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SUBJECT: A MOTION acknowledging receipt of a report from the department of adult and juvenile
detention detailing the results of its capacity analysis for its community corrections program.

SUMMARY: At the committee’s May 1% and 15" meetings, the committee heard from
individuals who have successfully completed community corrections programs and an update
on the county’s current programs in preparation for the committee's review of these motions
related to the acceptance of 2008 Budget Proviso responses. Since the inception of these
programs, the county has seen a significant decline in its secure jail population and continuing
increases in its use of alternatives to secure detention. Today, the committee will hear from the
directors of the Office of Management and Budget, Community Corrections, and other staff the
results of a review of the current system and how that system might be expanded through
process improvements and/or actual program expansion.

Background. King County’s criminal justice system, that includes law enforcement, secure
detention, prosecution, indigent defense, and adjudication of criminal matters in superior and
district courts, accounts for almost three quarters of the county’s discretionary expenditures.
While these responsibilities are mandated by constitutional, statutory, and other requirements,
the county has a great deal of flexibility in establishing levels of service. In recognition of the
fact that increases in criminal justice expenditures are outpacing the county’s ability to pay for
these increases, the county council adopted the Adult Justice Operational Master Plan. As a
result, King County’s adult justice system has been engaged in an intensive effort to explore
alternative types of sanctions, identify justice system process improvements that will reduce
 costs and make the best use of limited detention resources in order to promote public safety and

preserve jail capacity for those offenders for whom jail is the only option and reduce the use of
secure detention in the county. :

With the approval of the Adult Justice Operational Master Plan, the county established policies
for the use of secure detention capacity, that emphasized system and process efficiencies that
reduce the utilization of jail and reduce overall criminal justice expenditures, encouraged
alternatives to the use the secure detention for adult offenders in order to make best use of
limited detention resources and preserve public safety, and to established as a county policy the
requirement for the use of integrated and coordinated treatment of offenders whose criminal
activity is related to substance abuse or mental illness in order to avoid future system costs,
reduce jail utilization for these groups, and reduce future criminality. Specifically, the council
adopted as policy in Ordinance 14430:



SECTION 5. The council also encourages the development and use of
alternatives to the use of secure detention for adult offenders in order to make
best use of limited detention resources and preserve public safety. These
intermediate sanctions should be used in a graduated and measured manner,
appropriate to the offense and cognizant of the cost effectiveness—measured
through lower costs, or reducing the costs of future offending.

Therefore, it has been the County’s adopted policy for adult criminal justice since 2002 to make
maximum use of alternatives to secure detention. In addition, county policy includes the council’s
stated intent that treatment—when it reduces offender recidivism—should be used to the fullest extent
possible.

When the reform efforts began, the county had minimal numbers of individuals involved in alternative
programs. In 2002, in an average week, 100 individuals were in the county’s work release program and
three individuals were on electronic home release. Since 2002, the county’s criminal justice agencies
have been working towards the implementation of these policies. The executive created within the
Department of Adult and Juvenile Detention, a Community Corrections Division. The representatives
of the division worked successfully with the superior and district courts (along with the prosecutor and
public defender) to develop the means by which the courts will use alternatives to secure detention. To
ensure public safety and avoid liability issues—the decision to place an individual in a community
corrections program is always done through a judicial decision. Several new alternatives and other
programs have been developed since 2002.

The council recognized during its 2003 budget deliberations that, with the goal of maximizing the use
of alternatives and treatment options, the judges would need to have specific information in order to
make appropriate decisions. As a consequence, the council added to the 2003 budget an appropriation
~ for the development of an “intake services pilot program.” The council placed this appropriation
within the Superior Court’s budget. However, after review, the responsibilities of the Intake Services
Unit were transferred to the Division of Community Corrections in 2003. Additionally, resources were
made available to the Department of Community and Human Services for the development of
“Criminal Justice Initiative” programs that sought to provide appropriate sérvices and treatment to
individuals to avoid secure detention and to reduce re-offending. Many of these programs have been
implemented in conjunction with the community corrections program. In 2004, the council added
resources to community corrections for expanded work crews, intake services, and community
alternatives programs. The council also provided funding for inmate re-licensing programs and added
resources to develop the “Helping Hands™ initiative. In 2005, the budget added resources for the
development of information technology initiatives and a community “re-entry program.” For 2006, the
council added resources for the expanding alternatives programs and to initiate a learning center.

In 2008, the county’s community corrections division has, on average, over 1,000 individuals involved

in all of its various program each week—an almost ten-fold in crease in less than five years. The 2008
Budget maintains implementation of the county’ policies related to the use of alternatives to secure
detention. However, there were no significant increases for the Community Corrections Division

budget. Nevertheless, alternatives to secure detention through the department’s Community

Corrections Division are being utilized at rates much higher than expected. For example, the county’s

day reporting program (Community Center for Alternative Programs—CCAP), were projected to have

an average number of 99 participants in the 2008 budget, but have grown to an average daily number of

192 participants through April 2008. All of the division’s programs have shown similar utilization

patterns. A significant issue is that continued growth in these programs is limited because of space and -2 —



facility limits. For example, there have been up to 30 day waiting periods to get eligible inmates in the
jail into the Work and Education Release program because of space limitations. At times, there have
been waiting lists of up to 90 inmates who stay in secure detention waiting for space availability. The
division’s programs have also been constrained by geographic issues (most programming is located in
Seattle) and most are unavailable to city misdemenants.

As consequence of the identified limitations on the enrollment in these programs, the council adopted
two provisos in the 2008 Budget. The first requires a review of the feasibility of implementing changes
in how the county uses its community corrections programs. The proviso requires the executive,
working with representatives of the Superior Court, District Court, Office of the Prosecuting Attorney,
Office of the Public Defender, sheriff and the departments of Adult and Juvenile Detention and
Community and Human Services, review the current use of community corrections alternatives and
programs and evaluate whether changes in screening, processing, sentencing or monitoring compliance
could lead to better utilization of existing community corrections program capacity. The other proviso
requires the executive to report to the council on which community corrections need to be expanded,
when expansion is needed, and a description of the best geographical locations for the expanded
programs.

Facilities Proviso. As noted above, the council adopted the following Budget Proviso as part of the
2008 Budget:

Of this appropriation, $25,000 shall not be expended or encumbered until the council reviews,
and by motion, acknowledges receipt of a report from the department detailing the results of its
capacity analysis for its community corrections program. The department shall transmit the
report to the council by May 15, 2008. The report shall identify: (1) which community
corrections programs need to be expanded; (2) when expansion is needed; and (3) a description
of the best geographical locations for the expanded programs. The report shall include an
immediate analysis of facility space vacated by the county's elections division upon their move to
a consolidated facility in Renton that is scheduled to occur in December 2007. The report should
also identify the executive's plans for expanding programs, including program options, schedules,
resources needed for expansion, and milestones.

In adopting this proviso, the council was acknowledging that community corrections capacity can be
increased by either adding new program resources or space, or by improving the system and processes
to make them more efficient overall. For example, capacity for work/education release can be created
by adding beds or by reducing the length-of-stay for current users—thus freeing up space earlier and
allowing more participants.

In order to respond to the proviso, the Department of Adult and Juvenile Detention (the Community
Corrections Division is part of the department) sought to analyze community corrections program
capacity and forecast the future population of individuals that would be eligible to use alternatives to
secure confinement. The department contracted for studies to forecast the adult secure population, the
community corrections population, the adult secure capacity and the community corrections capacity.

Based on the findings of the contractors engaged to project program utilization, the following
conclusions were drawn by the department:

e Work/Education Release is projected to reach maximum capacity in 2012-2013. According to
the report, this is the most difficult alternative to expand because it requires custodial housing
space which takes significant time and resources to select a site and carry out the necessary
public involvement process, to acquire the site and to complete the required permitting



processes. Nevertheless, current utilization of the program regularly results in wait times
before eligible inmates are admitted.

e Electronic Home Detention will not reach capacity until some time after 2026. This alternative
1s most easily expanded because space requirements are only for staff offices.

e Community Center for Alternatives Program (CCAP) is expected to reach maximum capacity
in 2011-2012. There are many factors that need to be taken into account when considering
expansion of CCAP. Expansion of CCAP requires not only staffing, but also adequate
classroom space and security to monitor and manage a more diverse population mix. As more
clients are served, the population diversifies and classrooms are more crowded which can
exacerbate tension and behavior issues. If capacity grows without associated increases in
infrastructure, overall staff control decreases. '

Based on current average daily workload, the Community Work Program is not likely to reach
maximum capacity for some time.

It is important to note that the data and the projected years that the population will exceed maximum
capacity in 2011 assume no changes to the current use and structure of community corrections
alternatives, particularly the expansion of alternatives to cities that contract for jail services. If King
County makes changes to how community corrections alternatives are used or who can use them,
capacity may be reached much earlier than these projections.

In addition, the department concluded that consultant’s work provided only limited insight into where
expanded programs could be located. Given that King County has a secure custody facility along with
courts and other criminal justice services in the City of Kent, it is logical to consider geographic
expansion in South King County. Because work release, CCAP, and work crew are located in
downtown Seattle, it is difficult for individuals residing outside of Seattle to participate in them,
particularly if they are reliant on public transportation. If community corrections alternatives were
available in closer proximity to where individuals live, it is reported that more judges may use them—
this is especially true for judges at the Maleng Regional Justice Center dealing with defendants and
sentenced individuals from the southern part of the county, although judges in Seattle have expressed
the same desire for individuals adjudicated in Seattle, but who reside in the southern part of the county.

According to the report, the exploration of the option to expand programs and facilities into the
southern part of the county requires the participation of the department and the Facilities Management
Division, the Office of Management and Budget, and the south end community in the broader
consideration of space needs, program site and funding availability. An assessment needs to be done
regarding accessibility by bus/train from various parts of the county to determine the best location for
geographic expansion. When this study goes forward, it should be coordinated with other criminal
Justice agencies and ensure participation by all criminal justice and community stakeholders
(communities and the service providers that work in various communities that serve community
corrections participants).

The report does conclude that planning for the expansion of community corrections should be

coordinated with current jail and facility planning efforts, including how King County will be using its '

alternatives in the future.



Analysis of Administration Building—After Elections Division Relocation. The proviso requires that
the executive’s response must “include an immediate analysis of facility space vacated by the county’s
elections division upon their move to a consolidated facility in Renton.” The Facilities Management
Division conducted an analysis of the space in the Administration Building and compared it to the
space and facility needs for community corrections. The report concludes that, based on this facilities
management analysis of the vacant space on the 5™ floor of the Administration Building, the space is
not a viable option for expanding community corrections capacity. According to the report, rather than
move a portion of the community corrections current operations to a different building, it makes sense
to keep their programs in close proximity. Remodeling work necessary to make the Yesler Building
space useable for Community Corrections is minimal, so startup of the new programs can occur
quickly.

Next Steps. The proviso also required that the executive’ response “identify the executive's plans for
expanding programs, including program options, schedules, resources needed for expansion, and
milestones.” The report concludes that the process and next steps must be coordinated with several
other planning efforts which will have an overall impact on the outcome of community corrections
capacity expansion decisions. Additionally, this review will need to consider the current and projected
future fiscal climate in King County. The report contains a work plan and schedule for this review
with an estimated completion in the third quarter of 2009.

ATTENDEES:

1. Bob Cowan, Director, Office of Management and Budget :

2. Nate Caldwell, Director, Community Corrections Division, Department of Adult and Juvenile
Detention

3. Kari Tamura, Deputy Director, Department of Adult and Juvenile Detention

4. Toni Rezab, Chief of Administration, Department of Adult and Juvenile Detention

-ATTACHMENT:
1. Executive Transmittal Letter
2. Proposed Motion 2008-0280
3. Community Corrections Division Capacity Analysis, Report to King County Council, May 2008
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The Honorable Julia Patterson 2 0 ‘

Chair, King County Council ’

Room 1200 :

COURTHOUSE

Dear Councilmembex_' Patterson:

I am pleased to transmit to you legislation resporiding to two provisos in the 2008 Adopted
King County Budget (Ordinance 15975). _

Both provisos pertain to the Department of Adult and Juvenile Detention’s Community
Corrections Division (CCD). The first is found in Proviso P3, Section 19 of the ordinance and
requires that the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) provide a report “detailing a review
of the feasibility of implementing changes in how the county uses its community corrections
programs.” The second is found in Proviso P1, Section 51 of the same ordinance and requires
that the Department of Adult and J uvenile Detention (DAJD) provide a report “detailing the
results of its capacity analysis for its community corrections program.” In March, I requested

~ an extension of the original deadline for both provisos to May 15, 2008.

In order to respond to the OMB proviso, in December 2007 OMB reconvened the Adult Justice
Operational Master Plan (AJ OMP) Advisory Group — comprised of representatives of the
Superior Court, District Court, Office of the Prosecuting Attorney, Office of the Public
Defender, Sheriff’s Office, the Department of Adult and Juvenile Detention and the
Department of Community and Human Services — to guide this work. The Advisory Group has
been meeting regularly since December to consider changes to the use and capacity of
community corrections. A smaller work group of criminal justice system stakeholders was
charged with carrying out the research and conducting the necessary analysis to produce an
initial set of recommendations; this includes three recommendations for immediate -
implementation and 11 possible changes that will require further exploration and analysis.
Thus far, the process has laid the foundation for a more in-depth review of issues and ideas that
may lead to better utilization of existing community corrections capacity. The report lays out a
plan for moving forward with this analysis and sets a rough timeline for making
implementation decisions.

King County is an Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Employer
and complies with the Americans with Disabilities Act



The Honorable Julia Patterson
May 14, 2008
Page 2

Some of the AJOMP Advisory Group recommendations for further exploration, if }
implemented, would have an impact on the size and geographic capacity of CCD alternatives.
Using this information as a starting point, a work group comprised of staff from OMB, DAJD,
and Facilities Management Division (FMD) was formed to respond to the DAJD proviso. In
addition to reviewing the capacity recommendations of the ATOMP Advisory Group, they also
considered the population forecasts for CCD alternatives that were submitted by two separate
consultants in 2007. Based on this information, preliminary capacity conclusions have been
drawn'and a plan ha$ been:aid out for movmg forward with conducting additional analysis to
inform potentxal CCD capa01ty expapswn decisions. As there are interdependencies between
these decisions and several other jail and criminal justice facility planning efforts currently
underway, the work moving forward will need to be closely aligned with the work plans for
each of these projects. :

As directed in the DAJD proviso, FMD staff analyzed the office space vacated by the
Department of Executive Services, Elections Division, on the fifth floor of the ng County
Administration Building in December 2007 as a possible location for CCD expansion. This
analysis concluded that the office space in the Administration Building is not a good option for
' ~ housing CCD programs and alternatives. However, with additional space in the Yesler
Building being provided to CCD by the end of this year, there should be enough square feet to
mect the ex1st1ng space needs of the d1v1$1on Th1s assumes no 31gmﬁcant changes in the near

. future.

Moving forward, there will need to be consxderable coordination between the two work plans
‘outlined in the proviso reports. How King County uses its community corrections alternatives
will direct and inform priorities for cons1der1ng expansion of specific alternatives. . In addition,
“both efforts require similar data gathering and statistical analysis that will guide decisions
moving forward. Next steps for capacity expansion and use of CCD recommendations will be
staffed by the same OMB project manager and the CCD Director and both will be guided and
informed by the AJOMP Advisory Group. These efforts will be coordinated and the ultimate
set of recommeridations will be mutually supportive and provide a logical framework for
moving forward with making capacity or pro grammatlc changes to CCD.

" As you are-aware, ng County will experience mgmﬁcant budget challenges this year as well
as moving into 2009 and beyond. The known budget deficit will require significant annual
budget reductions in the foreseeable future. Any consideration of expanding or changing CCD
programs and alternatives will need to take this'into account.  Necessarily, the next steps work
and analysis of possible changes and/or expansion to CCD alternatives outlined in each of the
prov1so reports will'need to be carefully evaluated for cost implications as well as poss1b1e cost
savmgs to the county. '

On a positive note, on Apnl 9, 2008, President Bush' s1gned Second Chance Act of 2007. Thls
-new legislation authorizes grant funding for states and counties to provide community-based

prisoner re-entry services aimed at reducing re-offense and violations that result in re-

incarceration. Grant funding will be available to promote the safe and successful reintegration
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into the community of individuals who have been incarcerated. Among the specific topics to
be considered for demonstration grants will be projects to improve release and revocation
decisions through the use of risk assessment tools. My staff will be closely tracking the
Department of Justice web site for the notice of funds availability associated with the Second
Chance Act of 2007 as this may present an opportunity for King County to secure additional
funding for community corrections programs and alternatives.

Both of these proviso reports were produced through the collaborative effort of several
Executive departments and all of King County’s criminal justice agencies. I want to express
appreciation to the members of AJOMP Advisory and Work Groups for their willingness to
come together and work collaboratively to improve King County’s criminal justice system.

If you have questions or comments regarding either of these reports, please contact Bob
Cowan, Director, Office of Management and Budget, 206-296-3434, or Nate Caldwell,
Community Corrections Division Director, Department of Adult and Juvenile Detention, 206-
296-3600. My staff and I look forward to working collaboratively with the AJOMP Advisory
Group in executing the next steps outlined in these proviso reports.

Singerely,

Ron Sims
King County Executive

Enclosures-

cc: King County Councilmembers
ATTN: Ross Baker, Chief of Staff ,
Saroja Reddy, Policy Staff Director
Anne Noris, Clerk of Council
Frank Abe, Communications Director
Bob Cowan, Director, Office of Management and Budget (OMB)
Beth Goldberg, Deputy Director, OMB
Jeannie Macnab, Senior Policy Analyst, OMB
Reed Holtgeerts, Director, Department of Adult & Juvenile Detention (DAJD)
Toni Rezab, Chief of Administration, DAJD
Nate Caldwell, Community Corrections Division Director, DAID
James J. Buck, County Administrative Officer, Department of Executlve
Services (DES)
Kathy Brown, Director, Facilities Management Division (FMD), DES
Terri Flaherty, Director of Special Initiatives, FMD
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: KI N G COU NTY 1200 King County Courthouse
. . 516 Third Avenue
Seattle, WA 98104
King County Signature Report
May 22, 2008
Motion
Proposed No. 2008-0280.1 ' Sponsors Lambert

A MOTION acknowledging receipt of a report from the
department of adult and juvenile detention detailing the
“results of its capacity analysis for its community

corrections program.

WHEREAS, the county is mandated by constitutional, statutory and other
requirements to provide secure detention and alternatives to incarceration; and

WHEREAS, it is the policy of King County to encourage alternatives to the use of
secure detention for aduit offenders in order to make the best use of limited detention
resources and préserve public safety; and

WHEREAS, King County established the community corrections division of the |
department of adult and juvenile detention to provide alternatives to adult detention; and

WHEREAS, community corrections alternatives are well utilized in King County
and some are Serving more clients that anticipated through annual budget planning; and

WHEREAS, King County must ensure that its community corrections altgmétives

have sufficient size and geographic capacity to meet the needs of the courts; and
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Motion

WHEREAS, Ordinance 15975, the 2008 King County Budget Ordinance,
contains a proviso requiring the department of adult and juvenile detention to identify
which community corrections programs need to be expanded, when expansion is needed,
aﬁd a description of the best geographical locations for the expanded programs, and
include in the report an analysis of facility space vacated by the county's elections
division upon their move to a consolidated facility; and

WHEREAS, the executive has transmitted. to the council with this motion, a
report that details the results of the department of adult and juvenile detention's capacity
analysis for jts community corrections program and an analysis of the vacated elections
space;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT MOVED by the Council of King County:

_10_



Motion

29 The Community Corrections Division Capacity Analysis — Report to King County
30 Council, Attachment A to this motion, is hereby acknowledged as received.
31

KING COUNTY COUNCIL

KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON

Julia Patterson, Chair
ATTEST: :

Anne Noris, Clerk of the Council

Ron Sims, County Executive

Attachments A. Community Corrections Division Capacity Analysis Report to ng County
Council May 2008

_11_
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Attachment 3

Community Corrections Division
| Capacity Analysis

Report to Kihg County Council
‘May 2008

Prepared bv:‘ |

King County Department of Adult & Juvenile Detention
Reed Holtgeerts, Director

ng County Office of Management and Budget
Bob Cowan, Director

King Countv Department of Executive Services

Facilities Management Division
Kathy Brown, Director
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'Executive Summary

This report responds to a proviso in the 2008 Adopted Budget (Ordinance 15975)
requesting a capacity analysis of King County’s community corrections program. The

* proviso directed the Department of Adult and Juvenile Detention (DAJD) to: identify
which community corrections programs need to be expanded, when they need to be
expanded, and where they need to be expanded; analyze vacant facility space in the
Administration Building for use by Community Corrections Division (CCD), and identify
a plan for next steps.

As staff considered expansion of the Community Corrections Division, it became
apparent - through the work of understandmg the caseload forecast and additional
analysis — that the final recommendation of this proviso response is a set of next steps for
making geographic and capacity expansion decisions. As there are interdependencies
between these decisions and several other jail and criminal justice facility planning
efforts currently underway, the work moving forward will need to be closely aligned with
the work plans for each of these efforts. Additionally, glven the current fiscal climate in
King County, with significant budget reductions necessary in 2009 and beyond, any
consideration of expanding CCD programs and alternatives must take this into account.

Capacity and Space Conclusions: :

DAIJD hired two consultants to conduct population forecasts for the altematlves to
incarceration housed within the Community Corrections Division. Based on this
forecasting, a work group further analyzed the data and came to the followmg
conclusions:

e  Work and Education Release (WER) 1s projected to reach maximum capacity in
2012-2013. This is the most difficult alternative to expand because it requires
‘custodial housing space which takes significant time and resources to select a site
and to carry out the necessary public involvement process, to acquire the site, and-

" to complete the required permitting processes.

¢ Electronic Home Detention (EHD) will not reach capacity until some time after
2026. This alternative is most easily expanded because space requlrements are
only. for staff ofﬁces : A

o Community Center for Alternative Programs (CCAP) is expected to reach
‘maximum capacity in 2011-2012. Expansion of CCAP requires not only staffing, -
" but also adequate classroom space and security to momtor and manage a more
diverse population mix.

* Based on current average daily WorklOad, Community Work Program (CWP) is
-not likely to reach maximum capacity for some time.

e Using either intake events or workload data, Helping Changes Program (HHP) is
very close to capacity. However, it may be possible to place additional |
- defendants sentenced to community service hours with a non-profit agency using
existing resources if certain tasks are removed from the case manager’s duties and
if some functions are automated and/or delegated to clerical support staff.

2 -13-



This analysis also determined that, should CCD programs be expanded, the most logical
geographic location for expanding community corrections alternatives is South King
County. The report discusses in more detail the specific needs and implications for
expanding each of the CCD alternatives.

Facilities Management Division (FMD) conducted an analysis of the office space vacated
by the Department of Executive Services Elections Division on the fifth floor of the King
County Administration Building in December 2007. There is not sufficient space on the
5% floor of the Administration Building to accommodate all of the CCD programs
currently housed in the Yesler and Prefontaine Buildings. Nor does the Administration
Building space meet the current unmet need of a lunch roomvbreak space for CCAP
participants. Thus, only a portion of Community Corrections’ operations could be
accommodated in the Administration Building. This results in a split operation with
inherent inefficiencies and risks and thus, the Administration Building space is not
recommended for CCD. '

The final section of the report lays out next steps for making geographic and capacity

expansion decisions. This work will be integrated with other jail and criminal justice
system planning efforts.

3
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Introduction

This report responds to a proviso in the 2008 Adopted Budget (Ordinance 15975)
requesting a capacity analysis of King County’s community corrections program.
Historically, the Department of Adult and Juvenile Detention (DAJD) has retained the
services of a consultant to forecast adult secure detention populations for the purpose of
budget and facility planning. In addition to the King County Correctional Facility in
Seattle and the Maleng Regional Justice Center in Kent, this forecasting has included
Work Education Release (WER) and Electronic Home Detention (EHD). In 2003, when
the Community Corrections Division (CCD) became operational, existing alternatives to
incarceration (“alternatives™), WER and EHD, were incorporated into the division.
Additional, non-secure alternatives — such as the Community Center for Alternative
Programs (CCAP) — were established, but not incorporated into the forecasting process.

As part of its Regional Jail Planning project, DAJD retained the services of a consulting
firm, with expertise in corrections facility planning, to conduct a needs and alternatives
evaluation of the workload, operational, and space needs.for CCD. This included a 20-
year forecast for each CCD alternative. This report presents the results of that analysis,
the viability of using vacant office space in the King County Administration Building for
CCD programs, and provides a plan with next steps for further analysis.

Proviso

The following is an excerpt from the King County 2008 Adopted Budget, Ordinance
15975, Section 51 Adult and Juvenile Detention, P1.

Of this appropriation, $25,000 shall not be expended.or encumbered until the council
reviews, and by motion, acknowledges receipt of a report from the department detailing
the results of its capacity analysis for its community corrections program. The
department shall transmit the report to the council by May 15, 2008. The report shall
identify: (1) which community corrections programs need to be expanded; (2) when
expansion is needed; and (3) a description of the best geographical locations for the
expanded programs. The report shall include an immediate analysis of facility space
vacated by the county's elections division upon their move to a consolidated facility in
Renton that is scheduled to occur in December 2007. The report should also identify the
executive's plans for expanding programs, including program options, schedules,
resources needed for expansion, and milestones.

The plan required to be submitted by this proviso must be filed in the Jorm of 12 copies
with the clerk of the council, who will retain the original and will forward copies to each
councilmember and to the lead staff for the law, justice and human services committee, or
its successor and to the lead staff for the capital budget committee, or its successor.
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CCD Background

Through CCD, King County operates a series of alternatives which provide the courts
with sanctions between jail'and release to the community. As noted above, when CCD
was created in 2002, existing alternatives, WER, EHD, and Community Work Program
(CWP) were moved into the division. A day reporting program, called Community
Center for Alternative Programs (CCAP) was established and since that time, several
other alternatives, education and reentry support programs have been implemented.

CCD has added programs and alternatives to its mix of services ongoing for the past five
years. Both programs and alternatives have been adapted and in some cases expanded
throughout this time period. There has been no formal evaluation or capacity analysis of
CCD. In 2005, Mark Morris Associates — an independent consulting firm with expertise
in adult justice systems — reviewed CCD’s programs and alternatives and provided
recommendations for improvement. Initially, it was intended that the consultant would
provide a comprehensive evaluation of the newly established division. Due to issues with
the division’s data systems, a comprehensive evaluation was not possible. Similarly,
there has been very limited space planning for CCD. Program space has been adapted
and increased as the CCD population has expanded or programs added.

Community Corrections Division Capacity Anaiysis

In order to analyze CCD capacity and forecast the future population of alternatives to
secure confinement, DAJD contracted for studies to forecast the adult secure population,
the CCD population, the adult secure capacity and the CCD capacity. The adult secure
population study was completed by John O’Connell, PhD (“O’Connell”), and the
remaining three studies were completed by Carter Goble Lee (CGL). The WER and
EHD population was also forecasted in the O’Connell adult secure population forecast.
Population forecasting is imprecise because CCD has limited history and the division
programs and alternatives have been in constant flux during the past five years. Asa
result, the consultants developed a variety of capacity estimates and this analysis is
reflected in a range of years when the population is projected to exceed maximum
capacity. Table 1 on the following page summarizes some of the findings associated
with the studies of CCD capacity and population. A key to concepts and abbreviations
used in the table follows: '

* “Program Capacity” is broken down between “Physical” and “Staffing” and the
“Population at Max Capacity” is based on limitations from both sources.

* - Average Daily Population (ADP) is the term used for WER and EHD programs,
where the persons are considered by statute to be in partial confinement. ADP is
the average of the total number of inmate days divided by the number of days in
the reporting period.

* Average Daily Enroliment (ADE) is used to describe non-custody programs, and
is the average of the number of persons enrolled in the program divided by the
days in the reporting period. ADE is not always an indication of daily
participation in the program. :
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Average Daily Workload (ADW)'is calculated by dividing the total number of
active participation days by the total participation days in the same time period.
This is most relevant in the case of CWP where not all participants report to the

. program every day, so enrollment is significantly larger than the actual number of

individuals participating on a daily basis.

“Year(s) Projected Demand Exceeds Max Capacity” contains consensus estlmate
ranges based on the consultants’ reports. WER and EHD are based on the
O’Connell and the CGL forecasting studies, while the remaining programs are
ranges estimated by CGL.

All estimates assume that there are no substantial changes to the existing CCD
programs, including changes to admissions criteria or judicial use of the
programs.

6 .

-17-



_18_

'§}$09 Buuoyuow

ey} jo uojsuedxa pue
‘8}S00 pesyiano ‘Hoddns
aAjesjsiujwpe ‘aoeds pue

‘ojjeds sebeuew

‘800 sJebeuew

"PaiLIaA puUe peJojuow

$| 9ouBpUSYE pPUE UO|SS|WPE J&
PBYLIBA SI|00UOS U] Jusijoiud
Jo awholdws :@IONVHNI
‘padueyuz gH3

Aluc Butpircid pue weiboid
s|u) Bupeuiwje pasodosd

sey dnoig AosIADY JWOY

© el - 8loN ‘uoISSiwpe Je
POUBA S JOOYDS U JUSW|[OJUD
Jo wewfojdws :9isvg

‘UNOD 8Y) Aq passplo

SE Pajonpuod si yn "19jedriq
2(UONO9e Ue AQ palojuowl eie
pue jeem sjuediojued ‘sbuuesy
HNOoJ JO Jusuneal; ‘|ooyos

{aH3)

swdinbe yn papuedxe 8880 0} Juejd /G:) aseo ‘sjsjpoeriq ‘yom 0} 0B 0} ydeoxe *awoy
‘aveds sbelo}s papuedxe e sswnsse pue Buiyes ouoOse | JBY) o) sjuedpied soussl 1By} uonusleg
‘goeds aoyjo jeuopippe Aq pauluLelep st QHI (sus0yy0 sy Aldde 0} | wsysAs Buuojiuow ojUoIO8IS ue swon
Uim susbeuew esen 9202 layv oLl SLL Joj Ayioeded xew au) - 012 SUORO8.I0 | soeds pue abeio)g Buisn weiboud Apoysno |esed o[U0.4j09|3
arva
sepnjou) osje ‘padinbays se pPajonpuod S|
"(spaq 0g J0)) Buyels ¥3m) (vn) sisAreuun a3y |oyooje pue
'$)S00 pesyIeno Auncd SuoRoaLO0) JO Juswpeda(q Brup ujews. 1snw syuedpiued
pue ‘Woddns sagesiuiwpe 8y} Yim Joenjuod peojeses W6U e Ajljoe) HIAN 8noes
‘aoeds pue juswdinba oyl pue Ajjioe; Bunsixe (H3 pue ‘goeds aoljo ay} o} winjel pue Bujuaaajiep (4am)
VN popuedxs ‘soeds soyjo s,Ajuno) Bulyj ujeoeds paq | YIM paseys e Jebeuew ssed 8y Buunp jusunesd) Jo ‘jooyss asesloy
feuonippe Ui sisbeusw oy} Ag paujunelap S Yam | w siabeuew ‘(speq 10eu0d 'NI0Mm 0} o6 0} sejeluul smoje uopeonps
8sed 'spaq {euolippy €10e-ciog 29t ori Joj Ayoedeo xew auj - 681 8sea / | sepnjoul) spaq 68} yotum weiboid Apoysno jerued HOM -
uotsuedxa 10} papasu Anoeded gavidav | 3av/dav aqav/dav Buigers ledisAud uonduosaqg dweN
S| Jeym jo uondusseq Xey spaaoxgy | pajebpng |enjoy : :
puewaq 8002 1002
.vﬂw_omwﬂa uonezinn Ajoede) , Ayoeded Bupsixa weiBold dn)

xey je uopjejndod

suonosfoid uonejndod pue Ayoeded goo jo Arewwing

~—

[ 91qeL




-19-

"Mav
uo paseq
auop alom
suogjosfoid oN ‘b9 S| MQY UO paseq
‘Ajoeded eaey Ayoedes xew Yuswdinbs
0} $3NUHUOD pue Buiyess Juauno
weiboud usAlD (MAV) peopiiom
syl linsal e sy Allep ¢ omsm>m s] Ajoeded ) :
“Rpueoyiubis josinsesweneqe | Sviomapde
paseasou| ‘3gV Uo peseq suogoafoid Bmuom:m_w_ﬂwoh
jou sey pmav (zeymav | ey pip 199 - (MAV) ¥9 pue Aep Jod
_ s|qe|ieae e
sios|nadns *HNOD 8}
*SpoasU souRUBIUIBW MO YoM -soeds Aq pesspio se pue uojsiuedns
pasueyus pue ‘suea i g awnsse 2010 Josiniedns Qoo Jepun mcamomvcm_ pue
1Y 01 soeds Buibejs *aoeds | JeAc uesu sey suoposfosd . MBI HOM Bujues|o y9ens ‘leACWSS pOBM (M)
soueUauIRW pue abelo)s YoM 3av peopiom 'SI9|[e]) pUB SueA SNOIX6U.SB yons JOQe] [enuew welboid
juswdinbs ‘(sisen | Jo suonoalosd ) - sjosiaedns yuewdinbe pue uuopsd 0) suosiad-salnbal MIOAA
‘suen) abesols apojysA | 190 sed 9002 | (3aw) S8l | (3Qv) 8se (3av) oo MBID JIOM 6 sjooy Joj afesolg ey sw_mo_a Apoisno-uoN | Auunwuwod
‘Aoeded * 7JOBJUOD
‘sispiroid Ajunwilod Jo - Uo Joeduw ue sj 8.8y} gjA um__&:m s| Bujwwesboid
SHHOQ woy buiwwesboud " ‘sebueyd xjui abejuaoisd "Hnod 8y} Aq peJepJo
JOJ POPIJU $I2IN0SBI ay} Jl 'sloN ‘olseq 4v090 SBYM WOPURL JO} PaIo}UOW
jfeuonippy ‘sjuedioiped u) SJUBIP JO %/9 pue ale sjuedpied “jusujess
1oj 90edS YEe8iq/wool pesueyus dvoo uj Siugjo pue sassg|d 0 Asesoup)
"Youn| v 'SIS00 PesUIsAo 10 %e¢ Liotewixoidde yym Ailep-e pusye o} Juedioned
pue ‘uoddns aapelisiuiwpe ones Jabeuew aseopus|io : ay) saainbal jeyy epess
‘poeds Bujwwelbosd 1:2G € sswnsse Jaquinu spuedionsed (arva umolumop uy wesboid Bupiodes
pue wooissed” SIY1 8IS WooJsSe|o pue | psoueyuz pue | uou).yeis wesbosd | Aep %oum:o-coz !A3ONVHNI paoueyul
papuedxs 'soeds pue SW00ISSE|D B|qeliBAR JO 01589 dVI0D 10B1U0D JO) ‘W00 ay Aq B oIseg
juswdinbs yn papuedxa laquinu o} Ag paausnyu o peojases | soeds aoiyo ‘eoeds | pelspio se 'vn wopuel Ajyiuow - (dv22)
‘adeds sbelo}s papuedxs os|e st} 'Xjw uogejndod paseys Wwooisse(o ‘adeds 801} Op 0} pasinbal ale awog sweibolg
‘goeds eowo jeuopippe pue Buyjeis Aq peuiuleiep B aAey oym s|sAjeunn ‘sauy "Aliep ui smels Jeyysiy euoyd aAfeuIBY|Y
yim ssebeuews 8sed st dy 00 10§ Ayoeded siabeuew auoydeie) ‘aceds o} yuedoed ayj sednbal jeuy Joy Jlsyusd
‘saujj suoyde|e) [EUOPPY |  ZLOZ-LLOZ 66 88l xew oy} - (3Qv) 582 eseo g Jebeuew ase) |  weiboid Apojsno-uoN :0ISVd | Ajunwwod
uotsuedxs 40} papseu SAoedes aavidav Iav/dav " 3aviday Buels ledisAud uonduoseq auweN
s{ jeym jo uonduosaq xeW speooxg | peyebpng fenidoy
puewsag 8002 . L00Z
uwm«ww_“m suonezinn Ajjoeded KXioeded bupsixg weibold 490

xep je.uogjejndod




_20._

.mm>_«mc§_m.ocm swezboid @00 10 8sn 10 aunjond)s jJuaung ayy o} sebueyo ou swnsse suopoafoid
asayj ‘997 '9|909 ‘Joue) Aq papirold abues e uo paseq aue suojos(oid Jeylo Iy “suonosfoid 897 ‘81qo9) ‘18D PUE {|BUUD,O BY) JO UO[BUIqUIOD B 8Je HIAA pue QM3 10} suoposfosd ay],

‘yeis poddns
jeaus|o

0} pejebejop
Jo/pue
psjewoine
aJe suopouny
ewos

i pue sefinp
s abeuew
8Seod 8y} Wol}
paAousl ase
SYSE} U|euad
11 s801n0sal

*SJUSAD 9ejul uBy)

Aoeded jo ainseaus Jayeg

e 89 AW PEOJSSED ANOY
'Sjusi|o dAlOR 009 O}

- Bupsixe dn 1o} peojyom oy Yim dn
siuepusjsp dooy UBD ays jeu} se)eoipul
_mco:_uum sjuso Jebeuew esed welboid .
o b_%zww_”__o SMIOBZG9 |  8U)— SIuSIO BAOE 009 LNGO 8L 0} POHIOTB) B.E SiNoY
. sy *palanbai se sjusio Y dn pals|dwoo-uou pue paeidwod
aq Aew aeyy Bumojos. pue uopedioped *SIN0Y 90IAI9S AJunwiLiod
e, ASMOH Buuoliuow ‘sasueseadde psuBisse Jteu} e1e|dwod o} sieel
-Kyoedeo Unod *sie)e] Japulwsl oM} 0} dn aaey sjuedioiped
o wmomo A1 Buinssi sepn|oll Nom ‘Allessuss ‘paainbal
S dHH "JoAUp JBUJ0 ‘1anemoi “1eak Jad se-sbupaaw dn-mojjos 10} pue
.umo_v_ oM 8y} 1onpuod 0} 8|qe si Jebeuew Juswsoed [efju} pue uopejusLIo
SEM S)USA® 8SED 8Y) 18U S9NEU) 4O 10} 90U USBS S|UOSIBd '10ge|
*$1S00 pEdAYIaN0 axeIU YoM Jaqunu ay} Ag paupuIsiep Jasjunjoa peau jeys sdnoib (dHH)
pue ‘woddns aApessjujwpe u| mcoaom_.o id aq 0} dHH Jo} Ajjoeded 0} SUINOY 891AUS AIUNWILIOD weiboid
‘aoeds 8010 Yim ° 1od \...uow Xeuw ay} pajejnojes Jebeuew 0} paousiues suocsied seyojew spueH
Jabeuew aseO [RUOKIPPY V/N 008 1990 ~ saxeu; 0oy " osBd | aoeds 2030 yeyy weiboud Apoysno-UuoN Bu|djeH
uojsuedxa 10} papasau «Adeded aavidav Iavidav 3av/dav “Buigels ied|sAud uoiduoseq aweN
s{ jeym jo uonduosseq Xe spasodxg | peyebpng fenjoy
puewsg 8002 1002
pajosfoid -
(s)eap suonezinn Aioeden Kyoedes bunsixg weiboid go9

Xe je uoijeindod




Based on the findings summarized above, the following conclusions were drawn by the
work group: ’

-« WER is projected to reach maximum capacity in 2012-2013. This is the most
difficult aternative to expand because it requires custodial housing space which
takes significant time and resources to select a site and carry out the necessary
public involvement process, to acqulre the site and to complete the required
permitting processes.

e EHD will not reach capacity until some time after 2026. This alternative is most
easily expanded because space requirements are only for staff offices.

s CCAP is expected to reach maximum capacity in 2011-2012. There are many
factors that need to be taken into account when considering expansion of CCAP.
Expansion of CCAP requires not only staffing, but also adequate classroom space
and security to monitor and manage a more diverse population mix. As more
clients are served, the population diversifies and classrooms are more crowded
which can exacerbate tension and behavior issues. If capacity grows without
associated increases in infrastructure, overall stiff control decreases.

e Based on current average daily workload, CWP is not likely to reach maximum -
capacity for some time.

e Using either intake events or workload data, HHP is very close to capacity.
However, it may be possible to place additional defendants senfenced to
community service hours with a non-profit agency using existing resources if
certain tasks are removed from the case manager’s duties and if some: functlons

~are automated and/or delegated to clerical support staff. .

It is important to note that the data provided in the table ‘ab’ove and the projected years
that the population will exceed maximum capacity assume no changes to the current use
and structure of CCD altematives. If King County makes changes to how community -
corrections alternatives are used, capacity may be reached earlier or later than these
projections. Planning for the expansion of CCD should be coordinated with current jail

- and facility planning efforts, including how King County will be using its altematlves in
the future. The final'section of this report “Next Steps and Need for Coordination’
discusses coordinating capacity planning with these other efforts and lays out an
approximate tlmelme for decisions regardmg next steps.

The consultant’s work provided limited insight into where expanded programs could be

located. Given that King County has a secure custody facility along with courts and other
- criminal justice services in the city of Kent, it is logical to. consider geographic expansion
in South King County. Because WER, CCAP, and CWP are located in downtown
Seattle, it is difficult for individuals residing outside of Seattle to participate in them,
particularly if they are reliant on public transportation. If CCD alternatives were
available in closer proximity to where individuals live, more RJC Judges may use them.
Exploration of this option requires working with Facilities Management Division (FMD),
the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) and the south end community in the
broader consideration of space needs, program site and funding availability. An
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assessment needs to be done regarding accessibility by bus/train from various parts of the
county to determine the best location for geographic expansion.

Analysis of Space Vacated by Elections Division

The proviso stated that this report must “include an immediate analysis of facility space
vacated by the county’s elections division upon their move to a consolidated facility in
Renton.” Facilities Management Division conducted an analysis of the space in the
Administration Building and compared it to the space and facility needs of CCD. This
section of the report details the findings of that analysis.

Background ‘
King County Department of Executive Services Elections Division vacated office space

in the King County Administration Building in December 2007, freeing up approximately
10,970 square feet (SF) of usable office space on the fifth floor of the building.

This vacant space is accessed via the building’s central elevator system or stairwell. It is
currently configured as a single suite with two lockable entrances. The majority of the
square footage is open space (10,970 useable SF). Within that space there are 8 offices
(approximately 130 — 300 useable SF each), 4 conference rooms of varying sizes (200 —
700 useable SF) and kitchen space. Bathrooms are central for the floor and the women’s
bathroom consists of an unlocked “women employees room” that is available for King
County employees to use for resting, nursing or breaks. Tenants remaining on the floor
are the FMD Real Estate Services Section, the Property Tax Advisor Office and the King
County Boards of Appeals, Equalization and Personnel. These tenants occupy 9,371
useable SF of space on the floor in three separate suites,

Current Community Corrections Space

The CCD currently occupies space in two buildings in downtown Seattle:
* Yesler Building - 10,694 SF _ . .

CCD occupies space on three floors in the Yesler Building. CCD administration

_and CWP staff occupy 2,329 useable SF of office space on the fourth floor of the
building. Basement Level B houses equipment and supplies for CWP and serves
as the meeting location for program participants each day. On the first floor of
the building, 7,944 useable SF is used for program staff offices, CCAP classroom

_space, and the Helping Hands program space. This floor is shared with the King
County Sheriff’s Office Photo Lab. When CCAP moved into this floor, a -
separate bathroom was constructed for Sheriff’s Office staff. The first floor of the
building is accessed from the street and includes a security office at the entrance.. -

e ' Prefontaine Building — 4,251 rented SF
Space in the Prefontaine Building houses The Learning Center (TLC) program
and includes office and classroom space.
As CCD programs and alternatives have continued to grow since the division was created

in 2002, there has been ongoing need for additional space. In the Yesler Building, 1,428
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SF of classroom space will be added next month and 2,033 SF of office space will be
added by year end. This space will be on the 2™ floor of the building, which has resulted
in concerns being expressed by existing tenants of this floor. At year end CCD will
occupy a total of 14,155 SF in the Yesler Building. With the additional space in the
Yesler Building being provided to CCD by the end of this year, there should be enough
square feet to meet the existing classroom and office space needs of the division.

. Community Corrections Space Needs
Absent from CCD space in the Yesler Building is an adequate room for program

participants to eat lunch and congregate during breaks. As a result, participants
congregate in the 1¥ floor lobby of the building or in front of the building which has
resulted in complaints from building tenants as well as tenants of nearby buildings.
Further expansion of CCD would ideally account for this need. Longer term, it would be
ideal if all CCD programs were housed in a single building.

Analysis of Vacant Administration Building Space
There is not sufficient space on the 5™ floor of the Administration Building to
accommodate all of the CCD programs currently housed in the Yesler and Prefontaine
" Buildings. Nor does the Administration Building space meet the current unmet need of a
lunch room/break space for CCAP participants. Thus, only a portion of Community
Corrections’ operations could be accommodated at the Administration Building This -
results in a split operation with inherent inefficiencies and risks. Housing a portlon of
CCD programs in the Admlmstratlon Bulldmg would require an additional security
station and officer, and ‘would likely result in complaints and concerns from existing
tenants on the floor. Providing programs in multiple locations is confusing for program
participants. For many of the individuals served by CCD, adding to the complexity of
getting to the program each day may result in higher rates of non- compllance

In addition, changes to the space configuration as well as the HVAC and electncal
systems would be needed to accommodate CCD’s training room needs in the former
Elections space. These building modifications would require expensive asbestos
abatement work to include ericapsulating the asbestos prior to any modxﬁcatlon to the
exxstmg ventilating and coohng systems.

Conclusions
Based on FMD analys1s of the vacant space on the 5™ ﬂoor of the Admlmstratlon
- Building, the space is not a viable option for expanding CCD capacity. Rather than move
a portion of the community corrections current operatlons to a different building, it makes
sense to keep their programs in close proximity. Remodeling work necessary to make the
* Yesler Building space useable for Community Corrections is minimal, so startup of the
new programs can occur quickly. :

The following agencies have already taken portions of the 5% floor space in the
Administration Building, or will do so in the near future:
. Prosecutmg Attorney’s Office Complex Prosecutions and Investigations Division
occuples 2,786 useable SF of the space.
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* Real Estate Services may occupy 802 useable SF of space adjoining their current
location. }

¢ Department of Executive Services Records, Archives, and Licensing Division is
using 142 useable SF office space for storage as they transition.

These moves do not commit the entire space vacated by the Elections. However, the
remaining vacant space (7,244 useable SF) is not all contiguous space and is likely to be
ultimately used by the three agencies listed above.

Next Steps and Need for Coordination

The proviso requests that this report “identify the executive's plans for expanding
programs, including program options, schedules, resources needed for expansion, and
milestones.” This process and next steps must be coordinated with several other planning
efforts which will have an overall impact on the outcome of CCD capacity expansion
decisions. Additionally, this review will need to consider the current fiscal climate in

King County. Any consideration of expanding CCD programs and alternatives will need

to take into account the county’s significant budget reductions necessary in 2009 and
beyond. :

Coordination with Other Planning Efforts ' -
The following planning efforts are already underway and there are inter-dependencies

' betwcen them.

* AJOMP Review of the Use of CCD — This effort is in response to a separate
proviso in the 2008 Adopted Budget. A work group of the AJOMP Advisory
Group reviewed King County’s current use of the county’s community
corrections alternatives and programs. The group has developed a set of
recommendations for further exploration. If some or all of these
recommendations are implemented, the use of community corrections programs
and alternatives may change, which will have an impact on overall CCD
capacity. This work is to be completed by June 30, 2009.

* Integrated Regional Jail Initiative — In 2006, the Council received the work plan
for the Integrated Regional Jail Initiative (“IRJI”). This is a three-phase work
plan, with the purpose of identifying and exploring opportunities to form a
regional partnership to create a seamless, efficient, and cost-effective system for
booking, housing, transporting, and managing jail inmates. The first phase of the
IRJT work plan includes studying population projections and facility needs and
options for both secure detention and community corrections. This
capacity/facility planning is to take place in conjunction with city studies of their
own population projections and capacity needs. The County’s IRJI study is
currently scheduled to be completed in 2008. A separate proviso in the 2008
Adopted Budget requires a plan that “shows options to expand the county’s
current jail facilities and/or build new facilities in partnership with the cities” be

* submitted to Council by July 1, 2008. Community corrections planning needs to |

be aligned with jail planning because of the potential effect of community
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corrections on future secure detention population and because of the possibility
of co-locating facilities and coordinating operations.

e Criminal Justice Facilities Master Plan - The integrated criminal justice (CJ)
facilities master planning process will coordinate the facilities needs of all King
+ County CJ agencies. This planning effort is underway and, initially will
prioritize the most urgent facilities needs, given that there are limited financial
resources available for new, improved or éxpanded facilities. This process will
plan for the space and facilities needs of King County's CJ agencies while
making an effort to identify potential efficiencies and ensure seamless provision
of services. The capacity expansion needs of CCD must be considered as part of

a broader system-wide review of criminal justice facility needs.

- Next Steps and Work Plan

The following work plan identifies some high-level next steps for moving forward. ThlS
process will be co-staffed by the Office of Management and Budget, Facilities
Management Division and the Department of Adult and Juvenile Detention. It is possxble
that one or more expert consultants will need to be hired for executing these work plan
steps — the need for an external consultant will be determined further along in the process.
Givén King County’s current financial position, the next steps in consideration of
geographic or capacity expansion to CCD alternatives will need to be carefully evaluated
for cost 1mpllcat10ns as well as p0331ble cost savmgs to the county

Schedule Estimate

| Work Plan Task/Steps
Coordination with | Outline process and key interdependencies for 3" and 4™ Quarters
Other Efforts coordination with other efforts: - 2008
¢ AJOMP Use of CCD Review
e Regional Jail Planning
e  Criminal Justice Facilities Master Planning.
| Detailed Work -~ | Determine detailed next steps to include: 1* Quarter - 2009
Plan Development * - The need for expert-consultation
, ® Scope, timeline and budget for next steps.
Work Plan e Conduct Analysis/Exploration st and 2™ Quarters
Execution e Hire consultants-as necessary - -2009
¢ Communicate with criminal justice system S
partners :
e Develop recommendatlons for CCD
capacity expansmn :
Final Make final recommendations for- changes and 3" Quarter - 2009
Recommendations

develop implementation plan
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