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I. INTRODUCTION .

A. Request for Technical Assistance

Instructions from the Project Coordinator assigned the
project for providing technical assistance to the King County
(Washington) Superior Court to Col. J. F. Lieblich, U.S.A.
(Rat), a private court management consultant of McLean, Virginia
and to Judge Charles S.. Crookham, Circuit Judge of Judicial
Department No. 15, Portland,-Oregon. This technical assistance
team visited Seattle, Washington on February 20-22, 1973. The
report on this project assigmment has been prepared and is
submitted for both consultants by Col, Lieblich, and is based
upon extensive team discugsions in Seattle in which the existing
situvation was analyzed and the recommendations contained herein
vere determined. The writer of this repért is therefore present-
ing the views jointly established during the Seattle meetings by
both members of the techrnical assistance team assigned to this

project.

B. Specific Team Tasks

The specific teamktasks, as set forth in the reqﬁest for
technical assistance from the King County Superior Court, are
as follows:

(1)  a survey of King County Superior Court operations

from the viewpoint of overall court administration
planning program and management;



(2) a review of manpower resources and facilities and
their utilization;

(3) a review of the ancillary services provided to the
people of King County by the Superior Court;

(4) didentification of specific problems in the above
areas which require particular study as well as
general recommendations for the scope and direction
of the cowprehensive management analysis to be

conducted Ly a professional management consulting
firm at a later date.

C. Job Analysis Background

With the advent of the County Charter several years ago, a
county personnel system was established for all county agencies
except the Prosecuting Attorney and the Superior Court, which,
at the time of the charter, maintained on a separation of powers
argument the necessity for remaining aloéf from this county
system, although the Court's employees were paid by the County
and were provided the same benefits as county personnel. Under
the new charter, the county personnel system was established on
the basis of a complete job analysis of county jobs. Since
this event, the Court has come to recognize the need for
a Superior Court personnel system for non-judicial personnel
to suit the Court's special requirements and the need to build
guch -a system upon a job analysis of the Superior Court non-~
judicial jobs., This recognition was translated into a Court
request to the King County Council for the provision of funds

for the Superior Court job analysis. The King County Council



approved such funding, which forms the local match supporting
the court management study to which the original Superior Court
job analysis has been gradually translated. As described

below, the judicial job analysis of the Superior Court positions
and the personnel system involved have become one of several

tasks of an overall court management study.

D. - Grant for a Court Management Study

In the intervening period since 1971, the concept of the
Superior Court's job analysis program and the development of
a Superior Court judicial personnel system broadened into a
concept of an overall management study. The court administrator,
in coordination with the judges and the state and regional
planning agencies commenced work on a grant application. A copy .
of this application is attached.

This grant application was coordinated with the State
Regional Planning Agency in Seattle (Ms. Mary Ann McLaughlin,
Assistant Law and Justice Planner) and has been reviewed by
the Adjudications Coordinator, Law and Justice Planning
Office, of the Governor's Planning and Community Affairs
Agency (SPA) (Mr. John N. Stafford). The grant application
was presented by the Adjudications Coordinator to the State
Planning Agency's Subccmmittee on Judicial Affairs on February

14, 1973 as a preliminary review necessary for grant approval



by the State Planning Agency.

This review produced considerable discussion concerning
the actual need and purposes of the court management study
proposed in the grant application. Final determination con-—
cerning the proposed study was deferred until the technical
assistance team could provide additional technical advice
with respect to the purpose, scope, administration, and
appropriate tasks for such an overall court management study
of the Superior Court. The grant application will therefore
be revised based upon input from the technical assistance
team.report and will be re~evaluated at the next meeting,
of the subcommittee, scheduled to take place March 14, 1973,
The recommendations of this technical assistance report, therefore,
are designed to outline more specifically the scope of the
proposed court management study in terms'of specific tasks,
administration, and costs involved., It is the team's conclusion
that the need for the court management study is imperative, and
that incorporation of the recommendations in this report, as
accepted by the Court, will not only make the study produce the
best fesults for the Court, but will also facilitate approval
and funding of the grant by the State Planning Agency. As
éreviously mentioned; the King County Council has alreadyr
approved the local match for the broadened court management

study.



E. Description of On-site Consultancy

The technical assistance team spent three days in
consultant visits and discussions with officials in the Court,
its agencies, and in regional and state planning agencies. The
team efforts were conducted under two attached schedules. The
first day was scheduled for Juvenile Court matters and held
at the Juvenile Court. The second day's schedule covered
the balance of Superior Court matters and was conducted at
the King County Courthouse. The morning of the third day
A(Fcbruary 22) was spent by the consultants on the following
activities:

(1) wvisit to an actual docket call and case assignments
under the control of the Presiding Judge;,

(2)  an additional interview with the Presiding Judge

-

on case assignment matters;
(3) wisit to criminal arraignment of confined defendants
and the jail;

(4) dinterview with the Assistant Presiding Judge on

criminal arraignments and criminal case processing time norms.

As indicated in the first day's agenda for the Juvenile
Court,. the team's wisit included lengthy discussions with Judge
ReVelle, the Chairman of both ‘the Juvenile Court Committee and

the Juvenile Court Board of Managers, and a newly &dppointed




Cdurt Commissioner who will hear cases in the Juvenile Department.
At the direction of the Court, Judge Revellé has served for the
past several years gg the Chairman of the Juvenile Department
Committee assigned to work out the recent major changes in
Juvenile Court operations. It has also been the Committee's
responsibility to reintegrate the Juvenile Court more completely
with the Superior Court, since, over a long period of time under
one or two Juvenile Court Judges; the Juvenile Court has developed
an autonomy which the Superior Court Judges considered excessive.
The team was also briefed by Mr. Buckland, the Juvenile
Court Chief Administrative Officer, by the newly established
Deputy Juvenile ° *ixrt Planning Officer, by the present Juvenile
Court. Commissiontr; and by Judge Johnson, a ﬁewly assigned
Superior Court judge who will sit for the next two months in the
Juvenile Court. The team further consulfed with the administrator
of the four major sexrvice agenéies in’the Juvenile Court: proba~
tion, investigation, child care (detention), and operations
(administration, budget, funding, and facilities). The first day's
visit to the Juvenile Court culminated with the team sitting
in on the regular monthly meeting of the five-judge Juvenile
Department Judicial Committee, consisting of its chairman,
Judge‘Revelle, and the other four judges of the Superior Court,
and key members of the Juvenile Court staff. At this meeting
current operational and planning problems were discussed, since

the Judicial Committee for the Juvenile Department and-the



Board of Managers share administrative control over the Court.
The second day's visit to the Superior Court (February 21)

followed the gnclosed agenda. t should be noted, however,

that in the team's meeting with the Regional Planning and State

Planning Agency relresentatives, the State Court Administrator,

~ Mr. Phillip Winberry, participated, together with the Court

Administrator of the King County Superior Court.



II. ANALYSIS OF THE EXISTING SITUATION

A. Limitation on Scope of Recommendations

For the reasons set forth, the team has confined their recom-

mendations to revision of the grant application to secure approval

by the State Planning Agency for the funding of the overall court

management study, including the judicial job analysis and judicial

personnel system development, and to insure that the study, when

conducted, would meet the most pressing needs of the Court.

These comments and recommendations may be summarized as

follows.

1.

The Technical Assistance Team strongly endorses the
need for the overall court management study of the
Superior Court.

Specific but still broadly gauged tasks to be performed
by the court management study are identified. - The
study should not permit the consultants engaged to
embark on a fishing expedition, but should, rather,
instruct them to analyze specific task areas which
require maximum attention during the study.

Administrative guidance is provided for the Court
Administrator in the conduct of the study and these
principles should be inserted in the revised grant
application.

"A specific level of funding for the total study is

recommended in view of the specific study tasks pro-
posed.



B. Need for Court Management Study
The team endorses the need for the court management study

of the King County Superior Court. Such a study should be con-
centrated on certain specific task areas which are delineated

in subsequent portions of this report. This concentration can
focus on certain specific broad based taék areas which have a
already been identified by the Court as problem areas but which
are beyond the resources of the court's on-going improvement
efforts. The study should concentrate on these identified areas,
review solutions for change, or examine these specific areas for
improvement on the changes already made. By concentrating

study efforts on the specific but broad task areas the study will
best capitalize on the large amount of remediai effort already
expended by the Court.. The consultants shéuld not seek open up
broad and opposing courses of action for discussion. Héwever, in
the uﬁlikely e&ent the consultants become convincéd in the course
of their study that the major coﬁrses of action being followed by
the court are erroneous, they.should so indicate. Based on our
brief review we found no probable cause to believe that such
a situation would arise in the study by the consultants. ‘For
example, the King County Superior Court, has, over the last five
years, studied and made extensivé refinements upon case assignment
and calendar management system-a subject for which there are many

diverse theories and concepts. This system, on which so much
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Court effort has already been expended is in actual operation and

is understood by bench, bar, and the court administrative personnel.
It should indeed be studied as a major task but with an eye to
continual improvement rather than to developing alternatives in

the course of the study. In other words, the team considers that
the court's present system in this area should be continued and
improved rather than abandoned in favor of some theoretical alter-
native which might be developed in the‘study, but which would

still require Co;;t approval, implementation, and which wight not,
based upon general experience, guarantee significantly better results
after the toil and pain of implementation and consequent reeducation
of all concerned. In certain other areas the Céurt had identified
major problems but has not reached that consensus, as a collegial
court; necessary for final solution. In such areas, the Court

would receive great benefit from a court management study by inde~
pendent outside professional consultants specializing in court man-
agement. This is particularly important in the case of the King
Couﬁty Superior Court, since the State of Washington's constitution,
statutes, and State Supreme Court Rules mandate the collegial form
of court management requiring all major matters to be resolved by

14 of the 26 elected Superior Court Judges.
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C. Administrative Guidelines for the Conduct of the Study

Under the constraints developed for thgs court man;gement
study, as described above, and in view of the need to concentrate
on specific broad task areas, certain administrative guidlines to
govern the conduct of the study are provided. It is strongly
recommended that these guidlelines be incorporgted in the grant
application to indicate to the State Planning Agency that this
court management study is tailored to these specific broad tasks
rather than to some general assessment of the problem. It should
also be indicated that the study be monitored, controlled, and
guided by the Court . and the Court Administrator to insure the
performance of these study tasks in the best possible faghion.

These guidelines are:

1. Consistent with applicable State of Washington laws and
regulations, since specific tasks are defined for the
study, a negotiatred, rather than an advertised procurement
should be employ::: and the grant should be modified
appropriately. 'The team considered of utmost importance
that the State secure management consultants with an
orientation specifically designed to providing the best
possible analysis and recommendations in the specific
task areas identified for the study. For this pirpose,
the team strongly recommends that the court management
consultants, selected by negotiation for the performance
of these tasks, be oriented towards court management
problems, as distinguished from other management
expertise areas, such as automation, audit, accounting,
and management engineering. The team also considers
that the variety of the major tasks to be accomplished
in the court management study may make it desirable that
the: Court, in its search for properly qualified con-
suitants for specific task areas, may find it appropriate
to negotiate and contract with separate groups of
consultants for the performance of certain specified tasks.
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Negotiation flexibility should be inserted in the
contractual arrangements to . permit the Court and the
Court Administrator to adjust the specific tasks after
initiation of the study, to meet any changing Court
priorities. Such task adjustment, however, should he
utilized by the grant applicant primarily to adjust

the thrust of the study, rather than by the consultants
seeking to adjust the cost or time factors for their
effort.

The consultants should be required, by the contractual
arrangements, - to document all statistically based con-
clusions, to provide valid statistical bases or samples,
or other appropriate supporting evidence for their
assessments, and to describe in the report any statistical
base or samples utilized. It is essential to avoid the
situation, which previously occurred with respect to a
study of the .Juvenile Department of the Superior Court
where considerable rebuttal effort was utilized in
discussing the statistical basis for conclusions

advanced rather than in challenging the study conclusions
and recommendations. - Such provisions will greatly reduce
time spent in challenging conclusions of this study for
want of an expressed factual basis and thereby confine
review to discussions of the merits of recommendations.

The consultants should be required to provide at the
outset a time-phased task accomplishment schedule and
a time-phased financial ccst schedule broken down .a
according to the individual specific tasks to be per-
formed. The Court, through the Court Administrator,
should monitor the time expended and financial outlay
against these schedules on an individual specific
task basis.

As each specific task is completed in the court manage-
ment study, the consultants should be required to report
their findings and recommendations on that task as soon
after its completion as is possibe. These submissions
will provide the Court with a more timely and orderly
revliew process than would otherwise be possible if a
large-scale final report were submitted on all tasks at
one time at the completion of the study.
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D. Court Management Study Pricing

Since the level of total funding for the court management
study, as proposed in the original grant application ($81,000) had
been challenged, the team thought it necessary to give consideration
to the total study pricing. It became apparent through discussion
that the present grant's pricing was primarily based on the local
match already obtained from the King County Council, expended to
meet the 75%/25% ratio.

After considerable and serious reflection, the team recommends
that the revised grant application include a funding request
for $75,000. This amount is predicated upon the specific tasks set
forth, which include the locally important Superior Court job
analysis and judicial personnel system development tasks. This
$75,000 funding would include the matching funds alxready agreed to
from King County sources. Such funding would reduce the amount of
money required from the State Planning Agency sources..  The team
estimate of $75,000 for the cost of one study is based on prevailing
levels of funding for similar court management studies focusing on
specific broad tasks rather than an overall assessment of the court.
The team asséssment is also based on the prevailing levels of
funding for specific task studies of courts serving similar general

trial jurisdictions with similar caseloads, arnd a similar number
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d/g ’ ’ : III. RECOMMENDATIONS
.‘ A.__:’“fASK I. Improvement of Superior Court Collegial Court
’ Management System in Specific Areas
The team has alluded to the difficulties which face any
g < multi~judge court in court management under the collegial en
,é;f cfﬁ banc system, such as that mandated for the King County Superior
g Court. These inherent difficulties stem from the effort to
. preserve for each judge the basic legal right to participate
in the management of the court and to arrive at decisions by
the majority vote of the judges sitting en banc. The King
¢ County Superior Cqurt is well aware of these difficulties and
" has taken a number of measures to alleviéte them, such: as the
provision of a court administrator; the recent establishment
¢ ofvSuperior Court Rules granting drastically increased judicial
administrative powers to the Presiding Judge; encouraging the
° Presiding Judge to concentrate on administration rather than
taking cases; providing an Assistant Presiding Judge; estab-
lishing a strong and quickly assembled Executive Committee of
'- Judges for administrative emergencies and for other majof
: administrative action; and establishing a system of dindividual
judicial committees for judicial supervision over Juvenile,
° Criminal, Family Court, and Probate Departments under the

Superior Court.
In view of this situation, the team recommends that the

consultants; in examining and recommending improvements in



®

the co

16—

uvrt's collegial management system, not review the entire

problem of coilegial court management in the King County Superior

Court.
may do

areas:

Rather, they should confine themselves, insofar as they

so.with professional propriety, to the following specific

1.  Review of the powers grantéd to the Presiding Judge
by Court Rules to determine any necessary changes for
the improvement of Superiocr Court administration, with
specific reference to adjusting the Presiding Judge's
powers to allow for adequate supervision of the Court
Administrator's responsibilities. We refer to those
administrative responsibilities which may be increased
as a result of the Court approved implementation of the
study recommendatidns concerning the Court Administrator

described in Task II below.

"2. Review of the administrative responsibilities

exercised by the several judicial committees over
individual departments as distinguished from their
rule-making and procedure setting responsibilities,
to identify any currently exercised administrative
powers which conflict with or interfere with the
Court Administrator’s responsibility =—- particularly
as the Court Administrator's duties are increased as
a result of implementation of study recommendationé

under Task II.
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This task is considered to specifically exclude con-
sideration of the responsibilities of the Judicial Committee
overseeing the Juvenile Department. These responsibilities
would be reviewed, together with related Juvenile Department

court matters, under Task III.

B, TASK II. Identification of the Appropriate Court Administrator's
‘ Functions, Staffing Requirements, and Relationships.

In the execution of Task II, the study should identify
the Court Administrator's functions as well as the staff
requirements to perform these functions with a View to pinpointing
the maximum number of functions not now performed or not yet
fully expanded which are appropriate in view of the necessary
staffing requirements, cost and operational benefits involved.
In addition to the cost-benefit assessment, this task study
should be conducted with 'a view to improving theyquality of
the judicial and social services to the public provided by
the Court, as well as to freeing the judges, both on the bench
and in judicial committees, from unnecessary involvement in the
administrative business of the court. At the same time, the
necessary judicial control by the Court and its en banc judges
over all co;rt operations 'should be preserved. Particular
attention shduld be given td affording judges and commissioners

the maximum time possible for judicial activities on the bench
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or in chambers as well as in en banc and judicial committee
sessions.

Particular attention should also be given to correlating
the analysis conducted under Task I of certain aspects of the
Court's collegial management system with the study of the Court
Administrator's functions. Where, as a result of Task I,
increased powers are proposed for the Presiding Judge or
adjustments are recommended in the Judicial Committee's
administrative authority, theh corresponding consideration
should be given to expanding oxr adjusting the administrative
responsibilities of the Court Administrator to support the
conélusions and recommendations of the consultants as derived
from Task I.

The consultants' analysis under Task IT should concentrate
on defining the proper role and staffing‘of the Court Administrator
in the King County Superior Court in the following areas:

1. Future updating of the initially established

descriptions, jobs, job ladders, career field patterns,

job pay grades, functional levels, and prerequisites,
initially established by the job analysis conducted

‘under Task V. This task of future updating of the

basic job components on which the Superior Court's

personnel procedures will be based, as delineated under

Task IV, should be spelled out so that the Court
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Administrator will plan on such effort without recourse
to continued use of outside consultants.
2. Administration and future adjustment, without the
need of additional outside consultant assistance, of
the Superior Court's personnel procedures for all
personnel employed by the Court (except Judges and
Commissioners) after these personnel procedures are
initially identified and developed under Task VI,
based upon the job analysis.
3., Handling of court personnel labor relations matters,
including coordination with the Union under its contract,
and resolving employee grievances and complaints.
4. Provision of an increased span of public information
services so that all elements of the public interested
in a specific case, particularly d;fendants or litigants,
their families or friends; other participants in juddicial
process such as witnesses or jurors, and the media can
readily obtain information on the following areas:

(a) the exact location where current. judicial

process is being conducted or future process

will be held;

(b) the meaning and nature of the pérticular‘

judicial process at hand and the next legal

process to be followed;

(c) the location and identification of the

particular office and official who can provide
detailed information;
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(d) where defendants in adult criminal or juvenile
proceedings can secure legal assistance, and the
nature of assistance available to indigants or
otherwise;

(e) the regular release to the press and other
media (except as precluded for juveniles) of
information on open court dispositions .at each
stage of the judicial process;

(£f) correct information as to judicial proceedings,
stated in easily understood terms, particularly
for indigents, minority groups, or other members
of the public with lower economic status and
educational attainments;

(g) publication of calendars of all processes.

Administration of the annual budget formulation and

justification process as well as the long range program—

ming of financial requirements in accord with long range

planning for facility expansion or renovation, for

acquisiton of capital equipment for improvements in

Court judieial and social services, and for bettering

judicial administration. The study analysis should

seek to define the best system of budgetary review by the

Court and to provide the judicial support, including

judicial presence or testimony at budget hearings- of

Court approved budget requests and financial programs

before the King Countv Council and/or the state legis-

lature, as appropriate. This function should also

include the coordination of all activities of the

Court or its agencies in seeking alternative forms

of financial support through grants, revenue sharing,
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or other means from Federal, State, County, and City
sources, as well as private sources such as foundations,
charitable associations, etc.

6. Development and administration of financial accounting
controls and audits, including preparation for audit by

a public agency authorized under the separation of powers
to conduct such audit. The study in this area should
embrace the accounting and audit function for the following
types of resources:

(a) funds appropriated or granted from any
source to the Court or its agencies;

(b) funds placed under the fiduciary custody
of the Court or its agencies;

(e) revenues generated and disbursed by the
Court or its agencies.

7. Coordination of procurement and contracting for:

1) services or personnel by thekCourt'or its agencies;
2) supply and(inventory accoﬁnting for all supplies

and equipmept held by the Court or its agencies,

3) operations. and maiﬁfenance (minor repair) of
facilities utilized by the Court or its agencies, and

4) the acquisition and inétallation of capital equipment
or capital construction or modernization or major repair
facilities utilized by the Court or its agencies.

8. Coordination of long range planning for judicial

activity, facility or capital equipment procurement,

and courtroom and courthouse security, as well as long
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range fund or resource programming for court approval
and subsequent implementation of long range plans and

programs in these areas.

9. Coordination; including actual conduct as appropriate,

of all aspects of Superior Court statistical reporting,

including:

(a) Preparation of an annual Superior Court Report
incorporating segments or the entire annual King
County Juvenile Court Report, as may be directed
by the Court.

(b) All other judicial activity reporting to insure
internal Court uniformity in terminology, data
results, and format, except judicial productivity
reporting. This should be excluded from the scope
of the study under this subtask, although discharged
by the Court Administrator, as directed by the Court,
for the exclusive use nf the Court as an internal
judicial management matter.  Judicial activity
reporting. includes individual case inventory,
backlog, disposition, new case filing, case

aging, and case processing time reporting.

(e¢) Judicial disposition reporting under the Uniform
Crime Reporting Act, whether such judicial disposition
reports are provided to the law enforcement agencies
for inclusion with criminal arrest and other law
enforcement reports by state or federal law enforce-
ment agencies,.or are forwarded from the Court
directly to the collecting state or federal law
enforcement agencies.

(d) Liaison in the planning or implementation by the
State of Washington of participation in Project
SEARCH for electromic dissemination and search
between local, state, inter-state, and Federal law
enforcement agencies of arrest, police, prosecutorial,
and judicial disposition data on an individual adult
criminal case basis.
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(e) Judicial statistical reporting to the State
Court Administrator and judicial administrative
reporting in conformity with state Supreme Court
Rules concerning requests for vecassignment of
Superior Court judges and other matters essential
to the administration of judges and commissioners.
This latter category of reporting by the Court
Administrator should be accomplished under close
control by the Court.

10. Determination for Court approval of: a) judicial
processing time norms for total process and/or for
individual phases of each total process in the criminal,
juvenile, civil law, equity, probate, and the several
family law fields;. b) the monitoring of judicial process
through appropriate management exception reporting tech-
niques, as may be recommended in the study to note
attainment or breach of these judicial time norms;
¢) procedures for the distribution of such management
exception reports to the Presiding Judge and appropriate
judicial department committees as may be recommended
to secure orderly judicial enforcement of such offiecial
time norms.

1l. Supervision of the use of all computer, microfilming,
records management, and other activities regarding the
application of modern management technologies by any
element of the Court or its agencies so as to insure
unified control, avoid unilateral unplanned acquisition

and provide coordination in the,utilization of such-

expensive and sophisticated equipment.
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12. Liaison between the Court and county and state
agéncies involved with financing, logistical support,
and operations, in both long range planning and daily
work. <This liaison is particularly important

. with the County Executive,.the County Department
of Public Safety (Sheriff), the County Department
of Judicial Administration (County Clerk), the State
Department of Social Services, City of Seattle
authérities, and with the Regional and State Planning

Agencies.

This task would also include study and recommendations
pertaining to the respective roles and responsibilities under
the Court Administrator of the present Juvenile Court Administrator
of Court Services and the Administrator of Family Court Services,
both serving as Deputy Court Administrators. The study should
reflect the maximum autonomy which must be given to the Juvenile
Court Deputy Court Administrator in view of the Juvenile Court's
location in a separate facility some distance from the King
County Courthouse. It should alsé‘refleét the desirekof the
Court. to integrate Juvenile Department activities morekcloseiy
with the Superior Court according to the process worked out
by the present Chairman of the Juvenile Department Judicial
Committee.

The accomplishment of this subtask should be closely

coordinated with the accomplishment of Task III pertaining to

the Juvenile Court.

¥
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C. TASK III. Improvement of Organization, Operation and
Administration of the Juvenile Court.

In this task area, the study should analyze and recommend
improvements in the organization, operation, and administration
of the Juvenile Court and its associated detention and social
service agencies, working under the following specific guidelines.
The study should examine the organizational difficulties and
provide recommended solutions concerning:

1) The relationship between the statutory functions of

the Juvenile Court Board of Managers regarding juvenile

probation and detention (see R.C.W. 13,20.010) and the

Juvenile Department Judicial Committee of the Superior

Court.

2) The administrative relationships of the Administrator

of Court Services and the Director of Court Services

to the Juvenile Department Judicial Committee, the Board

of Managers,.the Court Administrator,. the Presiding Judge,

and the Court's Executive Committee.

3) The respective roles and relationships between Juvenile

Court administration and planning and programming. These

two functions are now separately established and report

separately to the Board of Managers, the Juvenile Department

Judicial Committee, the Court Administrator, and the Court.
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4) The exchange of operational and financial information
between the administrative and the planning offices of
the Juvenile Court, particularly concerning long range
financial programs and plans and responsibility for
preparation and justification of the annual budget.

5) The roles of the Juvenile Court Administrator with
respect to: a) facility operations and maintenance,

b) the implementation of major facility comstruction

or rehébilitation action; ¢) long range facility
planning, and d) long range juvenile support, detention,
investigation, and probation activities.

6) The provision of a single unified Juvenile Court
Administrator responsible for both administration and
planning, under the supervision of the Court Administrator
as well as the Board of Managers aﬁd the Juvenile

Department Judicial Committee,

The study should also examine the continued operation by
the Juvenile Court of child detention faéilities, particularly in
view of the separation of the operation of adult detention from
the Court's immediate operation; the necessary judicial control
to be exercised over child detention as well as adult detention,
and thé speéial sensitivities of juvenile détention. While these
factors may warrant continued Court operation, they must be

weighed against the prevailing situation with adult detention,



and the proposed development of King County correctional programs
which would take over all detention, and thereby offer an alternative
solution to be ewaluated.

The study should also evaluate the propriety of continued
close judicial control by the Juvenile Court in the following
areas:

1. The investigation leading to detention and the

probation review governing disposition]

2. Alternative dispositions to State detention upon a

finding of delinquency;

3. The investigation and monitoring of -such alternative

dispositions;

4, The impact on juvenile procedures of pre-delinquency

diversion activities in the community, particularly the

City of Seattle and the police and King County Sheriff;

5, The education, training, rehabilitation, or other

social services to juveniles while in detention ox

in probation programs;

6. The means of correlating similar activities affecting

’incorrigible or dependent children, including the work

By Seattle Police, the Public Defender, the State Departmen@

of Social Welfare, and City and County welfare authorities,

‘and the County Depértment of Public Safety}

7. The propriety of the Court's involvement with pre~«

adjudication detention and post~adjudication rehabilitation,

and placement of incorrigible and dependent children.
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D. TASK IV. Improvements in Case Assignment, Calendar Management,
and Notification Systems

The study should concentrate upon analysis of and
recommendations for improvements in the current case assign-
ment, calendar management, and notification system with a
view tobdetermining potential improvements on the existing
system, rather than exploring and identifying potential change-
overs to alternate conceptual case assignment syétems. Such
concentration is necessary to produce concrete results in a
relatively short time period. The analysis in this Task IV
area should specifically include the following matters:

1.  The desirability of transfer to appropriate Superior

Court agencies and the setting of procedures after

transfer of those case assignment and calendar manage~

ment functions on ecriminal and juvenile maﬁters which
are presently exercised by the Prosecuting Attorney.

2. The need in criminal case management matters to

establish judicial process time norms and calendaring

procedures, with monitoring management exception
reporting systems. These norms should include more
than the case time in the Superior Court from filing
to disposition which would normally pertain to these
time norms and management exception reports in bther
types of judicial process. -The study should also

~include the procedures and time from arrest to Superior
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Court filing, including time for preliminary hearings,
where held in the District or Seattle Municipal Courts,
time for: the customary infrequent use of the grand jury,
and time taken by the Prosecuting Aftorneys to file an
information charging an individual with K commission of

a criminal offense directly with the Superior Court
without  preliminary examination or grant jury presentment
(a statutory right in the State of Washington). In this
connecﬁion, recommendations should be made for inclusion
in the Juvenile and criminal judicial time norms and in
the management exception reporting systems of all time
taken following arrest and all time an accused spends

in detention after arrest.

3. The procedures which should be established to insure
faster preparation of transcripts for appeal and to
monitor the operation of such procedures so as to minimize
the time taken for criminal appeals. This poxrtion of the
study should give consideration to tﬁe use of'modern
recording and transcribing systems, together with or in
lieu of the currently pooied court reﬁorters in all
types of processes.

4, The type of case close-~out remedies available under
the State of Washington statutes and Supreme Court Rules

in each area of process and' the procedures for applying
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such case close—out remedies together with the necessary
monitoring management exception reports. This will
insure the timely application of such close—out procedures
on a permanent basis, with prejudice, rather than per-—
mitting a case to be reopened on a temporary basis.
5. The establishment for adult criminal cases of
appropriate pre—trial release procedures; including
admission to bail, release on recognizance or other
surety or security. Such pre-trial release should be
based on speedy but competent’investigation of the
strength and adequacy of community or domiciliary ties
to warrant release on recognizance with safety to the
public against the defendant's flight, breach of
conditions of release, or commission after release of
other criminal offenses. This portion of the study
should identify the appropriate Court agency to be
" operationally responsible for such pre-release investiga-
tions, under judicial control, but administered with
respect to personnel and other such matters by ﬁhe Court
Administrator. The analysis should specifically
'identify those categories of defendants, which, with the
~approval of the Court, should be excluded from pre-trial
release and remitted to normal bond because of undue
danger to the community. These defendants would
include, among othefs, those Qho are narcotics addicts,

confirmed ‘alcoholics, have recent poor. criminal
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histories, or manifest psychiatric imbalance;
particularly sexual psychopaths. All of these
factors would tend to invalidate any community ox
domiciliary ties as a restraint from flight,
commission of another crime, or other breach of

the conditions of release. This analysis should
also specifically indicate the means of insuring

a sufficiently speedy investigation and bail
hearing to. preserve tﬂe individual's employment and
to prevent his unnecessary recourse to and outlay

of funds for commercial bonds.

E. TASK V. Performance of a Comprehensive Job Analysis of
All Non—-Judicial Jobs Under Superior Court Control.

This calls for a comprehensive job analysis of all non-
judicial Superior Court jobs with the objective éf establishing
career patterns of properly identified, described, and graded
jobs in entry, non-supervisory, and supervisory levels, organized
into job progressioh ladders, aand grouped ‘Into career field
patterns. This analysis should provide the career field job
patterns on which a comprehensive personnel system for employing,
classifying, compensating, promoting, and retaining Superior
Court employees would operate. In performing the job. analysis,
the consultants should coordinate, in the case of the Juvenile
Department jobs, with an on-going functional job'analysis

program underway in that area and should also include those
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jobs to be performed by any additional staffing recomménded by
the consultants to. support the Court Administrator's expanded
functions, as defined in Task II,
The job analysis called for in this task should seek
to attain the following objectives:
1. TIdentify all Superior Court jobs in broad categories
and provide job descriptions, on a standard format, for
each job. Each job should be defined in terms of duties
to be performed, the skills, knowledge, and abilities
required to perform the job, and the job level and pay
grade designation.
2. Specify the level of all jobs identified as entry
level jobs, non-supervisory levél jobs, and supervisory
level jobs, and prov$de appropriate grade steps in each
level, to allow fox upward progression from entry levels
for each job ladder.
3. Determine the appropriate pay grade classification
for each job and each step and grade‘in each level,
making maximum possible use of the King County pay
grade structure, provided that the King County pay
grades éffer, within reasonable bounds, the compensation
level found to be appropriate for each job at each level.
4, Organize related jobs in job progression ladders
running from entry levei jobs. to related jobs’up through
the established’grades in the non-superviscry levels

and/or into and through the supervisory level grades.
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5. Group these job ladders where they can be associlated
to allow for maximum possible lateral transfer between
ladders witﬁin a broad area or career field, or a minimum
number of career fields, which would constitute the career
job pattern on which the new personnel system would
operate.

v. Provide steps which give adequate upward job progression
from the entry jobs through non-supervisory and supervisory
levels.

7. Tdentify the minimum level prerequisites for jobs at
the entry, non-supervisory, and supervisory levels, |
which are appropriate to the skills, knowledge, and abil-
ities identified in the job descriptions for each job.
Particulér effort should‘be-ﬁade to fix the mindimum
formal educational preréquisifes o£ any job consistent
with the duties to be performed and skills, knowledge

or abilities required.

8. Seek to place the lowest possible educational pre-
requisites consistent with the skills, knowledge, and
abilities actually required on entry jobs so as to

.admit the maximum number of paraprofessional personnel

without college education.

F. ~ TASK VI. Development of Superior Court Judicial Employee

Personnel Procedures Based Upon the Career Job
Patterns Assembled in the Job Analysis.
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This task calls for the consultants to develop a compre—k
hensive personnel system for employing, classifying, compensating,
promoting, and retaining Superior Court employees. This system
should be based upon the carecer field job patterns developed
by the job analysis under Task V.  With respect to the perscnnel
procedures to be developed, the study should emphasize these
basic premises:

1. Pro&ide maximum job opportunity. at entry level jobs

for paraprofessional personnel with reasonable allowances

for upward movement and lateral transfer.

2. Permit all qualified éersonnel to advance and laterally

transfer based on experience as well as educational pre—

requisites.

3. Proviae maximum upward advancement and lateral

transfer possibilities for perSOnnél with experience

or educational qualifications in excess of job pre-—

requisites who accept entry level or other jobs.

4. TRecruit willing over-qualified personnel into

entry level jobs where no other openinge are available.

5. Reﬁard personnel‘with advancement when they obtain

required ﬁrofessional improvement tb met prerequisites

on their own time, particularly when they become qual-

ified for higher level jobs.

6. Propose all means to make the new personnel system

a true merit system.
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7. Consider the desirability of pro&iding job ténure,
after appropriate qualifying service, consistent with
local law.

8. Provide necessary procedures for remcval of personnel
for disabilities, including physical, geriatric,bpsychiatric,
or conduct or attitude on the job, with notice, right of
appeal, and other due process procedures.

9. Provide necessary grievance and complaint procedures,
with notice, opportunity to defend, hearing and other due
proceés procedures.

10. Insure that benefits available to regular King County
personnel are incorporated in the Superior Court employee

personnel system.
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IV. SUMMARY

The foregoing report is designed to provide technical assistance
to King County Superior Court officials in vreparing their Superior
Court Management Study Application. The recommendations presented
are bused upon the technical assistance team's on-site survey of
King County Superior Court operations as well as a review of manpower
resources, facilities and ancillary services provided by the Court,
Specific problem areas have been identified as well as general
recommendations provided as to the scope of the comprehensive

management analysis contemplated by the Court at a later <ate.



APPENDIX A



2 LAl EED

—~38—

Lewis P. Stepnewson, Jr.
COURT ADMIMNISTRATOR
KING COUNTY COURT HOUSE
SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98104

February 16, 1973

.

AGENDA FOR COLCNEL LIEBLICH AND MULTHNOMAH COUNTY CIRCUIT
COURT JUDGE CHARLE CROOXHAINM:

TUESDAY, FEERUARY 20

8:00 - 5:00 p.m. =-- Juvenile Court Department
Superior Court .
1211 East Alder, Seattle,

(See Outline Attached)

VEDNESTAY, PILBRUAARY 21
Room E-S30
©9:00 a.m. - Superior Court Administrator——Courthouse

"Orientation and Tour of King County
+ Superior Court"
e

10:00 a.m. - Purpose and Proposal for Management Study

11:00 a.m. - lMeeting with Presiding Judge Stanley Soderland

12:00 NCON LUNCH

1:30 p.m. - Family Law, Mental Illness and Adoptions
. Meeting .1th Alice Thomas,
Family Court Administrator
3:00 p.m. ~ Meeting with Local LEAA Officials:
to ~ Mary Ann McLaughlln, County Office,
4:00 p.m. Law and Justice Planning

- John Stafford, Adjudications Staffl,
State Law and Justice Office

THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 22

(To be determined depending on needs of Survey Team)

Attachment O

Room

~W365

e TN FREE AN W 1T R T A A e

e g
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MIHORANDIN
TO: Low Stevensen
FROM: Adivinistrator Court Services, R. C. Backland

SURJECT:  Tanformatlon ~=1 O-iratssjon Searfens feor Col, Lint1deh,, Washington, D.C.
and Judge Charles Crookman, Multnomnh Crunty Civenit Court

Date: Tucsday, February 20, 1973

Time: 8:00 a.m. o 5:00 ~.m.

Place: Juventile Depart—ont - Superior Court 1211 Fast Alder, Seattle

SCHIDULF,

3:00 - 9:00 Judys Rawelle
Plaze: Courtroowm IIT

1, Pelationship cf Tuveniler Departmont
to Superior Court

2, Pale gnd Functieon of Juverile Judses Committee

3. Rolz 3nd Pelationcshin of Baprd of Managers
t 5
A

6, Tynes of Hearinps

7. DPA - Pabli~ Dafender
8:r10 - 10100 Joaz Munbar. Community Tianisan Officer

Introdesticns:

1, Tudicial Seeretarcy
., C ;irt Ceovdinators

3. 0Offflce of Judicial Adninistratien

. : Ao Tomr Muinfserative Céﬂp}rv

10:10 - 11:20  paa €

1 Leoll, Planaing »nd Roegearch
*~

Rav Wakeman, Saecial Projects Coordinator

Plare s Mractor's 0f {ice

L. plannine

znt to Carl B. Erickzon, Director of Court Servicon

i
i
I
A 5 i R AR T G T 39 ‘

v b e
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Schedule (Continucd)

11:40 - 1:20 p.m.

1:30 -~ 3:30

3:30 -~ 5:00

5:00-6:00

o Ip/mt
2/15773

40—

Commissioner Robert E. Dixon

Place: Commissioner's Office

1,

10.

R,

Specilal Procedures and Overview
Legal Files

Social Files

Fingerprint, Photograph, Polygraph
Jail Transfex

Emergency Medical

Detention Reviews

30 - Day Reviews

Qork Permits

Marriage Waiver

C. Buckland, Administrator of Court Services

Place: Administrative Conference Room/

1.

Administrator's Qffice

Overview of Organization which accom@lishes
court objectives

Policy Setting Process
Personnel Officer
Volunteer Program
Community Lialson

Building and Grounds

Question and Answer period = (Tour if desired)
(Division Administrators)

Place: Conference Room ~ Juvenile Court

Juvenile Judges Committee

B o T T I L i Wy Sem e

et iR g
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4, A. GRANT AOUNT REQUESTED: . $ 60,000 .

B. APPLICANT'S COHTRIBUTION:

A.P"RO; i I_TE," FU:DS
OTEER T3
CCRTRITUTLD COGDS AWD SLRVICES

C. TOTAIL PROJECT COST: $ 81,046
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5. PROPOSTD PROJECT PEATIOD (Nort to Excead 1 Year): March 1973 to: August 1973
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Enforcement Aszistance Administration or the State of Washington Law and Justice
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13.4. SULDLTY OF PROJECT:
(Provide a brief surmary of the project, using not rore than 200 words)

The purpose of thls project is.to have a comprehensilve
management analysis of the Superior Court of King County completed
by a professional management consulting firm, knowledgeable and
skilled in the Jjudiclal area. This survey wlll result 1in
recommendations for long-range comprehensive planning of the
Superlor Court Lunctlowg and rcsource allocations. The consulting
firm W¢ll make rcconwendations for:

(a) improving the effectliveness and efficiency of
overall court administration planning, programn
and management;

(b) the effective utilizdion of manpower resources
and facllities; )

(¢) improvement of services provided to the people of
King County through expedited disposition of
criminal and clvil cases, with subseguent reduction
of Time spent by litlﬂanto, witnesses, attorneys‘

nd Jurors.

The consultants wilill review job functicns and classifications
throughout the Superior Court, as well as the Sdlary plan and
levels of compensation. : :

13.B. SUMMARY OF BUDGE R .
(Enter totals from budget pagzs 1-3)
Contri- Appro—
buted Goods priated Other Grant
-.—and Services Funds Tunds Reguest Total
a. Personnel .
Compensation o I e 3332
b.  Consultants ]~ oD GO, 02 23 soO
c.  Travel
d.  Equiprent
e. Supplies and
. > (,) N, -y
‘Operating Exp. 725 A
. Totals -r.-\ /j Ve L/ [f.- 6\1’ Nt ,", ||/‘r'




=45~

W3
r~
9]

(b3

T

FULL STATHNETR OF PLOJECT
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to permit full understanding of cbjectives, and refer to any pertinent
known work or cfforts by others to zccomplish these sbjectives.
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14, The major focus of thé proposed.project

will be a broad study and evaluation of the planning,
programning and managerial system of the Superior
Court. Of particular concern will be recommendations
for developlng an adminsitrative system which malntains
the judicial independence of the court, while at the
same time frees the Jjudiciary from unnecessary involve-
ment in the nonlegal; day~to~day business of the

courtd sysfem.

A review of Superior Court data for the five
calendar years 1967 through 1971 reveals overall
increases of 39 percent in the number of full»time staff
positions, 13 per cen®t in the number of new petitions
filed, and 76 percent in the amount of moneys allocated
to funé the Superior Court system. (See Appendices A,
B, and C respectively, for more completed summaries of
each calendar year involved). |

The Superior Court civil 24 criminal departments

f’noted major iIncreases of 27 per cent and 73 per ceht,
respéctively, in new petitions filed. (See Appendix B).

Decreases’in the number of new petitions filed were

experienced in the following departments: Probate.(~6%);

‘Mental Illness (-11%); Adoptlon (-16%); Guardianships (-25%).



However, these departments do not represent 2 wmajor part
of the court workleoad. The net overall result has been a

13 per cent increase in new petitions filed.

Decreases within the Juvenile Department of the
Superior Court of the nuamber of children detained (-11%) and the
average daily population (-23%), average probation caseloads
(-47%) and the number of cases referred, legally disposed of
and tabulated (~6%) do not reflect a diminishing need for juve-

nile court services. Rather, these data reflect (1) a new, in-
tensive level ol diagnostic crisis and screening services pro-

vided clients and tamilies prior to their legal involvement in

the juvenile court system, (2) a cnange in the type of children
serviced from the traditional delinguent and devendent childl

to the more difficult to manage 'rebellious'" child, (3) a more
intensive probeationary service that can only be provided by xre-
duced caseloads. (See Appendix D.)

The degrees and divections of changing services and
caseloads, the tremendous expansion in the number of staff

.positions in the Juvenile Department, as well as marked in-

creases in the amount of funding for the court system, are
cogent reasons for completing a comprehensive study and evalu-
ation of the programming, management and administration of the
Superior Court system at the present time. Recommendations
from the proposed survey will result in more orderly short and
long-range planning to enable the court to administer justice
more cffectively and efficiently. -

While most Superior Court employees receive employ~
ment and fringe benefits identical to those received by other
King County employees, personnel of the Superior Court are
not classified as Career Service employees nor are they sub- -
ject to the County Charter. Rather, they serve the court at
the discretion of the judiciary, which is considered neces-
sary to support the independence of that branch of government.

Since the Superior Court must provide services to the
people of the county by means of an effective work force, the
proposed survey will have as one of its goals recommendations
for employing, classifying, compensating, promoting aund re-
taining Superior Court employees in a professional manner,

1 ‘ : v .

Effective January 1, 1972, the responsibility of planning
for dependent children was transferred.firom the King County
Juvenile Court to the Department of Social and Health Services.
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that is cguitable Lo the employees, and that insures Lthe em-
ployment and retention of the most capable and best qualified
personnal within the Superior Court system. Certain jobs and
functionsg within the Superior Court are set by statute. . However,
85 perwanent, full-time positions will be included in the class-
ification. : -

The Juvenile Department of the Superior Court is housed
at the Youth Service Ceuter and thus is geographically separated
from the rest of the Superior Court. It has, by far, the largexr
budget and staff, A director end administrator are assigned to
manage the operations of the Juvenile Department. Two hundred
sixty-eight permanent positions, plus 20 full-time Public Employ-
meit Program positions within the Juvenile Department will be
included in the survey. Thus, the potential number of Superior
and Juvenile Departmasnt court positicns to be surveyed will tota
373. (Sece Appendix E for list of all positions to be included
in the survey.)

Proposed Schedule:

¥

Consulting request preparation, mailing, '
bid review and acceptance 2 mos.

Consultation/interviews with Superior
Court staff. 4 mos..

Preparation and submission of results
and recummendation : 2 mos.

It is anticipated that the consultant's recommendations
will be evaluated in time for inclusion in tne 1574 county
budget. This would mean a desirable completion date of mid-1973.

Organization of the Court '

The judiciary is administered by an Executive Committee
of five Superior Court judges who are elected annually to serve
on the Executive Committee for one yvear. This Executive Con-
mittee is responsible for managing the business of the Superior
Couxrt. Specific responsibilities include the designation and
determination of responsibilities of committees and the assign-
ment of the judges to such committees, nomination of one member
of the bench as Presiding Judge. All actions of the Executive
gommittee are subject to the approval of the entire King County

ench. : : .

Seven departments comprise the Superior Court for King
County: ‘ ’

-~

(1) Denartment of Presidins Judee This is an elec-

tive position oL six months' duracion, rencwable for one term,
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Duties and responsibilitics include the owverall coordination
and operation of the entire Superior Court for King County.

(2) Juvenile Department. Five judges are elected
to the Juvenile Court Committee, one of whom is-elected to
serve as chairman of the Juvenile Court Committee, and, con=-
comitantly, as chairman of the board of Managersl for the
Juvenile Cour These two govern ing bodies are responsible

for managing aﬂd adninistating Lh Juvenile Court and the

Youth Service Center.

(3) Probate Department. Four judzes are elected to
serve as probate judges and they sit for cone month each in
rotating order on the probate calendazr. One is selected to
be chairman of the probate committee., This committee 1s re-
sponsible for conducting the business and for establishing
the policies of the Probate Department.

(4) Special Calendars Dezpartment. Three juages are
elected annually to serve on the ramily Law.and MMental I1ll-
ness Committee. This coxmittee is responsible for directing

‘and supervising the functions of the Special Calendars Depart-

ment.

(5) Motion and Show Cause Department. The Presiding
Judge appoints a dirrerent judge each month on a rotatinb, basis
to preside over the Motion and Show Cguse Department.

(6) Pretrial Department. One judge is elected to
preside over the pretridL department.

(7) Settlement Conference Department. One judge is
elected to preside over the settlement conierence department.

1 , | . :
RCW 13.20.101 authorizes the Superior Court of any Class AA
county to appoint four citizens to serve on the Juvenile Court
Board of Managers, along with the chairman judge of the Juve-
nile Department to. administer (with approval and authority of
the Superior Court) the probation and detention services for
delinquent and dependent children coming under the Jurlsdchlon
of the Juvonllo Court. ‘ ,
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APPENDIX A

NUMPER OF FULL-TIME-PERMANENT POSITIONS
5-YEAR SUMMARY (1967-1971)

1967 1968 1969 1970 1971

% Change
over 5 vrs.

King County Juvenile Court 184 186 197 2361 2682

1

+477
King County Superior Court 93 100 99° 116 117 +23%
Total 277 286 296 352 385 +39%
Includes 28 State probation subsidy positions.
2
Includes 27 state probation sub51dy positions and 19 Publlc
Emplvyment Program (PEP) positions.
3

Beginning in 1969, four new judges were added to the Superior

Court bench to handle the increasing caseload.



-51~

APPENDIX B

NUMBER OF NEW PETTTIONS FILED FOR SUPERIOR COURT
5-YEAR SUMDMARY (1967-1971) '

Judges/Com~
missioners : . ' % Chang:
Assigned 1967 1963 1969 1970 1971 Over 5 v
19 civilt 20,889 21,476 23,898 25,256 26,622 +27%
6 Criminal 2,044 2,292 2,839 3,166 3,531  +73%
2 Juvenile 4,292 3,948 2,863 2,631 2,487 ~4.27,
1 Probate 4,736 4,831 4,576 4,632 4,429 ~ 6%
( Mental Illness 620 695 719 - 648 549 -11%
1 % Adoptions 1,428 1,553 1,542 1,473 1,201 ~16%
%

Guardianship 762 762 674 650 572 =25%



BUDGET ALLOCATIONS FOR OPERATIONS & MALNTENANCE & SALARIES & WAGES

Superior Court
‘Incl. Opcrations
& Mzintenance,
Salaries & Vages

- ouvenile Court

- Incl., Cperations
& rMainktenance,
Salaries & Wages

Total

APPENDIX C

5-YEAR SUMMARY (1967-1971)

% Change

1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 Over 5 vyrs.
$1,274,255 $1,403,913 $1,547,548 $1,963,647 $2,072,522 +637%
1,274,670 1,449,950 1,659,180 2,164,965 2,411,385 +89%
+76%

2,545,925

2,853,893

3,206,728 4,128,612 4,483,907

'

.-zg..
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APPENDIX D

JUYEHILE DEPARTHENT CASELOAD -

5-YEAR SUMMARY (1867 - 1971)

% Change

1957 1963 1969 1970 1971 over 5 Yeers

Presented to

Admissions 1

for Datention 5,470 4,904 6,791 C424%
Detention

Admissions 5,061 5,165 4,219 3,901 4,479 -11%
Average Daily

Datention ;

Population 162 160 148 136 124 -23%
.Average Caseload ; ‘

Probation 43 39 356 -3 23 -47%

Investigation? 46 45 ~ | 52 +13%
Cases Referred, .

Disposed and- .

- Tabulated ’ - ' '

(Dep/Del/Misc.) 8,792 8,101 8,252 7,911 8,297 - 6%

Traffic Cases 12,182 11,837 10,197 11,839 15,975 C+319

IThe number of cases presented to Admissions for detention is not available for
the years 1967 and 1968 since Detention Screening services werz iy st wnwtatﬁd in
Tate 1968.

2Thg Investigation Divison mevged with the Pravatian DlV1SIOn in 1969 and ]970,
thus, no average cascload figures are available for these years :
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15, BUDZET

© CATLGORY A. PIRSCHUIL COUZENSATION

hLppro-
7% Time | Annual priased| Other Grant Total
Employees (List ench positien) | Deveted| Szlavy Funds | ruads™ | Reguost Cost
Review of Appropriate ' -
positions within Superior/ f
Juvenile Court variousl
s at $o/nr
Estimated at 500 hours 20/ 3,000 3,000 _ 3,000
Superior Court Administrador . ,
for four months 202 20,000 | 1,333 1,333
Secretary 109 7,460 249 - 249
(o] : ) - ——
Emplovee beznafits, FICA, é%%:)ﬁ 756 756
Total Personnel Cecmpensation ’ .
; s ~ 5,338 ‘ | 5,338

Justification and Explanation:

The survey team will need to interview appfopriate full-time, permanent

. employees of the Superior Court at least twice; once to obtain input about

Job classification and duules- and once to ascertaln that the collected

" data was not invaglidated in tno process of organlzing and standardizing the

information provided about each position. The time required for each
interview will vary according to the complexity of tasks associated with
each position. Certain staff hold. "key" positions within the Superior '
Court sys tem and, therefore, vis avls the survey; and thus considerable

fime wlll be required of them to initiate and to assure successful completion

of the survey process.

*FTunds from other state agencies or private sources may be includ Do nat inclu
other faderal funds, except funds received under the Daﬂonstratloﬂ C‘tiES and Metro
politan Devaelopment Act of 1906. The source of any such funds should be specified,

ide

oot ean
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—— o i b O a4 S

imlo ov
Consulitants (List Uy dindivideal| jenlar oy for foeros
or tymad ol Doy PEUEE
PSR A - o
Management consulta-t ]

firm to be selected

75,000,

Total Consultants

N

;/,,/’

15,000

60,000

75,000

Justification and Explanation:

When.the grant is approved, competitive, open bidding will be ﬁtiliéed to
obtain proposals from management consultant firms knowledgeable in the

judicial field.
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PR e i
Zguiprmznt (Liealze any nalor priated Ofthor Crans lozal
Mchnsas o lease) Tunds Fuands® Paonesn Cost
Total Equipment
Justification and Explanation:

None anticipated.
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15, rvnnnt (continved)
Ikt S L

e e ot o

.. S e . Shitey L Tare memyeengy
S!.;C)FLLE.:‘Q AND QYERATLNG EXTLNS

L R

e ot s P it o ki 2 2 0 o e et e o

, Lonto-
. 3 Y i e m N i m S m §Yas PERNN [N SR | 0..;.,- C""'\'
® Supplics wad Gporating Uxpenses priated chier rant
) M . . "(‘ - g~ e
(Icamioe by catonory) Tunds Fundgs Fomuost
B S b g g 3 . i B snaporint B e St e St it 27 ——

g i 4 e i i S

iaglas

-
.
Cas?t

Office space 2 ea., 150 sq.

e i b e o s e s e e e e

ft. at §5/sq.ft for 4 mos. 500. 00

Office Turiishitgs 27 eda., at
6/mo. for 4 mos.

48.00

. 500.00
48.00

s
Téleplidne at $7.307m6. for &

+ 815, dinstallation che. Is5 .00

45.00 _ _

mos._- —
Eiégtrlc tvgcwflter, leased

for & mos. at 525700 100.00

. 100.00 .

Misc, Office Supplies at $3/
mo. for 5_mos

15,00

15.00
PY .

" Total Supplies and Operating
Expenses ‘

708.00 .

: | 708.00

Justification and Explanation:

Necessary facilities and supplies will be vequired during the study phase since

the firm will have to be on site to efficiently conduct the ne
views and review of existing systems and procedures.
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