due to Budget Office October 20, 2003

										4th Quarter Report - due to Budget Office January 20, 2004

		Summary:  Expenditures on Items Not in Base Budget

				2002						2003										2004		2004				2005		2005

				Adopted		Actual				Transmitted		Revised		1st Quarter		YTD				Total		Revised				Total		Revised

				Budget		Expenditures				Request		Request		Expenditures		Expenditure				Budget		Budget				Budget		Budget

		Superior Court		$   0 0		$   0 0				$   194,011		$   116,764		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   409,292		$   400,989				$   172,786		$   258,337

		Staffing		$   0 0		$   0 0				$   116,896		$   69,846		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   292,609		$   286,188				$   137,792		$   191,264

		Jury		$   0 0		$   0 0				$   25,640		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   95,703		$   90,821				$   31,314		$   61,836

		Upgrades to Facilities & Technology		$   0 0		$   0 0				$   48,418		$   46,918		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   17,480		$   18,980				$   2,180		$   2,180

		Other		$   0 0		$   0 0				$   3,057		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   3,500		$   5,000				$   1,500		$   3,057

		Department of Judicial Administration		$   0 0		$   0 0				$   30,519		$   15,260		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   92,114		$   95,532				$   60,565		$   72,407

		Staffing		$   0 0		$   0 0				$   30,519		$   15,260		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   89,114		$   92,532				$   50,165		$   62,007

		Other		$   0 0		$   0 0				$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   3,000		$   3,000				$   10,400		$   10,400

		Grand Total		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   224,530		$   132,024		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   501,406		$   496,521				$   233,351		$   330,744

		Detail:  Items Not in Base Budget		$   0 0		$   0 0				$   224,530		$   132,024		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   501,406		$   496,521				$   233,351		$   330,744

		Superior Court - Staffing		$   0 0		$   0 0				$   116,896		$   69,846		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   292,609		$   286,188				$   137,792		$   191,264

		Judge		In base		See below				In base		In base		See below		See below				In base		In base				In base		In base

		Bailiff		In base		See below				In base		In base		See below		See below				In base		In base				In base		In base

		Court Reporter		In base		See below				In base		In base		See below		See below				In base		In base				In base		In base

		Facilities Specialist		In base		See below				In base		In base		See below		See below				In base		In base				In base		In base

		Computer Services Staff		In base		See below				In base		In base		See below		See below				$   0 0		$   0 0				$   0 0		$   0 0

		Pro Tem Judges		$   0 0		$   0 0				$   13,417		$   6,708		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   58,547		$   53,668				$   42,690		$   54,278

		Bailiff Overtime		$   0 0		$   0 0				$   2,207		$   1,104		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   4,415		$   4,917				$   3,188		$   3,789

		Pro Tem Bailiffs		$   0 0		$   0 0				$   7,612		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   34,599		$   31,401				$   24,219		$   35,029

		Pro Tem Court Reporter		$   0 0		$   0 0				$   11,000		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   48,000		$   44,000				$   35,000		$   50,000

		Administrative Assistant		$   0 0		$   0 0				$   30,945		$   15,473		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   53,912		$   53,912				$   13,478		$   28,951

		Law Clerk/Contract Attorney		$   0 0		$   0 0				$   44,377		$   44,377		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   71,867		$   71,867				$   19,217		$   19,217

		Temp - Facilities Coordinator		$   0 0		$   0 0				$   2,184		$   2,184		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   7,097		$   7,097				$   0 0		$   0 0

		Temp - Jury Coordinator		$   0 0		$   0 0				$   5,154		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   14,172		$   19,326				$   0 0		$   0 0

		DJA - Staffing		$   0 0		$   0 0				$   30,519		$   15,260		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   89,114		$   92,532				$   50,165		$   62,007

		Clerk		In base		See below				In base		In base		See below		See below				In base		In base				In base		In base

		Supervisor & Clerk Overtime		In base		See below				In base		In base		See below		See below				In base		In base				$   2,800		$   2,800

		Pro Tem Clerk		$   0 0		$   0 0				$   10,428		$   5,214		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   38,233		$   38,233				$   20,855		$   26,069

		0.50 Pro Tem Clerk		$   0 0		$   0 0				$   6,419		$   3,210		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   23,538		$   23,538				$   12,838		$   16,048

		0.50 Pro Tem Office & Exhibit Room Support		$   0 0		$   0 0				$   13,672		$   6,836		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   27,343		$   30,761				$   13,672		$   17,090

		Superior Court - Jury		$   0 0		$   0 0				$   25,640		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   95,703		$   90,821				$   31,314		$   61,836

		Jury Summons:  postage & processing		$   0 0		$   0 0				$   25,100		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   2,000		$   27,100				$   - 0		$   - 0

		Jury Fees & Mileage		$   0 0		$   0 0				$   0 0		$   0 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   93,223		$   63,001				$   31,074		$   61,296

		Additional phone line		$   0 0		$   0 0				$   540		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   480		$   720				$   240		$   540

		Superior Court - Facilities & Technology Upgrades		$   0 0		$   0 0				$   48,418		$   46,918		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   17,480		$   18,980				$   2,180		$   2,180

		Computer Upgrades:  jury room, judge, staff		$   0 0		$   0 0				$   10,000		$   10,000		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   0 0		$   0 0				$   0 0		$   0 0

		Data lines, printer, copy machine, fax		$   0 0		$   0 0				$   10,918		$   10,918		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   7,980		$   7,980				$   2,180		$   2,180

		Modifications to expand jury box		$   0 0		$   0 0				$   4,000		$   4,000		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   4,500		$   4,500				$   0 0		$   0 0

		Modifications to expand courtroom security		$   0 0		$   0 0				$   5,000		$   5,000		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   5,000		$   5,000				$   0 0		$   0 0

		Other courtroom modifications		$   0 0		$   0 0				$   3,000		$   1,500		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   0 0		$   1,500				$   0 0		$   0 0

		Wiring & monitor for press room		$   0 0		$   0 0				$   5,500		$   5,500		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   0 0		$   0 0				$   0 0		$   0 0

		Wiring & monitor for overflow/family room		$   0 0		$   0 0				$   7,500		$   7,500		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   0 0		$   0 0				$   0 0		$   0 0

		Data lines for attorney & press rooms		$   0 0		$   0 0				$   2,500		$   2,500		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   - 0

		Superior Court - Other		$   0 0		$   0 0				$   3,057		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   3,500		$   5,000				$   1,500		$   3,057

		Supplies		$   0 0		$   0 0				$   3,057		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   3,500		$   5,000				$   1,500		$   3,057

		DJA - Other		$   0 0		$   0 0				$   0 0				$   - 0		$   - 0				$   3,000		$   3,000				$   10,400		$   10,400

		Clerk's Papers		$   0 0		$   0 0				$   0 0				$   - 0		$   - 0				$   0 0		$   0 0				$   5,400		$   5,400

		Exhibit Storage		$   0 0		$   0 0				$   0 0				$   - 0		$   - 0				$   3,000		$   3,000				$   5,000		$   5,000

		The Superior Court and DJA had no supplemental expenditures in 2002 for this case.

		Expenditures on Absorbed Costs

				2002						2003										2004		2004				2005		2005

				Adopted		Actual				Absorbed				1st Quarter		YTD				Absorbed		Absorbed				Absorbed		Absorbed

				Budget		Expenditures				Costs				Expenditures		Expenditure				Costs		Revised				Costs		Revised

		Superior Court-Staffing

		Judge								$   30,493		$   30,493		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   60,986		$   60,986				$   15,247		$   15,247

		Bailiff								$   28,391		$   28,391		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   51,757		$   51,757				$   12,939		$   12,939

		Court Reporter								$   36,330		$   36,330		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   72,067		$   72,067				$   24,022		$   24,022

		Facilities Specialist		$   0 0		$   0 0				$   16,584		$   16,584		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   16,916		$   16,916				$   4,229		$   4,229

		Computer Services		$   0 0		$   0 0				$   726		$   726		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   0 0		$   0 0				$   0 0		$   0 0

		DJA-Staffing

		Clerk								$   22,683		$   22,683		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   45,365		$   45,365				$   45,365		$   45,365

		Supervisor & Clerk Overtime								$   5,800		$   5,800		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   9,600		$   9,600				$   3,000		$   3,000

		Superior Court-Jury

		Jury Summons		$   0 0		$   0 0				$   527		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   527				$   - 0		$   - 0

		Superior Court-Upgrades

		Computer Upgrades-jury room, judge & staff		$   0 0		$   0 0				$   756		$   756		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   - 0				$   - 0		$   - 0

		Total of Absorbed Costs		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   142,290		$   141,763		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   256,691		$   257,218				$   104,802		$   104,802
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2003 and 2004 budget

		Ridgway Defense Team Budget - 2003 and 2004 - Fulfills proviso requirements 4 and 5

		Part 1.  2003 Budget, 2003 Supplemental Appropriations and 2004 Estimated Budget

		A.  Special Budget

										2003								2003								2004

				Hourly		Hrs per		Monthly		Appropriated		Budget						Adjustments						YTD		Estimated

				Rate		month		cost		Budget		Need												Appropriation		Budget

		Attorney

		Michelle Shaw		$   75		160		$   12,000		$   80,979		$   147,600												$   80,979		$   151,290.00

		Eric Lindell (5.5 months)		$   75		160		$   12,000		$   80,979		$   147,600												$   80,979		$   151,290.00

		Fred Leatherman (5.5)		$   75		160		$   12,000		$   80,979		$   147,600												$   80,979		$   151,290.00

		Dave Roberson (5)		$   75		160		$   12,000		$   80,979		$   147,600												$   80,979		$   151,290.00

		Suzanne Elliot (0.5 FTE for 5)		$   75		160		$   12,000		$   80,979		$   147,600												$   80,979		$   151,290.00

		Subtotal Attorney								$   404,897		$   738,000												$   404,897		$   756,450.00

		Investigator

		ACA								$   19,202		$   35,000												$   19,202		$   35,000.00

		Lead Inv		$   40		160		$   6,400		$   43,189		$   78,720												$   43,189		$   80,688.00

		Inv 1		$   30		160		$   4,800		$   32,392		$   59,040												$   32,392		$   60,516.00

		Inv 2		$   30		160		$   4,800		$   32,392		$   59,040												$   32,392		$   60,516.00

		Inv 3		$   30		160		$   4,800		$   32,392		$   59,040												$   32,392		$   60,516.00

		Inv 4		$   30		160		$   4,800		$   32,392		$   59,040												$   32,392		$   60,516.00

		Inv 5		$   30		160		$   4,800		$   32,392		$   59,040												$   32,392		$   60,516.00

		Inv 6		$   30		160		$   4,800		$   32,392		$   59,040												$   32,392		$   60,516.00

		Travel								$   13,716		$   25,000												$   13,716		$   25,000.00

		Subtotal Investigator								$   270,458		$   492,960												$   270,458		$   503,784.00

		Clerk

		Transcriptionist		$   32		160		$   5,120		$   34,551		$   62,976												$   34,551		$   64,550.40

		Subtotal Clerk								$   34,551		$   62,976												$   34,551		$   64,550.40

		Paralegal

		Para 1		$   30		160		$   4,800		$   32,392		$   59,040												$   32,392		$   60,516.00

		Para 2		$   30		160		$   4,800		$   32,392		$   59,040												$   32,392		$   60,516.00

		Para 3		$   30		160		$   4,800		$   32,392		$   59,040												$   32,392		$   60,516.00

		Para 4		$   30		160		$   4,800		$   32,392		$   59,040												$   32,392		$   60,516.00

		Para 5		$   30		160		$   4,800		$   - 0														$   - 0

		Subtotal Paralegal								$   129,567		$   236,160												$   129,567		$   242,064.00

		Technology								$   181,754		$   331,280												$   181,754		$   345,000.00

		Experts								$   967,253		$   1,763,000												$   967,253		$   1,203,000.00

		Special Master		$   175		10		$   1,750		$   11,521		$   21,000												$   11,521		$   15,000.00

		Grand Total Part 1. Special Budget								$   2,000,000		$   3,645,376												$   2,000,000		$   3,129,848.40

		Summary by category

		Staffing								$   839,472		$   1,530,096		- 0		- 0								$   839,472		$   1,566,848.40

		Technology								$   181,754		$   331,280		- 0		- 0								$   181,754		$   345,000.00

		Experts								$   967,253		$   1,763,000		- 0		- 0								$   967,253		$   1,203,000.00

		Special Master								$   11,521		$   21,000		- 0		- 0								$   11,521		$   15,000.00

		Total								$   2,000,000		$   3,645,376		- 0		- 0								$   2,000,000		$   3,129,848.40

		*assumes 2.5% COLA

		B.  Absorbed Costs																2003								2004

												2003						Adjustments						YTD		Estimated

		Attorney										Budget												Appropriation		Budget

		Tony Savage (retained by defendant)										NA												NA		NA

		Mark Prothero (ACA)										$   108,222.00												$   108,222.00		$   110,928.00

		Todd Gruenhagen (ACA)										$   104,982.00												$   104,982.00		$   107,607.00

		Clerk

		ACA										$   47,000.00												$   47,000.00		$   48,175.00

		Paralegal

		ACA										$   63,000.00												$   63,000.00		$   64,575.00

		Grand Total Part 2.  Absorbed Costs										$   323,204.00												$   323,204.00		$   331,285.00
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2003 expenditure reporting

		State v. Ridgway Actual Expenditure Reporting

		Office of Public Defense

						1st Quarter Report - due to Budget Office June 2, 2003

						2nd Quarter Report - due to Budget Office July 18, 2003

						3rd Quarter Report - due to Budget Office October 20, 2003

						4th Quarter Report - due to Budget Office January 20, 2004

		Summary:  Expenditures on Items Not in Base Budget

				2002						2003

				Adopted		Actual				Carryover		New		Total		1st Quarter		YTD

				Budget		Expenditures				from 2002		Appropriation		Budget		Expenditures		Expenditure

		Staffing (see detail below)		$   1,150,320		$   616,940				$   11,206				$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0

		Technology		$   740,090		$   157,514				$   468,229				$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0

		Experts		$   788,800		$   237,061				$   27,250				$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0

		Special Master		$   15,750		$   3,107				$   - 0

		OPD Legal Counsel		0		$   25,059				$   -				$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0

		Grand Total		$   2,694,960		$   1,039,682				$   506,685		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0

		Savings in 2002 Budgetª		$   1,148,594

		Detail:  Staffing Not in Base Budget

		Attorneys Subtotal		$   504,000		$   252,764				$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0

		Tony Savage (retained by defendant)		NA		NA				NA		NA		NA		NA		NA

		Mark Prothero (ACA)		In base		See below						In base		In base		See below		See below

		Todd Gruenhagen (ACA)		In base		See below						In base		In base		See below		See below

		Michelle Shaw		$   144,000		$   167,890				$   -		$   -		$   - 0

		Eric Lindell*		$   90,000		$   21,293				$   -		$   -		$   - 0

		Fred Leatherman*		$   90,000		$   39,791				$   -		$   -		$   - 0

		Dave Roberson*		$   90,000		$   23,000				$   -		$   -		$   - 0

		Atty 8 (Elliot, Griffith, Zuckerman)*		$   90,000		$   791				$   -		$   -		$   - 0

		Investigators Subtotal		$   343,200		$   154,887				$   11,206		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0

		ACA (1/2 in base budget)		$   35,000		$   35,000				$   -		$   -		$   - 0

		Lead Inv		$   76,800		$   54,641				$   -		$   -		$   - 0

		Inv 1*		$   36,000		$   2,873				$   1,627		$   -		$   - 0

		Inv 2*		$   36,000		$   57,006				$   -		$   -		$   - 0

		Inv 3*		$   33,600		$   458				$   -		$   -		$   - 0

		Inv 4*		$   33,600		$   245				$   533		$   -		$   - 0

		Inv 5*		$   33,600		$   4,665				$   9,046		$   -		$   - 0

		Inv 6*		$   33,600		$   -				$   -		$   -		$   - 0

		Travel		$   25,000		$   -				$   -		$   -		$   - 0

		Clerks Subtotal		$   77,720		$   51,774				$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0

		ACA		$   47,000		$   47,000				$   -		$   -		$   - 0

		Transcriptionist		$   30,720		$   4,774				$   -		$   -

		Paralegals Subtotal		$   225,400		$   157,514				$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0

		ACA		$   63,000		$   42,000				$   -		$   -		$   - 0

		Para 1		$   33,600		$   33,511				$   -		$   -		$   - 0

		Para 2		$   33,600		$   13,493				$   -		$   -		$   - 0

		Para 3		$   33,600		$   21,435				$   -		$   -		$   - 0

		Para 4		$   33,600		$   22,026				$   -		$   -		$   - 0

		Para 5		$   28,000		$   25,050				$   -		$   -		$   - 0

		*The 2002 budget for these positions is for a partial year.

		Expenditures on Items in Base Budget

				2002										2003

				Adopted		Actual								Total		1st Quarter		YTD

				Budget		Expenditures								Budget		Expenditures		Expenditure

		Attorneys

		Tony Savage (retained by defendant)		NA		NA								NA		NA		NA

		Mark Prothero (ACA)												$   108,222

		Todd Gruenhagen (ACA)												$   104,982

		Investigators

		ACA (1/2 in base budget)		$   35,000

		Clerks

		ACA												$   47,000

		Paralegals

		ACA												$   63,000

		Total of Items in Base Budget		$   35,000		$   - 0								$   323,204		$   - 0		$   - 0

		ªThis amount is the 2002 budget with the 2002 actuals and carryover to 2003 subtracted.
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Reporting with 2003 budget #

		State v. Ridgway Actual Expenditure Reporting

		Office of Public Defense

						1st Quarter Report - due to Budget Office June 2, 2003

						2nd Quarter Report - due to Budget Office July 18, 2003

						3rd Quarter Report - due to Budget Office October 20, 2003

						4th Quarter Report - due to Budget Office January 20, 2004

		Summary:  Expenditures on Items Not in Base Budget

				2002						2003 Request

				Adopted		Actual				Carryover		Proposed		Total		1st Quarter		YTD

				Budget		Expenditures				from 2002		Budget		Budget		Expenditures		Expenditure

		Staffing (see detail below)		$   1,150,320		$   616,940				$   11,206		$   1,530,096		$   1,541,302		$   - 0		$   - 0

		Technology		$   740,090		$   157,514				$   468,229		$   331,280		$   799,509		$   - 0		$   - 0

		Experts		$   788,800		$   237,061				$   27,250		$   1,763,000		$   1,790,250		$   - 0		$   - 0

		Special Master		$   15,750		$   3,107				$   -		$   21,000		$   21,000		$   - 0		$   - 0

		OPD Legal Counsel		0		$   25,059				$   -		$   -		$   -		$   - 0		$   - 0

		Grand Total		$   2,694,960		$   1,039,682				$   506,685		$   3,645,376		$   4,152,061		$   - 0		$   - 0

		Savings in 2002 Budgetª		$   1,148,594								-Adopted		$   2,000,000

												=Total Request		$   2,152,061

		Detail:  Staffing Not in Base Budget								$   11,206		$   1,530,096		$   1,541,302

		Attorneys Subtotal		$   504,000		$   252,764				$   - 0		$   738,000		$   738,000		$   - 0		$   - 0

		Tony Savage (retained by defendant)		NA		NA				NA		NA		NA		NA		NA

		Mark Prothero (ACA)		In base		See below						In base		In base		See below		See below

		Todd Gruenhagen (ACA)		In base		See below						In base		In base		See below		See below

		Michelle Shaw		$   144,000		$   167,890				$   -		$   147,600		$   147,600

		Eric Lindell*		$   90,000		$   21,293				$   -		$   147,600		$   147,600

		Fred Leatherman*		$   90,000		$   39,791				$   -		$   147,600		$   147,600

		Dave Roberson*		$   90,000		$   23,000				$   -		$   147,600		$   147,600

		Atty 8 (Elliot, Griffith, Zuckerman)*		$   90,000		$   791				$   -		$   147,600		$   147,600

		Investigators Subtotal		$   343,200		$   154,887				$   11,206		$   492,960		$   504,166		$   - 0		$   - 0

		ACA (1/2 in base budget)		$   35,000		$   35,000				$   -		$   35,000		$   35,000

		Lead Inv		$   76,800		$   54,641				$   -		$   78,720		$   78,720

		Inv 1*		$   36,000		$   2,873				$   1,627		$   59,040		$   60,667

		Inv 2*		$   36,000		$   57,006				$   -		$   59,040		$   59,040

		Inv 3*		$   33,600		$   458				$   -		$   59,040		$   59,040

		Inv 4*		$   33,600		$   245				$   533		$   59,040		$   59,573

		Inv 5*		$   33,600		$   4,665				$   9,046		$   59,040		$   68,086

		Inv 6*		$   33,600		$   -				$   -		$   59,040		$   59,040

		Travel		$   25,000		$   -				$   -		$   25,000		$   25,000

		Clerks Subtotal		$   77,720		$   51,774				$   - 0		$   62,976		$   62,976		$   - 0		$   - 0

		ACA		$   47,000		$   47,000				$   -		In base		In base

		Transcriptionist		$   30,720		$   4,774				$   -		$   62,976		$   62,976

		Paralegals Subtotal		$   225,400		$   157,514				$   - 0		$   236,160		$   236,160		$   - 0		$   - 0

		ACA		$   63,000		$   42,000				$   -		In base		In base

		Para 1		$   33,600		$   33,511				$   -		$   59,040		$   59,040

		Para 2		$   33,600		$   13,493				$   -		$   59,040		$   59,040

		Para 3		$   33,600		$   21,435				$   -		$   59,040		$   59,040

		Para 4		$   33,600		$   22,026				$   -		$   59,040		$   59,040

		Para 5		$   28,000		$   25,050				$   -		$   -		$   - 0

		*The 2002 budget for these positions is for a partial year.

		Expenditures on Absorbed Costs

				2002										2003

				Absorbed		Actual								Absorbed		1st Quarter		YTD

				Costs		Expenditures								Costs		Expenditures		Expenditure

		Attorneys

		Tony Savage (retained by defendant)		NA		NA								NA		NA		NA

		Mark Prothero (ACA)		$   105,928		$   105,928								$   108,222

		Todd Gruenhagen (ACA)		$   102,443		$   102,443								$   104,982

		Investigators

		ACA (1/2 in base budget)												$   35,000

		Clerks

		ACA												$   47,000

		Paralegals

		ACA												$   63,000

		Total of Absorbed Costs		$   208,371		$   208,371								$   358,204		$   - 0		$   - 0

		ªThis amount is the 2002 budget with the 2002 actuals and carryover to 2003 subtracted.
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2003 and 2004 budget

		Ridgway Defense Team Budget - 2003 and 2004 - Fulfills proviso requirements 4 and 5

		Part 1.  2003 Budget, 2003 Supplemental Appropriations and 2004 Estimated Budget

		A.  Special Budget

										2003								2003								2004

				Hourly		Hrs per		Monthly		Appropriated		Budget						Adjustments						YTD		Estimated

				Rate		month		cost		Budget		Need												Appropriation		Budget

		Attorney

		Michelle Shaw		$   75		160		$   12,000		$   80,979		$   147,600												$   80,979		$   151,290.00

		Eric Lindell (5.5 months)		$   75		160		$   12,000		$   80,979		$   147,600												$   80,979		$   151,290.00

		Fred Leatherman (5.5)		$   75		160		$   12,000		$   80,979		$   147,600												$   80,979		$   151,290.00

		Dave Roberson (5)		$   75		160		$   12,000		$   80,979		$   147,600												$   80,979		$   151,290.00

		Suzanne Elliot (0.5 FTE for 5)		$   75		160		$   12,000		$   80,979		$   147,600												$   80,979		$   151,290.00

		Subtotal Attorney								$   404,897		$   738,000												$   404,897		$   756,450.00

		Investigator

		ACA								$   19,202		$   35,000												$   19,202		$   35,000.00

		Lead Inv		$   40		160		$   6,400		$   43,189		$   78,720												$   43,189		$   80,688.00

		Inv 1		$   30		160		$   4,800		$   32,392		$   59,040												$   32,392		$   60,516.00

		Inv 2		$   30		160		$   4,800		$   32,392		$   59,040												$   32,392		$   60,516.00

		Inv 3		$   30		160		$   4,800		$   32,392		$   59,040												$   32,392		$   60,516.00

		Inv 4		$   30		160		$   4,800		$   32,392		$   59,040												$   32,392		$   60,516.00

		Inv 5		$   30		160		$   4,800		$   32,392		$   59,040												$   32,392		$   60,516.00

		Inv 6		$   30		160		$   4,800		$   32,392		$   59,040												$   32,392		$   60,516.00

		Travel								$   13,716		$   25,000												$   13,716		$   25,000.00

		Subtotal Investigator								$   270,458		$   492,960												$   270,458		$   503,784.00

		Clerk

		Transcriptionist		$   32		160		$   5,120		$   34,551		$   62,976												$   34,551		$   64,550.40

		Subtotal Clerk								$   34,551		$   62,976												$   34,551		$   64,550.40

		Paralegal

		Para 1		$   30		160		$   4,800		$   32,392		$   59,040												$   32,392		$   60,516.00

		Para 2		$   30		160		$   4,800		$   32,392		$   59,040												$   32,392		$   60,516.00

		Para 3		$   30		160		$   4,800		$   32,392		$   59,040												$   32,392		$   60,516.00

		Para 4		$   30		160		$   4,800		$   32,392		$   59,040												$   32,392		$   60,516.00

		Para 5		$   30		160		$   4,800		$   - 0														$   - 0

		Subtotal Paralegal								$   129,567		$   236,160												$   129,567		$   242,064.00

		Technology								$   181,754		$   331,280												$   181,754		$   345,000.00

		Experts								$   967,253		$   1,763,000												$   967,253		$   1,203,000.00

		Special Master		$   175		10		$   1,750		$   11,521		$   21,000												$   11,521		$   15,000.00

		Grand Total Part 1. Special Budget								$   2,000,000		$   3,645,376												$   2,000,000		$   3,129,848.40

		Summary by category

		Staffing								$   839,472		$   1,530,096		- 0		- 0								$   839,472		$   1,566,848.40

		Technology								$   181,754		$   331,280		- 0		- 0								$   181,754		$   345,000.00

		Experts								$   967,253		$   1,763,000		- 0		- 0								$   967,253		$   1,203,000.00

		Special Master								$   11,521		$   21,000		- 0		- 0								$   11,521		$   15,000.00

		Total								$   2,000,000		$   3,645,376		- 0		- 0								$   2,000,000		$   3,129,848.40

		*assumes 2.5% COLA

		B.  Absorbed Costs																2003								2004

												2003						Adjustments						YTD		Estimated

		Attorney										Budget												Appropriation		Budget

		Tony Savage (retained by defendant)										NA												NA		NA

		Mark Prothero (ACA)										$   108,222.00												$   108,222.00		$   110,928.00

		Todd Gruenhagen (ACA)										$   104,982.00												$   104,982.00		$   107,607.00

		Clerk

		ACA										$   47,000.00												$   47,000.00		$   48,175.00

		Paralegal

		ACA										$   63,000.00												$   63,000.00		$   64,575.00

		Grand Total Part 2.  Absorbed Costs										$   323,204.00												$   323,204.00		$   331,285.00
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