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2013 SC-CMS Talking Points
What is SC-CMS? A joint effort of the superior court community, including judges, court administrators, county clerks and AOC to acquire, implement, and centrally host a statewide, full-featured, commercial case management system for the superior courts. The success of this new system is vital to the efficiency and effectiveness of the superior courts. 

What is SCOMIS? Superior Court Management Information System (SCOMIS) is a 35 year old mainframe system. Provides a docketing system used for data entry by the County Clerks in support of the courts. Provides minimal case management and calendaring functionality.   
SC-CMS Project Phases and Project Stoplights (require a go/no go decision to move forward)

· Feasibility Study
· Project Stoplight

· Phase 1: RFP Development and System Acquisition (Sept 2011 – May 2013)

· Apparent Successful Vendor Award (February 2013)

· Project Stoplight

· Phase 2: Configuration and Validation (May 2013-June 2015)

· Project Stoplight

· Phase 3: Local Implementation and Preparation (May 2013 – Feb 2018)

· Project Stoplight

· Phase 4: Pilot Implementation (Jan 2015 – Jul 2015)

· Project Stoplight

· Phase 5: Statewide Rollout (July 2015- July 2018)
Will SC-CMS Meet Needs of Washington State Superior Courts?

· After analyzing multiple options in the feasibility study, a statewide commercial off-the-shelf system, centrally hosted was recommended to and approved by the JISC as the lowest risk and least costly approach for a new case management system.
· In December 2012, the Superior Court Judges Association (SCJA), the Washington State Court Administrators (WSCA), and the Washington Association of County Clerks (WACC) in a collaborative effort confirmed that business requirements developed and documented for the SC-CMS project met the needs of all 39 county superior courts. 

· The approved business requirements were included in the RFP (a total of 463 Business Requirements, which include King County's business requirements).
· Based on vendor’s responses to the RFP (including customization, configuration, future release enhancements and proposed alternatives:

· Vendor 1 meets 98.7% of approved business requirements (including King County requirements)

· Vendor 2 meets 99.6% of approved business requirements (Including King County requirements)
Experience of Other States: 
· Numerous states and county jurisdictions have successfully deployed commercial off-the-shelf systems (COTS) for their case management.  
· These states have specifically implemented COTS from vendors who responded to our RFP:
	Minnesota
	South Dakota
	Oregon
	North Dakota
	New Hampshire

	New Mexico
	Maryland
	Arizona
	Indiana
	


· These states have consistently reported increased productivity and efficiency as a direct result of the COTS functionality. 
· They are able to manage increasing workloads with reduced staffing and budgets. 
Benefits: 

For Judges and Court Administrators:

· Increased transparency and reliability of judicial decisions.
· Improved information on prior convictions and other matters.
· Increased integration of relevant case histories.
· Improved communications within and between courts.
Improved access to information on all types of orders

For County Clerks:

· Quickly and efficiently maintain court records.

· Report and view case docket, schedule, status, progress, and case party information.

· Potential to enable public access per statute and court rule.

· Effectively manage clerk resources.

For AOC and Judicial Information Systems Committee (JISC)

· Replace a 35 year old critical mainframe system in the JIS Portfolio with a modern web-based system.
· Improve our ability to respond to requests for system changes and research requests more  efficiently.
Indirect Benefits: Public/Attorneys/Partner Agencies

· Provide more complete and user friendly information.
· Easier to implement Legislative decisions and priorities.
· Ability to more easily access court information.
Challenges: 
· Vendor bids are significantly higher than 2010 Feasibility Study, but are comparable with bids recently received by other states.  
· The final price will not be known until contract negotiations are completed. It is anticipated that the cost will only go down as a result of negotiations.  
· Feasibility study was only based on limited information known at the time with high degree of uncertainty concerning cost, scope and schedule.  
· Project risks to the vendors were not known or considered in the feasibility study.

· Most recent vendor contracts were not available to MTG (consultant) who completed the Feasibility Study as vendors were in contract negotiations at the time.  
· The vendors included customization to meet the business requirements of the superior courts in their firm fixed price bid. The business requirements requiring customization (aka enhancements) will be embedded in the core application and therefore, supported by the vendor. 

· Final approved business requirements for all superior courts in 39 counties was not known and fully documented at the time of the Feasibility Study. 
· Vendor bid 1 - $29.5 million

· Vendor bid 2 - $33.0 million

· Stakeholders want assurance that a commercial off-the-shelf system will actually meet their business requirements. 
· Stakeholders’ willingness to adapt to a new system and a new way of doing things. Some court business processes will need to change. 

Funding:

· 13-15 Decision Package Request $11,300,000 for SC-CMS includes 22FTE. 

· Funds will be used to complete Phase 2 and begin Phase 3,4 and 5

· Request also includes funding to prepare for implementation of the new SC-CMS relating to existing JIS applications and needed infrastructure.

· Funding needed to ensure the success of this project is currently available in the JIS account. 

· The cost of doing nothing is far greater than the cost of doing something now. 
