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SUBJECT: A MOTION approving the Law, Safety and Justice Strategic Integration Plan.
Committee Action – At its March 25, 2003 meeting, the Labor, Operations and Technology Committee approved substitute motion 2002-0550 with four ayes, no nos, and one excused.  The Committee also requested that the Strategic Advisory Council receive notification if an alternative to the original Plan is adopted.

SUMMARY: Proposed Motion 2002-0550 would approve the Law, Safety and Justice Strategic Integration Plan (LSJSIP).  This plan provides a new strategic direction and a new business justification for the Law, Safety and Justice Strategic Integration Program.  This program would build an integrated approach to sharing criminal justice information among criminal justice agencies.  The benefits of this program are reduced administrative costs at criminal justice agencies primarily due to elimination of redundant data entry and improved criminal justice information sharing.  The program consists of thirteen projects that may be implemented incrementally over time.

The motion that would approve the LSJSIP, as originally transmitted by the Executive, envisioned that all thirteen projects would be implemented in three years from 2003 through 2005 and would cost up to $13 million.  This motion is distinct from the funding plan for the LSJSIP that the Executive has also transmitted to Council and has been referred to the Budget and Fiscal Management Committee.  The Executive has developed subsequently an alternative implementation plan that would implement seven projects in three years from 2003 through 2005.  The Executive has requested informally that the alternative implementation plan be attached to the motion by Council to clarify the implementation approach for the program.  The remaining six projects would be implemented after 2005 if analysis continues to confirm the benefits of the remaining projects and funding becomes available.  The alternative implementation plan would cost $11.2 million to implement thirteen projects over a time period not yet determined; the cost for the first seven projects would be $6.2 million over three years and would produce $17.8 million in savings over ten years.

The Executive stated that $6.2 million in funding for the first seven projects has been identified; the adopted 2003 budget provided $2.5 million in program funding for 2003 and reserved $4.0 million in the current expense financial plan for 2004 and 2005.

BACKGROUND: 

King County is responsible for providing a wide array of criminal justice services—law enforcement, prosecution, indigent defense, adjudication, and incarceration. All of these elements are significant and important mandated county services.  These responsibilities are reflected through a variety of workload indicators.  

· The County Prosecutor must make decisions after arrests are made by the almost 50 law enforcement agencies in the county.  Annually, the prosecutor reviews almost 15,000 criminal cases submitted by these law enforcement agencies.  

· The Office of Public Defense, through the county’s four public defense contractors, represent many of these criminal defendants throughout the adjudication process—several thousand each year (cases are measured through “credits” with 46,000 credits predicted for 2003).

· The King County Sheriff’s Office is the law enforcement agency for unincorporated county, 13 cities, and provides many regional police services.  Each year, sheriff’s deputies complete thousands of investigations, reports and make hundreds of arrests.  

· The Superior Court is responsible for a variety of court services—with almost 72,000 matters filed in 2002.  One of the major components of the court’s responsibility includes the adjudication of all felony cases within the county, with 9,306 cases filed in 2002 and almost 10,000 resolutions.  

· The District Court provides court services for all of the county on many types of criminal and traffic matters and for 16 cities on contract with almost 200,000 total annual filings.  

· The County’s Jail is responsible for over 54,000 defendants booked in its detention facilities annually.  The jail also must track the average 2,100 inmates in custody on daily basis.  Information is needed to house the inmates, ensure that inmates make it to court, and to process inmates after they are sentenced.     

The law and justice agencies were among the first governmental organizations to embrace information technology.  At the state, county, and local levels, many systems exist to manage criminal justice workloads, prepare court records, and develop criminal justice information.  However, many of these systems were developed many years ago and while adequate for the actual agency, are unable to interact with other systems or be easily modified to address changes in processes.  Consequently, while each agency might be dealing with a single defendant throughout the investigation, arrest, incarceration, and adjudication process, each treats the data on these individual separately.  They will also report it separately to state and national systems.  For example, in developing data for the LSJSIP, agencies determined that 130,000 hours of staff time annually are spent re-entering data that had already been entered by another agency.

In addition, knowing that police agencies at arrest and investigation, the jail at booking, the prosecutor at filing, the public defender at assignment, and the courts during adjudication, enter the same data multiple times reveals not just a significant duplication of effort, but the process also allows for significant errors to be introduced at each step.  Simple errors can produce significant system costs.  For example, an incorrect entry of an address can result in a defendant not receiving notice of court hearing, the subsequent failure to appear (with the waste of court and attorney time), the issuance of a warrant, potential arrest and jail time (including law enforcement, jail, and court time).  Therefore, the law and justice agencies recognize the potential for significant benefits from any integration of  information systems—savings from the elimination of duplication of effort and the increase in system efficiency and accuracy.

This desire for system efficiency is especially important in light of the county’s financial difficulties.  Criminal justice expenditures account for almost three quarters of the county’s current expense budget.  In fact, in 2002, the council recognized that, left unchanged, the county’s budgets for law and justice would use up all of the county Current Expense (CX) resources by 2009, leaving no resources for any other county CX program or for the administration of county government.  Consequently, policymakers have had to make hard choices related to what services the county can afford and which must be cut.  

As a result, the county has had to make significant budget reductions in this area but has also taken steps to ensure that these reductions have least adverse impact on public safety through the development of a coordinated and comprehensive criminal justice policy framework.  The separately elected judges, prosecutor, sheriff worked throughout the year with the executive and council to identify system efficiencies, develop alternatives, and methods to improve the county’s criminal justice system.  The adoption of the Adult Justice Master Plan (AJOMP) provided a policy framework for making the criminal justice system more efficient.  The council acknowledged that making cuts incrementally or as equally shared percentage reductions in the criminal justice system can actually lead to more cost or make the county less safe.  However, the policies and implementation plans adopted as part of the AJOMP set specific policies for criminal justice expenditures allowing the county to achieve savings while also making this a safer place to live.  
Based on the policies adopted through the AJOMP, the 2003 budget included reductions for each of the county’s criminal justice agencies.  At the same time each agency—through the implementation of the AJOMP—has been working to make the overall system more efficient, effective, and less costly.  The largest reduction--$6 million--was made to the county’s Department of Adult and Juvenile Detention in anticipation of jail population reductions and through jail efficiencies.  The council specifically identified that the savings realized from the jail reductions be used to improve the criminal justice system and to provide resources for reducing jail populations.  This included earmarking $2 million for the initiation of the Law, Safety, and Justice Integration Plan.  Fortunately, the policy framework of the AJOMP has already led to jail population reductions of over 20 percent, but, improvements in information technology will be needed to facilitate continuing reductions and to allow for the types of efficiencies the council expects from the jail.  
Law, Safety and Justice Integration Plan Description

The LSJSIP provides a business justification, strategy and program plan for the Law, Safety and Justice Strategic Integration Program.  This program would develop an integrated approach to sharing of information about criminals, criminal cases, and crime suspects.  This program would also result in operational savings through reduced data entry.  The LSJSIP was developed in a collaborative process with active participation among the safety and justice agencies, lead by the County’s information technology strategic planning office (Office of Information Resources Management).

Vision

The vision of the LSJSIP is that an integrated justice environment would be built whereby agencies and jurisdictions in King County would have the capability to share criminal justice information.  Information would be manually entered into a computer system once and would be available to criminal justice agencies as needed.  The system would be secure and would have privacy protections built-in to ensure data privacy and protection.  

In general, the program will reduce current expense fund costs while enabling the police in King County to better protect and serve the community, the jail and prosecutor to function more efficiently, and the courts to better support the needs of the public.  The vision by agency is as follows:

· The Public will have new services and new ways to interact with the criminal justice process, including the ability to review case, criminal, and other appropriate public records via the Internet;

· The Prosecutor will be able to expedite case referrals electronically that will reduce errors and clerical costs; 

· Police jurisdictions will be able to electronically collaborate with each other regarding existing cases or suspects;

· Police Officers in the field will have direct real-time access to information about criminal history, prosecutor case filing decisions and court case results;

· The Jail will be better able to manage prisoners; and

· The Public Defender and defense council will have a greater opportunity for shared discovery. 

Program Goals

In order to achieve this vision, the goals of the program are to:

· Identify opportunities to improve operations and reduce costs;

· Develop technology and communications to automate information sharing and eliminate duplicate data entry; and

· Implement solutions to streamline operations and improve criminal case management.

Critical Success Factors
The Plan identifies two critical factors that will define the success of the program:

1. Work and Cost Reduction.  King County will reduce the work and costs associated with redundantly entering, managing, and storing information about criminals and criminal cases.

2. Improved Information Sharing.  King County will improve the ability for decision makers, sheriff’s deputies and police officers to access accurate, complete and timely information. 

Primary Success Factors
The Plan also identifies three success factors as conditions that either must be achieved in order to truly realize the success of the program, or are conditions that are required in order to support the successful progress of the program:

1. Commitment to Cost Reductions and Benefit Realization.  Agencies must remain committed to cost reductions and willing to adopt business process changes and to alter operations to accommodate work reductions.

2. Continued Interagency Collaboration.  Agencies must continue managing the program and establishing overall priorities in a collaborative manner.

3. Requirement for Future Funding.  The County must be prepared to secure program funding.

Program Scope
The scope of the program is confined to criminal proceedings and criminal case management.  Information, communication and documents maintained and exchanged as part of this program will be related to the workflow from the time an individual is investigated for a crime until that individual completes their mandated service within a King County detention facility or program.

Investment Priorities

Projects were prioritized based on projects providing a:

· Tangible payback;

· Contribution to public safety objectives; and 

· Collaborative consensus in the LSJ community.

Program Timeline
The Law, Safety and Justice Strategic Integration effort was initiated in 1997.  From 1997 through 2000, the work involved at least three separate projects, two consultant studies and two technology development projects; however, no integration projects were implemented. 

In October 2001 new program leadership was created and the current planning effort was initiated that has resulted in the LSJSIP.  The LSJSIP would take five years to complete from initial planning that occurred in 2001 through implementation of thirteen projects and close-out in 2005.  

The LSJSIP describes a planning phase and an additional three phases.  

· The planning phase was estimated to be completed in October 2002;  

· The first phase would select a technology solution and would be completed in April 2003;

· The second phase would implement and evaluate the solution and would be completed in April 2004; and

· The third phase would implement thirteen projects and would be completed in October 2005.

This timeline has changed under the alternative plan and is discussed further in this staff report.  A comparison of the timelines under the original strategic plan and the alternative plan may be found as Attachment 5.

Program Governance
There are two senior management sponsors for the program: the business sponsor and the executive sponsor.  The business sponsor is the Prosecuting Attorney and he will be responsible for senior level policy leadership and will represent the county’s program as an elected official in discussions with other jurisdictions.  The business sponsor will also establish the Law, Safety and Justice Steering Committee and, appoint the committee chair, and solicit and select members from outside the county to serve on the committee.  

The executive sponsor is the King County Executive and he will be responsible for overall county policy, ensuring program funding, oversight and governance.  He will also represent the county and the program to any councils or committees as necessary.  

The Law, Safety and Justice Steering Committee has been formed and provides inter-agency committee guidance and direction for the program.  It is chaired by the Director of Information Technology from the Prosecuting Attorney’s Office and he reports to the Prosecuting Attorney.  Clifton Curry from Council staff is a member of this committee.

Program Oversight
The proposed program oversight includes the two sponsors, the Justice Integration Governance Board, the Project Review Board and periodic external management audits.

The Justice Integration Governance Board is described as the proposed forum for making high-level, interagency policy and strategy decisions related to justice integration and for resolving management issues or priority conflicts.  The two sponsors will jointly establish and co-chair this governance board to oversee the program.  The board consists of the county executive, the county prosecutor, the presiding judges of superior and district courts and the county sheriff.  

The Project Review Board meets monthly to review all capital technology projects at the County.  The Board acts in an advisory capacity to the County’s chief information officer and consists of the chief information officer, assistant county executive, assistant deputy county executive, director of the office of management and budget, and the director of the department of executive services.  The program sought and received its first funding release or $500,000 from the Project Review Board at the January, 2003 meeting.  The next funding release will be requested after the technical requirements are completed and before the technology solution is selected (estimated to be in the June-July 2003 timeframe).

The program plans to have a management external audit that is scheduled for June 2003.  The audit will review whether the program created the proper control structure and execution plan for performing the effort.  The audit will be distributed to the chief information office, LSJSIP office and the LSJ steering committee who will then deliver it to the sponsors.  Council staff will receive a copy of the audit through their membership on the LSJ steering committee.

Program Management
The Plan recommends that a program office be established to be led by a full-time program manager and would be assisted by four additional staff members.  All program staff would reside in the Office of Information Resource Management.  The Executive stated that all program staff will be term-limited temporaries and that their work is considered temporary project-related work.

Alternative Plan

The Executive developed an alternative plan in November 2002 to the LSJSIP that was originally transmitted to council.  The alternative plan was developed because the Office of Management and Budget indicated during the 2003 budget process that there were questions regarding the ability to fund and support the program in 2004 and 2005, estimated to cost $11.8 million.  (This alternative plan may be found as Attachment Four.)

Given the Executive’s questions regarding funding full implementation of the LSJSIP, the Executive developed and recommended an alternative plan that achieves many of the original plan’s objectives while providing explicit decision points for future funding.  The alternative plan maintains the vision, goals and objectives, program governance and oversight, and approach for implementation that are contained in the LSJSIP.  

There are four important changes between the original plan and the alternative plan:

1. Program Scope.  The alternative plan reduces the initial planned scope of the project from implementing thirteen projects in three years to implementing seven projects in three years.  The remaining six projects would be implemented if additional funding is made available.

2. Program Speed.  The alternative plan reduces the speed that projects would be implemented.  The alternative would implement up to two projects simultaneously whereas the original plan would implement four projects simultaneously.

3. Program Cost.  The alternative plan would cost a total of $11.2 million of which $6.2 million would fund the program from 2003 through 2005.  The original plan would cost a total of $13.0 million from 2003 through 2005.  The primary reason that the program’s cost is lower than the original plan is because the original plan’s cost estimated included the possibility that a large-scale integrated computer system replacement may be selected.  The alternative plan does not include consideration of this more expensive technology solution.  Another reason the program costs are lower under the alternative plan is because the program would be implemented at a slower pace and with fewer consulting or term-limited temporary resources than under the original plan.

4. Technology Solution.  The alternative plan would use a middleware approach to computer integration.  A middleware approach would build new computer applications on top of the legacy computer applications already in use at the county.  This is consistent with the original plan that considered both a middleware approach as well as an integrated approach that would replace many of the legacy computer applications with one computer application.

ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS:

The following table presents a comparison of three options before the Council.  (A more detailed comparison of policy options may be found as Attachment 6):

· Option One.  Adopt the Executive’s original LSJ Strategic Integration Plan that was transmitted by the Executive.  This option would implement all thirteen projects within three years, cost $13 million and save the County $23 million over ten years.

· Option Two.  Adopt the Executive’s alternative implementation plan that would implement seven projects in three years and would cost $6.2 million and save $17.8 million over ten years.  Proposed Motion 2002-0550 would need to be amended to attach this alternative implementation plan to the proposed motion.

· Option Three.  Suspend the program.  No projects would be implemented, no efficiency savings would be realized, and total ten year costs to maintain the status quo would be $45.5 million.

Policy Options

Law, Safety and Justice Strategic Integration Program

	
	Option One

Strategic Integration Plan
	Option Two

Alternative Plan
	Option Three

Suspend Program

	Scope
	13 Projects in 2003-2005
	7 Projects in 2003-2005

6 Projects in 2006+
	0 projects

	Total Cost
	$13.0 million (2003-2005)
	 $6.2 million (2003-2005)

 $5.0 million (2006+)

$11.2 million (total)
	$45.5 million (2003-2014)

	Ten Year Savings
	$23.0 million
	$17.8 million (7 projects)

(6 projects only)
	$0


POLICY ANALYSIS:

LAW, JUSTICE AND HUMAN SERVICES POLICY

As noted in the background section, the criminal justice system is complex and costly.  The county has taken specific steps to address the complexity (and inter-connectedness) of the system through the policy framework of the AJOMP.  Ordinance 14430 adopting the AJOMP specifically states the council’s expectation of efficiency in the system:

“SECTION 4.  It is the intent of the council that the courts, prosecutor, sheriff, and all other agencies involved in the criminal justice system emphasize system and process efficiencies that reduce the utilization of jail and reduce overall criminal justice expenditures.  The council intends that the courts, prosecutor, sheriff, and all other criminal agencies identify areas for efficiency that benefit the system as a whole, in addition to the individual agency.”  

The information technology improvements proposed in this plan appear to be in compliance with the policy direction adopted by the council.  Each of the proposed improvements appears to improve the individual operation of an agency, but also appears to facilitate the elimination of duplication of effort and improve information sharing across multiple agencies.  The estimation of operational savings for each agency appears reasonable.  Moreover, the plan would achieve other overall system improvements that are not estimated in the savings because they are very difficult to quantify (e.g., continued reductions in jail population).  

If this plan proceeds, staff will seek to assure that the improvements allow for incorporation of changes in information requirements stemming from changes in state law or from federal or state agencies (the Federal Bureau of Investigation which sets criminal history standards or the state’s Office of the Administration of the Courts—the agency responsible for setting statewide judicial information standards).  

TECHNOLOGY POLICY 

Both the Executive and Council have made great progress in transforming the way the County governs technology.  The Executive and Council created a new technology governance structure and recruited new strategic leadership during 2001.  The results of these efforts may be seen in the County’s new Chief Information Officer’s and his Office of Information Resources Management’s ability to bring strategic direction to a struggling program.  This strategy has been collaboratively endorsed by all impacted agencies and by elected officials on the Strategic Advisory Council.

Alignment with County Technology Policy

Both the LSJSIP and the Alternative Plan are aligned with County technology policy as set-forth in the King County Strategic Technology Plan, as adopted by the Council in February 2003.  The Executive proposed and the Council adopted policy that the Law, Safety and Justice Strategic Integration Program is the number one technology priority for the County in 2003.

Program Vision and Buy-In

The LSJSIP has a clear vision, business justification and buy-in from all impacted agencies.  The Executive has stated that all impacted agencies have also endorsed the Alternative Plan.

Change Management

The LSJSIP cannot be approached as simply replacing outdated computer systems.  It is a long-term business transformation process supported by software applications.  Effective business process change will require a solid understanding of the current processes, a vision of what the new processes should look like, and an action plan for implementing the vision.  Visible and active leadership by both the business and executive sponsors will be needed to ensure business practice changes are made and software customizations are limited to avoid unneeded and unmanageable complexity.

The LSJSIP and steering committee recognize that the program will require significant changes to business practices.  The program office will complete a detailed understanding of current business, operational and data processes in May 2003.  The program office will begin modeling how the current processes may be transformed to meet the vision.  The steering committee provides an excellent forum for resolving low and medium-level interagency change management issues.  The two project sponsors will be responsible for resolution of high-level change management issues.  Success of this program will require visible and active commitment by both the business and executive sponsors to ensure that agencies change business practices and limit software customizations and both appear to have accepted this responsibility.  

Program Oversight

The program oversight will be provided by the two sponsors, the Project Review Board and periodic external management audits.    Active and visible leadership and communication between the program sponsors will provide the leadership and support needed for a complex, large-scale, interagency integration effort to succeed.  Council may wish to request that all sponsor decisions be published by the program so that clear communications are ensured.

The Project Review Board was created by the Council through its establishment of a technology governance process.   The review board has a crucial role in monitoring that the program on track to meet scope, schedule and budget successfully.  The review board also decides whether to release program funds in incremental phases dependent upon completion of certain milestones and performance measures, as had happened with the release of $500,000 in the January, 2003 meeting.  The review board also has the power to terminate a technology project that is not performing.  While this review board, as well as the technology governance process, is relatively new and untested, this is the process that the Council established.  It appears reasonable for the Council to monitor closely the ability of the technology governance process to oversee this program.

Program Management

The early program appears not to have succeeded in part due to poor project management.  This lack of strong project management continues to be a challenge for the County.  The 2002 Strategic Technology Plan found that “The County currently lacks extensive resources to support strong project management; specifically training, methodologies, and, most important, highly experienced managers are in short supply.  Without strong project management, the likelihood of implementation difficulties increases as does the potential for project failure.  This is especially true for very large or complex projects.  Project management should be recognized as particularly important as the County gears up to deal with new major technology initiatives.”

The new program has identified a strong project framework, has recruited a strong project manager and has created a collaborative interagency steering committee to assist in resolution of low and medium-level interagency conflicts.  The program has also purchased project management software that, if properly used, will meet the recommendation to do so as set-forth in the Strategic Technology Plan.   Project management as described in the LSJSIP appears reasonable.

Technology Solution
The LSJSIP would evaluate both an integrated computer system replacement solution and a middleware solution and choose one solution for implementation.  As previously mentioned, a middleware approach would integrate applications by building new functionality on top of the legacy computer applications already in use at the county.  The alternative plan would use a middleware approach to computer integration.  The other approach would be to replace the legacy computer applications currently residing on multiple computer platforms, including the mainframe, with one integrated computer system.

The technology solution approach described in the alternative plan appears reasonable for three reasons.  First, it is not clear that there is an available integrated solution available from a vendor.  Second, it is not clear that the County can manage the amount of change to business practices that an integrated solution would require.  Third, it is not clear the County can manage a large complex computer system replacement project.

Mainframe Management
The two major systems running on the County mainframe are the LSJ computer applications and the financial management computer applications.  If either of these application groups migrates off the mainframe, it becomes costly for all other clients of the mainframe.  For example, if LSJ computer applications moved off the mainframe, then finance rates would need to be increased significantly to cover fixed mainframe costs formerly paid by LSJ agencies.  Therefore, if the LSJ agencies decide to implement a non-mainframe based integrated computer system, it implicitly requires the rest of the County to examine a broader mainframe migration strategy.  The technology solution that the LSJSIP ultimately accepts will need to coordinate with the integrated financial and human resource program.  The LSJ and integrated financial and human resource programs will need to coordinate mainframe migration strategies to avoid significant fluctuations in overhead rates.  

The alternative plan maintains medium-term reliance on the mainframe since an integrated computer system that would replace the mainframe in the medium-term is not under consideration.  The 2002 Strategic Technology Plan and the 2000 mainframe study found that the mainframe, while dated, runs reliably.  Therefore, from a technology point of view, mainframe applications may continue to reside on the mainframe in the medium-term while new computer applications are developed that link to the mainframe.  Once a technology solution is selected in October 2003 a full analysis of mainframe implications and costs may be conducted.

FUNDING ANALYSIS

The LSJSIP is a project that will primarily rely on the Current Expense Fund (CX) for funding (either through direct transfers from CX to pay for project expenditures or through CX debt service on bond funding for the project).  The Council included CX funding for the LSJSIP in the 2003 Adopted Budget, as well as in the 2004 and 2005 CX financial plans.  In the 1st Quarter Omnibus and Corrections Ordinances, the Executive has proposed changes to the funding as adopted.

Background on the 2003 Adopted Budget

Funding for the LSJSIP was not included in the Executive Proposed 2003 budget.  Some details on the project’s 2003 funding needs and potential revenue sources were provided by the Executive in his November 18, 2002 errata to the proposed budget.  Although these details were provided too late in the budget process for in-depth analysis to occur, the Council increased OIRM’s operating budget by $2.5 million as a placeholder for the LSJSIP, with the understanding that further analysis of the project’s needs would occur early in 2003.  In addition, the Council included placeholders of $2 million in both the 2004 and 2005 CX adopted financial plans.

The Council’s funding of the LSJSIP was part of a broader strategy by the Council to strategically reinvest $6.1 million in CX savings from the jail in activities that will reduce growth in the County’s criminal justice costs.  Attachment 7 provides a diagrammatic summary of that Council strategy.  The Council earmarked $2 million of the savings identified in the jail for the LSJSIP.  

The remaining $500,000 of funding that was included in the adopted budget came from $1.2 million in technology bond revenues remaining in various inactive technology projects identified by the Executive in his errata.  With the revenues identified in the closing days of the budget, the Council chose to err on the conservative side of what revenues from these bonds might be available until further analysis could occur, and thus assumed only $500,000 of this amount in the adopted budget.  

In the closing of the budget, the Council and Executive agreed that analysis of the LSJSIP would continue in early 2003.  It was also agreed that, if analysis determined that changes were needed to the funding, these could be accommodated in the 1st Quarter Omnibus and Corrections Ordinances.  

Council Adopted and Executive Proposed LSJSIP Funding Plans

The LSJSIP funding plan that the Council adopted as part of the 2003 budget has important differences from the funding plan that was proposed by the Executive in his errata to the budget.  The Council’s adoption of a differing strategy was not a deliberative rejection of the Executive’s proposal.  Rather, the Council arrived at its own strategy because the errata was received after the Council had already made significant progress in designed a funding strategy and there was not sufficient time to fully analyze the Executive’s proposal.  In the 1st Quarter Omnibus and Corrections Ordinances, the Executive has proposed changes to the adopted budget that would implement the funding plan that was outlined in the errata.  

The following tables outline the Council’s adopted funding plan and the Executive’s proposed plan:

	Council Adopted LSJSIP Funding Plan

	
	2003
	2004
	2005
	Total

	
	
	
	
	

	Jail Savings
	$2,000,000
	$2,000,000
	$2,000,000
	$6,000,000

	Tech Bond Cancellations
	$500,000
	$0
	$0
	$0

	Total
	$2,500,000
	$2,000,000
	$2,000,000
	$6,500,000


	Executive Proposed LSJSIP Funding Plan

	
	2003
	2004
	2005
	Total

	
	
	
	
	

	Jail Savings
	$950,000
	$950,000
	$950,000
	$2,850,000

	Tech Bond Cancellations
	$1,200,000
	$0
	$0
	$0

	Interfund Borrowing
	$1,050,000
	($667,296)
	($382,704)
	$0

	Operational Savings
	
	$205,296
	$1,674,234
	$1,879,350

	New Tech Bonds
	
	
	$275,470
	$275,470

	Total
	$3,200,000
	$488,000
	$2,517,000
	$6,205,000


These two approaches to funding the project have significant differences that deserve careful consideration, especially as the Council’s approach to funding the LSJSIP was part of a broader strategy directed at the criminal justice system as a whole.  The differences in the funding plans and the changes proposed by the Executive in the 1st Quarter Omnibus and Corrections Ordinances are as follows:

In 2003, the Executive’s proposed changes would:

· Increase the appropriation for the project to $3.2 million from $2.5 million.

· Eliminate roughly $1 million of funding for the project that comes from jail savings (CX).  These savings are re-programmed as follows:  $300,000 for the conversion of temporary security guard positions to full-time positions, $200,000 for corrections to Superior Court payroll, and nearly $500,000 in an out-year revenue impact reserve.    

· Increase the amount of technology bond funding from $500,000 to $1.2 million.

· Anticipate $1 million in interfund borrowing for the project in the first year, if needed.  This marginally increases the cost of the project.

In the out-years, the Executive’s proposed changes would:

· Shift the focus from funding the project through jail savings to funding the project through operational savings in other criminal justice agencies due to efficiencies created by the project.

· Fund remaining project needs in 2005 from a technology bond issue that is planned in that year.

ISSUES:

TECHNOLOGY POLICY QUESTIONS AND OUTSTANDING ISSUES

1. Does the Council wish to adopt the original plan or the alternative implementation plan?

Proposed Motion 2002-0550 would approve the original LSJSIP that would implement all thirteen projects in three years and cost $13.0 million.  The Executive has developed subsequently an alternative implementation plan.  As previously mentioned, the alternative implementation plan maintains the program strategy contained in the original plan, however, the program has been re-scoped into a slower, less aggressive, reduced risk series of projects.  The Executive has requested attachment of the alternative implementation plan that would implement seven projects in three years and would cost $6.2 million.  The remaining six projects would be implemented after 2005 if funding were made available and would cost an additional $5.0 million.  A proposed amendment and title amendment may be found as Attachments Eight and Nine that would adopt the alternative plan if the committee chooses.  The amendment in track changes format may also be found as Attachment Ten.

2. If the Council approves the Alternative Plan, should the Strategic Advisory Council be notified at its April 16th meeting?
The Strategic Advisory Council (SAC) was created as part of the County’s technology governance process to act in advisory capacity in developing long-term strategic technology objectives Countywide and to review business and technology proposals for their alignment with strategic objectives.  The SAC endorsed the LSJSIP at its September 5, 2002 meeting.  If the Council adopts the Alternative Plan, the Council may wish to request that the SAC receive notification that an alternative to the original LSJSIP was adopted.

FUNDING POLICY QUESTIONS AND OUTSTANDING ISSUES

1. What should the appropriation level be for the LSJSIP for 2003?

Both the Council 2003 adopted appropriation of $2.5 million and the $3.2 million appropriation proposed in the Executive’s errata are placeholders for this LSJSIP.  An updated analysis shows the project’s estimated expenditure needs to be as follows:

	LSJSIP Estimated Annual Expenditures

	2003
	2004
	2005
	Total

	$1.3 million
	$2.5 million
	$2.5 million
	$6.3 million


The analysis of this project identifies one of the largest risks as being discontinuity in the project due to lack of funding in future years.  To mitigate against that risk, the Executive has proposed providing the project with a 2003 appropriation that is equal to the program’s stage one work excluding backfill costs.  However, this amount is significantly greater than the project’s projected expenditure needs for this year.  As with all capital projects, any unspent appropriation authority remaining at the end of 2003 would automatically carryover to 2004.

Since the Council’s adopted and Executive’s proposed 2003 appropriation amounts were placeholders pending further analysis, the Council may wish to consider other appropriation amounts that have a more rational basis.  One possibility is to provide stability to the project by transferring the full $3.2 million in resources that are available ($2 million in jail savings and $1.2 million in technology bond revenues) to the project fund, but provide spending authority for a smaller amount that would take the project through 2003 or through an important milestone sometime in early 2004.  Such an approach would provide a balance between stability for the project and appropriate fiscal oversight. 

2. Does the Council wish to switch the focus of funding for the project away from current jail savings?

As mentioned above, the Executive is proposing elimination of $1 million of funding for the project that comes from jail savings.  The strategic programming of the jail savings was an important policy choice for the Council in the adoption of the 2003 budget, and the Council may wish to continue this commitment.  

Using the full $2 million in jail savings combined with the $1.2 million in technology bond revenues identified by the Executive would also provide the project with stability and obviate any need for the project to rely on interfund borrowing in 2003.  

3. How will the technology bond revenues to the project be repaid?

Staff analysis is continuing on whether debt service on the technology bond revenues that would be transferred to this project are fully accounted for in the CX financial plan.  If they are not, additional CX revenues would need to be identified in order to fully fund the project.

4. Should resources be identified in order to pursue grant funding for the project?

This project appears to be one that would be eligible for grant funding under homeland security or other federal programs.  Responsibility for pursuing grant funding currently rests with the project manager and the steering committee for this project and both are supportive of pursuing such opportunities.  Although the project manager has been able to identify several potential grant sources, the resources needed (i.e., staff) to apply for these grants have not been identified.  Given the other responsibilities of the project manager, it does not appear reasonable to assume that he could coordinate the grant application process.  The County currently does not have a grants office that could support these efforts.  The Council may therefore wish to consider whether resources should be identified that could be dedicated to securing grant funding for this project.  

AMENDMENT:

A proposed striking amendment and title amendment may be found as Attachments Eight and Nine that would adopt the alternative plan if the committee chooses.  The amendment would also update a whereas statement to include the percent of the current expense budget that is devoted to the criminal justice system with 2003 information.  The amendment would also make a correction to another whereas statement regarding the current expense deficit.  And, finally, a new whereas clause is added that clarifies council intent on reprogramming jail savings.
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