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JUDICIAL INFORMATION SYSTEM COMMITTEE (JISC)

December 03, 2010
9:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m.
AQOC Office, SeaTac, WA

Draft Meeting Minutes

Members Present: Members Absent:
Justice Mary Fairhurst, Chair Chief Robert Berg
Mr. Larry Barker Mr. Jeff Hall

Ms. Linda Bell Mr. Marc Lampson
Judge James Heller Mr. Steward Menefee

Mr. William Holmes
Mr. N. F. Jackson (phone)

Mr. Rich Johnson Staff Present:

Judge J. Robert Leach Mr. Kevin Ammons
Judge Steven Rosen Mr. Bill Burke

Judge Michael Trickey Mr. Bill Cogswell
Ms. Yolande Williams Mr. Marty Derksema
Ms. Siri Woods (phone) Ms. Vonnie Diseth
Judge Thomas J. Wynne, Co-chair Ms. Kate Kruller

Ms. Vicky Marin
Ms. Melanie McAleenan
Ms. Heather Morford

Guests Present:
Mr. Sanjeev Batta - Cayzen

Ms. Betty Gould (phone)
Ms. Lynne Jacobs Mr. Mark Oldenburg

Ms. Marti Maxwell Ms. Pam Payned
Mr. Brian Rowe - ATJ Mr. Ramsey Radwan

Mr. Chris Shambro (phone) Mr. Mike WE}:Sh
Mr. Kevin Stock mr. Eralg V\\/(ls.on
Ms. Amy Vance r. Kumar Yajamanam

Mr. Joe Wheeler - MTG Ms. Deven Zipp

Call to Order
Justice Fairhurst called the meeting to order at 9:00 a.m. and introductions were made.
Approval of October Meeting Minutes

Justice Fairhurst asked if there were any changes or comments to the draft minutes from the October
27, 2010 meeting.

Mr. William Holmes addressed his previous recommendation regarding the importance of the juvenile
court clerks being considered for the superior court case management system and recalled Judge Heller
also mentioning the same regarding Courts of Limited Jurisdiction and did not see that mentioned in the
notes. (Staff followed up and confirmed the October 1, 2010 special session minutes do capture the
recommendations made by Judge Heller and Mr. Holmes.)

With no changes, Justice Fairhurst approved the October 27, 2010 minutes.

Budget Status Update

Mr. Ramsey Radwan gave the budget status update. This month we have the green sheet update, a
snapshot of the total biennial amount allocated compared to the amount expended and the amount
obligated through October 31, 2010, and then the variance.
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The changes between the last report and this month are reflective of staff from Vonnie’s group and staff
from my group getting together to every contract. Each work order was reviewed to be sure each one is
in the correct operational plan line item. We will have a six month update at the next meeting.

Mr. Radwan presented the budget timeline. This chart depicts timeframes for the supplemental and
biennial budget development, legislative session, calendar year, fiscal year and what | have preliminarily
deemed as project planning and how all of that relates to JISC meetings, Supreme Court budget
committee meetings, as well as Supreme Court en banc meetings. All budget submittals that run
through either the court’s budget or the AOC budget must be approved by the full court.

What we wanted to point out here is how we compile all the requests into a queue and the timeframe
that must be met in order to ensure all groups have enough time to make sound recommendations and
decisions. This is a draft to help initiate a process for supplemental and biennial budget requests going
forward.

Legislative Update

As follow-up to the recent elections, Ms. Mellani McAleenan gave a legislative update. Leadership in the
House and the Senate is not changing hands. However, the Republicans did pick up seats in both the
House and the Senate. Senator Prentice, the current Ways and Means Budget Chair, has announced
that she is going to run for President Pro Tem. That is the person who runs the show when the Lt.
Governor isn't available. This means that she won't be the Budget Chair anymore. Senator Ed Murray
from Seattle has announced his desire for that seat. The majority leader’s control remains the same.
Senator Brown will remain majority leader in the Senate and Speaker Chopp will retain control of the
House. The majority leader’s position in the House will change because Lynn Kessler has retired. Pat
Sullivan will take her place. The minority leaders will remain unchanged. Because of the budget
situation, there is a possibility that they will do a special session.

ISD Status Update

Ms. Vonnie Diseth gave highlights on the project activity happening in ISD. The current report is through
the end of October. Some of you who are actively involved in some of the projects may have newer
information than what is reported in this report and may know different things that are going on or new
events that have come up since the date of this report. 1 just want to remind you that when you see a
discrepancy in something, please make sure you're looking at what the reporting period is. Often times,
the report timing is the reason for the discrepancy.

Please take a look at the last two projects. The Superior Court Management Feasibility Study (SCMFS)
project was Yellow with there being some issues of moderate impact. The Vehicle Related Violations
(VRV) — as of October, you will see a green dot showing it active and the schedule and everything is on
track. That situation has changed since this reporting period. The current status is that it should be
yellow because there is a schedule change for on boarding of new courts.

Vonnie then did introductions of several new staff that were hired in the last month. Mark Oldenburg
and Marty Derksema are two new Business Analysts. Craig Wilson is the new Portfolio Manager. She
mentioned that there had been some turnover in the project management area. Kathy Wyer accepted
the offer to be the new Court Education Manager in Dirk Marler's Judicial Services Division (JSD). Jody
Graham, our PMO manager, decided to retire. We now have a vacancy there. Deven Zipp, our Project
Manager on the Superior Court Management Feasibility Study, is unfortunately leaving to take a position
with Department of Health. The good news is that we had just hired three new Project Managers, so the
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timing was good for them to step right in. The three new Project Managers are: Mike Walsh, Bill Burke
and Kate Kruller. Mike will be taking over the VRV and RMS projects. Bill is taking over the Superior
Court Data Exchange (SCDX) project and Kate will be taking over the Superior Court Management
Feasibility Study (SCMFS). In addition, we have two contracted Project Manager’'s who are not here
today. But, they are also helping us work on other projects. There are two more vacancies on the
Project Management team that we will continue to fill.

Justice Mary Fairhurst commented that this turnover creates an opportunity for us to bring in new
people. The work being done is very transferrable. We have the substantive expertise at the table --- in
the CLUGs and in our customers. And, we have the IT professionals — the Project Management
expertise and the Business Analyst expertise in the new staff who are coming here. | want to welcome
everyone who’s joining us. We look forward to working with you and learning from you and having you
help us be the success that we want to be. And that is our vision, so thank you.

Ms. Vonnie Diseth continued with an update on the Operational Activities. One of the major changes
that we’re working on, is improving the communications with Department of Licensing (DOL) and
working to monitor progress on outstanding issues. We have had many significant issues since the
summer with the lack of communications with DOL. When they’'ve had issues with their system, they
have not consistently communicated with us what those issues are. Over the past month, since the
November time period, Marcus Bailey, DOL'’s interim CIO, and | agreed to get our technical teams
together on a regular basis to discuss and resolve the issues. The ISD and DOL technical staffs are
meeting every two weeks to discuss system changes that are underway at DOL and how they impact us
and the court community. We are working with them to make sure DOL understands how their changes
impacts us and what we need to know and when we need to know it, so that we can communicate with
our customers and let them know ahead of time that something is happening. The teams have created
a list of outstanding issues and are tracking their status. We are looking at finding a common place
where DOL, the courts, and AOC can go to see the list.

Ms. Vonnie Diseth reported next on the priority project reports, and specifically talked about the 3 top
priority projects that we are involved in.

#1. Superior Court Management Feasibility Study (SCMFS)

The project team has been working with stakeholders on defining the project scope. AOC Project
Manager, Deven Zipp, recently updated the SCMFS Project scope diagram — using input from the Court
Clerk community and produced the finalized document approved at the Executive Sponsor Committee
(ESC) meeting. *(ESC Scope Statement Scope Diagram attached at end of document)

Remember, a risk had been identified independently by three different groups (the Superior Court
Judges Association (SCJA), the project team, and the vendor (MTG) --- all coming to the same
conclusion: The SCMFS Project did not have the clerks participating on the project. Judge Warning
then attended the Clerks Association meeting on September 23, 2010 and extended the invitation to the
clerks to participate in the process as equal partners.

While these conversations took place, the project team continued with requirements gathering and
validation with the judges and court administrators. An Executive Sponsor Committee (ESC) was
formed and comprised of representatives from the judge, administrator and clerk communities. This
committee would help the project team resolve issues and make decisions.

The updated SCMFS Project scope diagram was presented at this JISC meeting as a result. The
document comprises the ability to meet the business needs of the Superior Courts for managing
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caseflow, calendaring, participant/party information tracking, case records and relevant disposition
service functions in support of judicial decision making, scheduling and case management.

Justice Fairhurst allowed time for the JISC membership to discuss the SCMFS Project scope diagram
and ask questions. Discussion covered that the number of scope elements had increased with the clerk
input. The ESC had approved the scope diagram as presented. Anything that did not have an X or an
arrow was being recommended now to be included as part of the scope. Anything with an arrow was
determined not to be a business function --- but may still be addressed in a technical or non-functional
area. To be thorough, the feasibility study vendor will confirm whether items that had been ruled out of
the scope were offered as options in the various software systems on the market. Questions were
fielded on the life cycle of this type of software, local vs. central business processes, preventing scope
creep, integration, keeping the Juvenile Court Clerk processes in mind and budget impacts (high level
cost estimates coming no later than March).

Justice Fairhurst reminded JISC members that this is a feasibility study. “The clerks are now onboard,
so we have a different request... ... we’re now looking at a system that will work for both the clerks and
judges.” Fairhurst added, this is not procurement, “... It's what we’re going to look at to determine what
options we will consider without knowing what we’re going to do until we get the feasibility study back.”

Ms. Vonnie Diseth requested a JISC vote to approve the SCMFS Project Scope as depicted in the
diagram. The JISC approved the SCMFS Project scope.

#2. Vehicle Related Violations (VRV)

Ms. Vonnie Diseth introduced Mike Walsh as the project manager for VRV and Record Management
System (RMS) projects. She explained briefly why the VRV on boarding schedule was pushed back
and that it was due to DIS key critical resources needing to focus their time and efforts on the changes
to JINDEX brought about by the RMS project and a time constraint with their contractor.

Ms. Diseth also reported that she sent e-mail correspondence to the courts impacted explaining the
delay to the on board schedule. She also has scheduled follow up conference calls with Issaquah,
Kirkland, and Lakewood municipal courts to solicit feedback.

Vonnie then added that for those same reasons the April and May 2011 are our current target dates and
that Mike Walsh is on the RMS project team and will report back to the JISC with updates.

#3 Superior Court Data Exchange

Ms. Vonnie Diseth presented an update on the current state and challenges for the Superior Court Data
Exchange (SCDX) project. We are looking at a different approach and are evaluating estimates and
timelines to decide on options and which direction we want to go. Then, we will be able to put some
numbers to that and come back to the JISC with what the new recommended approach is.

Ms. Yolande Williams asked the question: what’s changed between then and now that has us
reassessing the direction that we want to go before we move forward?

Ms. Vonnie Diseth replied: What changed is that we have more knowledge now on how much effort is
involved in doing the approach that was laid out to be done on this project. There are 22 screens that
translate into 58 services that have to be built. Based on looking at the VRV project that was completed
and how long it took to build those services. Taking that information and extrapolating it to the work that
needed to be done for the SCDX — came out to a huge number that extended way beyond June of 2011.
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So, the team is looking at that and saying this approach and plan isn’t going to work in the time allotted.
It is a viable long term approach of where we need to be. But, for a short term approach of trying to deal
with the Pierce County’s duplicate data entry issue and to get that data exchange going with Pierce
County sooner rather than later --- we simply have to look at other options. Continuing with the current
plan is not acceptable due to the timeline. The other reason we need to reassess the approach is that
the current plan is laid out using the “waterfall” approach. That approach dictates that you do all the
business requirements gathering and analysis for the entire system (all the business functions) first,
followed by the development/coding, testing, and implementation. That entire process can take months
or even years before any value is ever delivered to the customer. So, if there is a problem with the
technical architecture or process, it is not discovered until the very end. In an iterative development
process, the functions are broken down into bite size releases that deliver specific functionality to the
customer more quickly. With each new iteration, you are building on the successful delivery of the prior
release. Your odds of success are greater, risks are reduced, and the customer is more satisfied
because they are seeing results much more quickly.

Looking at the work that needed to be done on the project under the current approach, we would not
begin any coding or development work for another year out. So, what the technical team wanted to look
at is changing that approach, and working more closely with the Pierce County technical staff to pick
some critical services that we can build from beginning to end to test the technical design and
architecture to ensure that it will work as expected. This will enable us to prove the concept will work
and that we can get a DX with Pierce County going. It is an iterative approach that will allow us to build
upon that success. We're trying to lay out a plan so that a short term solution that meets the Pierce
County need can still evolve it into the long term solution for any court wanting to use the exchange.

Mr. Rich Johnson summarized by saying that Vonnie and | have been communicating quite a bit about
this. At the time the project began, no one really had the knowledge and clear understanding of what all
was involved and | think that led to an under estimation of the scope and time associated with the
project. Unfortunately, that maybe didn’'t come to our attention as soon as we would have liked. But
now that it is here, what we're saying is that we need to meet this need that's been there for a long time
and we can do that with a more simplistic approach.

Ms. Vonnie Diseth closed with the request to hold off the detail of this conversation --- because the
technical team is still working on the options and getting answers. I1SD also needs to meet with Pierce
County and get their input and work with Kevin and his technical team to discuss what the best solution
of those options are and how we should go forward together. Based on the findings, we will put together
more detailed information to come back to the JISC and be prepared to talk about the short and long
term approach options.

Committee Reports

Data Management Steering Committee

Mr. Rich Johnson reported that we pretty much have already received the report on the projects. He
focused his comments on how this impacts the committee; how the committee impacts this and the
interrelationships associated with the projects and the committee.

| think the difficult part (I'll speak for the committee as the Chair) is that as a committee we have (and
several JISC members are on this committee) have really worked hard to engage ourselves with the
project manager, with the projects. | believe there was a communication breakdown in addition to some
of the other things we've already identified as far as uncertainties and estimates. | think coming out of
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this, at least from the committee standpoint, the focus probably needs to be on how we do a better job of
communicating when there are problems or issues with ongoing projects.

The DMSC will meet next week to talk about some other things; but probably most important is an ITG
request for expanding the data warehouse to include accounting data. There’s a need out there at both
the Superior Court and District and Municipal Court levels to get some accounting reports. We now
have that project that's been analyzed and came back to us and we said we wanted to reanalyze and
we got back another trimmed down version that | believe will ultimately get to this group for action.

Data Dissemination Committee

Judge Thomas Wynne reported on the Data Dissemination met after our October JISC meeting and we
discussed one issue left over from the public case search workgroup, and that is probable cause
hearings, as they appear on the public website. We did not reach a consensus on that; we have a
possible solution and we’re going to have to meet again to see if that possible solution is feasible.

Justice Fairhurst reported on two quick updates: One on GR30 and the electronic tickets. The rules
committee has determined to publish it for 60 days, an expedited comment period. On GR31, which
was the Public Records Act, this body was concerned about having GR31 amended and what it did to
the court records and everything that had been accomplished originally in the GR31, and so we have
given feedback to BJA suggesting two rules. That there be a separate rule that deals with the Public
Records Act and that GR31 is written stay as it is, with some minor tweaks so that it corresponds.

| did hear from Judge Marlin Appelwick yesterday and he was not sensing any objection to having a
separate rule. They will be discussing it next Friday at the BJA. Judge Wynne is planning as Data
Dissemination Chair to represent JISC at that presentation.

JISC Baseline Service Level Workgroup Update

Ms. Vonnie Diseth reported the workgroup meets every three weeks. We’'ve had three meetings thus far.
It was agreed that we had to have a quorum of four people to hold the meetings. The group has been
working through identifying the business services as a whole, and working through that we've
established some criteria, but not all. Discussion at the next meeting will include establishing the criteria
for making the difficult decisions of what should be local and what shouldn’t be local. Again, we’re trying
to keep in sync with the information that the superior court feasibility study group is using, as well. The
expectation has been set for the committee to have the preliminary draft report ready in January. With
the final report due out in March.

IT Governance

Mr. Kevin Ammons provided the IT Governance update. He began by reminding the committee that the
statistics are compiled on the 15" day of each month, so the numbers presented are slightly out of date.
The data is showing that more of the requests are past the analysis stage of the process and are
reaching the point where they can be authorized to proceed by the JISC, or under delegated authority.

Mr. Ammons then turned to ITG Request #018 — Add a Code for a Victim of Identity Theft. This request
was initiated by the JISC at its August meeting with the adoption of the recommendations of the Public
Case Search Work Group. The request sought to add a code to identify a victim of identity theft so that
when a case appears on the public case search, the person is clearly identified as being a victim of
identity theft and not the defendant. The AOC analysis team has determined that adding this code
would not achieve the desired effect. Instead, the AOC analysis recommends that this issue be
resolved through a business process at the courts.
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Justice Fairhurst clarified that the request was coming to the JISC because it had been initiated by the
JISC, not because it was at the stage for JISC to decide whether or not to authorize the request.

Judge Wynne stated that the proposed business process may not be satisfactory as it would not affect
the cases already in the system. He also asked how we would educate the court clerks to ensure the
business process achieved the desired results.

Mr. Ammons explained that Court Education Services would be responsible for providing the information
on the business process to address these situations.

Justice Fairhurst suggested that the analysis be sent to the Data Dissemination Committee to decide
how to proceed with the request. She asked for consensus from the JISC that the Data Dissemination
Committee be authorized to look at the analysis and decide how to proceed without coming back
through the JISC. All members agreed.

Ms. Vicky Marin asked the members to look at ITG Request #026 — Prioritize Restitution Recipients.
She stated that this request was a companion to Request #031 that had been presented at the October
27, 2010 meeting. The CLJ CLUG prioritized these requests together, as recommended in the AOC
analysis, as their current top priority.

Justice Fairhurst stated that the committee should hold the request and instead discuss the review cycle
for requests. She asked if other requests would be ready for the January JISC meeting. Mr. Rich
Johnson stated that the Multi-level CLUG would likely have other requests that would be ready for the
next JISC meeting.

Mr. Bill Cogswell stated that there are both short and long term considerations to the issue of how often
requests should be prioritized. He continued to say the ISD is producing a draft proposal on how to do

fund allocation and scheduling of approved ITG requests. This draft proposal will contain a matrix that

takes into consideration the size and type of project along with how often those types of projects should
be considered.

Ms. Vonnie Diseth told the JISC that ISD is in the process of looking at all of the projects underway or
planned in ISD and identifying the dependencies amongst those projects. In addition, ISD is working on
a resource utilization list to identify how much staff time is committed versus how much is available for
new projects. She stated that these could be used to provide a visual indication of where resources are
under-utilized and available for project work.

Justice Fairhurst suggested that the JISC was not ready to decide on any request at this meeting.
Instead, she felt that the item should be discussed at the January meeting, or possibly a special
meeting. That would provide time to get the materials early and make strategic decisions.

Mr. William Holmes stated that the Superior Court CLUG wanted to know what their budget level was
and that that was a concern for the CLUG as it tried to make decisions.

Mr. Rich Johnson suggested that the community work to get as many requests pushed forward as
possible so the JISC could decide what projects to accomplish by June 30".

Justice Fairhurst stated that the recommendation was for a special meeting in January to deal with the
issues and to replicate the tabletop discussion as much as possible. Ms. Diseth suggested that the
meeting be held later in January. Based on input from Ms. Pam Payne, Justice Fairhurst asked all
members to communicate their availability for January 21* to Ms. Payne.
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Ms. Vicky Marin then moved the discussion to the stakeholder comment process. She reminded the
JISC that at the October 27 meeting the committee adopted a stakeholder notification and comment
process and the draft policy in the meeting packet was to implement the process.

Mr. William Holmes moved to accept the draft policy. Judge Thomas Wynne seconded the motion. The
motion passed unanimously, Justice Fairhurst noted for the record that Judge Steve Rosen, Judge
James Heller, Kevin Stock, and Yolande Williams had departed the meeting prior to the vote.

ISD Overview

Ms. Vonnie Diseth and Mr. Bill Cogswell presented to the JISC committee a high level overview of the
Information Services Division (ISD) structure. Ms. Diseth reminded the committee of who our current
customers are and what the mission of AOC is: “To advance the efficient and effective operation of the
Washington State Judicial System”.

Ms. Diseth gave an outline of the new organization structure showing a Tactical to Strategic Focus as
shown on slide 6 of the presentation. As part of the transformation new functions have been added,
these are listed under the Associate Director position.

This new structure will poise ISD in a strong position to deliver quality products and services to the court
communities.

Next Meeting

The next regular JISC meeting will be January 21, 2010, at the AOC SeaTac facility; from 9:00 a.m. —
3:00 p.m.

Adjournment

The meeting adjourned at 12:00 p.m.
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Constraint # 2

Once a project is
started by AOC it is
“In progress” &
should not be
stopped

Reality # 2

To effectively use
Internal resources
and get projects
completed, AOC must
be able to rely on the
JISC Priority List.
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Constraints and Considerations

Constraint # 3

Business Value always
drives the priority

Reality # 3

JISC determines the
priority of requests and
AQOC uses that priority to
effectively manage the
scheduling and
resources






Constraints and Considerations

Constraint #4

There will be AOC
resource “limits” on
projects

Reality # 4

There are no specific
allocations for
Internal AOC
resources.






Focus on Prioritization

Allowing the business values to drive priority will have
the outcome that the most important requests get

worked first.

et®
Roles and Re- 0‘?’“ aities
<o
JISC AOC
- Prioritize requests and decide - Match resources to the requests;
should be scheduled reports back to JISC
- Relies on the CLUG assigned - straightforward application of
priorities resources to priorities

- Allows that AOC can be flexible for - By knowing the true priority, AOC
future resource assignments will make the right decisions
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Washington State Administrative Office of the Courts IT Governance Initiative
Information Services Division

JISC Guidance on IT Governance Priorities, Exclusions

& Decision Criteria
Adopted at the June 25, 2010 JISC Meeting

Priorities: “What Matters”

The Judicial Information System Committee (JISC) has identified the following priorities to guide
decision-making on information technology (IT) requests.

> Provide Infrastructure

Supply court communities and AOC with the necessary hardware, network and other
infrastructure needed to access JIS.

» Maintain Portfolio
Maintain existing portfolio of JIS applications, providing baseline® functionality.

> Integrate to Inform

Enable data, applications and information to be shared and combined in meaningful
and useful ways.

> Modernize Applications
Replace, enhance and otherwise modernize JIS applications.

Exclusions: “Requests not considered in the JIS IT
Governance Process”

As IT requests are reviewed and evaluated as part of the new IT Governance process, certain
types of requests will be excluded? from consideration:

» Data that does not need to be shared.

> Practices that are not common or shared.

! Defining “baseline functionality” has been defined as an action item from the May 19, 2010 JISC Work Session.

2 Exclusions may change due to the outcome of future discussion and decisions about centralization and decentralization.

@We AOC-ISD Transformation Page 1 June 25, 2010





Washington State Administrative Office of the Courts IT Governance Initiative
Information Services Division

Criteria: “How to Choose”

JISC has identified the following high-level criteria to apply to IT requests. These criteria will be
applied when deciding between competing IT requests and to ensure requests align with the
priorities above.

v Enhance Access - provide better access to data and better access to Justice by
facilitating the exchange of data between databases and systems and provide reporting
that informs court stakeholders statewide.

Characteristics

= Support all court levels statewide (Data Exchanges, Reporting, Data, Images,
e-Applications such as e-Filing, etc.)

v Improve Decision-making — provide business tools to ensure all JIS users (the
bench, clerks, administrators and others) are better able to make necessary and
informed decisions and adhere to authorizing statutes, rules, policies and principles.

Characteristics
= Address all judicial roles: Bench, Clerks, Administrators, users/others
= Provide person-based information
= Compliance with RCW, WAC, Access to Justice Principles, JISC Rules, etc.

v Advance Performance - enable measurable improvements to business processes
provided by investments in automation of process and workflow. Qualitative
improvements result in enhanced trust and better outcomes in the Judicial process.

Characteristics
= Process improvements (e.g., automated process / workflow)
= Qualitative measures (e.g., outcomes, trust)
*= Reduced complexity

v Quantify Value — measure impacts to overall Judicial process and user
communities, through calculations such as Return on Investment (ROI), Cost Benefit
Analysis (CBA), Total Cost of Ownership (TCO), etc.

Characteristics
= Quantifiable ROI, CBA, TCO, etc.
* Reduced Risk

v Adherence to JISC Standards - established technology and data standards
provide a consistent basis for making IT investment decisions and building a high-
functioning, robust and cohesive technology and applications portfolio.

Characteristics
= Enterprise Architecture and Data standards, Buy/Build considerations, etc.

@We AOC-ISD Transformation Page 2 June 25, 2010






Washington State Administrative Office of the Courts IT Governance Initiative
Information Services Division

IT Governance Request Process — Recommend Step
“Scoring Criteria Guide”

Scoring
Criteria Scoring Criteria Description and Scoring Guide
Business 0-10 Benefits to court client staff / users represented by return on investment, net present
Value 10=hiah value, cost avoidance, cost reduction metrics.
- 0 = low business value and unclear linkages to JISC priorities, business plan and IT
strategy
10 = high business value and strong linkages to JISC priorities, business plan and
IT strategy
Relative 0-10 Priority ranking from community of interest.
Priority 10=high 0 = relatively low priority in relation to other requests
10 = a relatively high priority in relation to other requests
Cost 0-5 Total cost of effort; available funding sources; total cost of ownership.
5=low 0 = requires additional funding or complex funding sources (e.g., appropriation,
grants, cross-agency funding)
5 = low cost factor — able to accomplish effort with existing or budgeted funding
sources
Complexity / 0-10 Total consumption and availability of resources and volume, throughput, type of
Level of Effort 10=] activity, degree of introduced change, previous/existing successes.
=lo . - . . - .
W 0 = requires additional resources/expertise not available within ISD capacity
10 = low complexity — able to accomplish effort with existing resources; aligns with
technology infrastructure and supports enterprise architecture standards
Risk 0-5 Acceptability of Risk level based on risk analyses, and ability to mitigate and/or
- manage risks (assess both likelihood and level of risk.)
—ow 0 = high impact level and likelihood of risk occurring
5 = low impact level and likelihood of risk occurring
Breadth of 0-5 Supportive of consistent experience across Judicial space, avoidance of adverse
Benefits / _ consequences and function not previously provided, addressing incomplete
Impacts 5=broad | fynctions, extending capture/exchange of data.
0 = Request specific to a narrow scope of a single/few courts or jurisdictions
5 = Broad impact across courts, jurisdictions, or systems.
Impact of 0-5 Cost / Impact of not responding to the request now.
Doing Nothing 5= high 0 = workarounds exist
impact 5 = high negative impact if no response, no workarounds or workarounds not viable
Maximum Score: 50

v@ AOC-ISD Transformation







WASHINGTON

Administrative Office of the Courts

COURTS IT Governance
e e CLJ CLUG Priority List
(date)
IT Governance IT Request Priority List — January 11, 2011
Courts of Limited Jurisdiction Court Level User Group
Prioritized Requests
Priority Request # and Name Endorser IS @5 H/M/L
Delegated
1 #28 Parking and Vehlcle-ReIated Violations Case DMCMA Delegated High
Management Solution
2 #41 Remove CLJ Archiving and Purge Certain AOC J1SC High
Records
3 #39 Change CAR Screen to Prevent Charge .
Amendment when FTA Issued DMCMA Delegated High
4 #37 Comments Line on Bench Warrant DMCMA Delegated | Medium
5 #32 Batch Enter Attorneys DMCMA Delegated | Medium
6 #38 Transfer Code for Judgment Field DMCMA Delegated | Medium
7 #26/31 Prioritize Restitution Receipts and _
Combine True Names and Aliases for Time Pay DMCMA JIsC Medium
8 #35 Time Pay Removal Enhancement DMCMA Delegated Low
9 #57 Batch Remove Attorneys DMCMA Delegated Low
10 #33 Auto-Fill Date for Batch Docket Entry .
NOTE: Project initiated DMCMA Delegated | Medium
11 #23 Add Time Pay Information to Docket
NOTE: Scheduled DMCMA Delegated Low
12 #36 Docket Entry for Accounts Payable Put on Low
Hold DMCMA Delegated
NOTE: Authorized
13
Non Prioritized Requests Resulting From Non Unanimous Decisions
JISC or
Request # and Name Endorser Delegated







WASHINGTON Administrative Office of the Courts

COURTS IT Governance

pretites Superior CLUG Priority List

IT Governance IT Request Priority List

Superior Court Level User Group

Prioritized Requests

JISC or

Delegated H/M/L Date

Priority Request # and Name Endorser

# 50 — JRS Windows 7 Update County Clerks | Delegated H 12/02/10

#19 — Display Judgments as Part of Original Case AOC Delegated 09/09/10

#007 — Add CPG Number to SCOMIS AOC JISC H 01/12/11
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Non Prioritized Requests Resulting From Non Unanimous Decisions

Request # and Name Endorser IS e Date
Delegated







WASHINGTON

Administrative Office of the Courts

COURTS IT Governance
R A A Appellate CLUG Priority List
IT Governance IT Request Priority List
Appellate Level User Group
Prioritized Requests

Priority Request # and Name Endorser Dillgga(t)éd H/M/L Date

1 #45 Appellate e-Filing cOAExeC | isc H 01/13/11

2 #52 ACORDS Letter Modification COAEXEC | Delegated | M 01/13/11

3 #53 Modify ACORDS Table Download goorﬁnl?l)t(teece Delegated | M 01/13/11

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

Non Prioritized Requests Resulting From Non Unanimous Decisions
Request # and Name Endorser UG Date

Delegated







WASHINGTON

Administrative Office of the Courts

A\ COURTS IT Governance
S MCLUG Priority List
IT Governance IT Request Priority List
Multi-Court Level User Group
Prioritized Requests
Priority Request # and Name Endorser D‘]ISC or H/M/L DAt
elegated
1 # 022 Total on CAR Screen as it echoes back | DMCMA Delegated H 12/07/10
2 # 012 Adult Risk Assessment SCJA Delegated H 12/07/10
3 ivg?ShAOlcjcS(;untmg Data in the Data DMSC JISC H 01/05/11
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
Non Prioritized Requests Resulting From Non Unanimous Decisions
Request # and Name Endorser Dillig(]:a?er:d Date
# 003 View Images Across all Trial Courts SCJA JISC 12/07/10







WASHINGTON

COURTS

ITG Requests 013 —
Identify Juveniles as
Respondents in SCOMIS

Presented to the JISC as initiator of the
request after Superior Court Level User Group
decision to not recommend this request





Administrative Office of the Courts
JIS IT Governance Request

IT GOVERNANCE REQUEST DECISION

Recommend Decision (4" step)
From Superior Court Level User Group (SCLUG)

Court Level User Group | Superior Court Level User Group

Chair of Group Judge Jeanette Dalton (Kitsap Co.)

IT Request - #013 — Identify Juveniles as Respondents in SCOMIS

Endorser - JISC Workgroup

Date of Decision — January 12", 2011

Decision to O Approve (unanimously)
Recommend for | X Decline (unanimously)
Approval O Split Vote: moves forward to JISC with pros & cons

Prioritization of Request Declined request

. Impact
Business | Relative Complexity/ . Benefit | of Request
S i f Value Priority Cost | Level of Risk /Impact | Doing ettt
coring o (1-5) | Effort (1-5) : Score
(1-10) (1-10) 1-10 (1-5) Nothing 0-50
Request (1-10) @ws) | (©59

Pros & Cons (if
vote is not unanimous)

Additional Statements (attachments from X No = additional statements/attachments

other groups in support or additional information that

should go to the JISC for consideration) O Yes =additional statements/attachments

o *The group wishes the JISC to know that this request is too costly and carries
Additional too many risks at this time. If done, the request could take away resources
Notes from Superior Court Data Exchange and the group wasn’t willing to let this

request potential impact Superior Court Data Exchange resources .






Analysis of IT Governance Request #013
Identify Juveniles as Respondents in SCOMIS

Summary of Proposed Solution:

The solution that the Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) proposes would change
juveniles in SCOMIS Case Type 8s from Defendant (DEF) to Respondent (RSP). When
implemented, there will be a onetime update to the system changing juveniles on cases from
DEF to RSP. This request entails an extremely large amount of work effort because changing
how juveniles are labeled in SCOMIS will require changes in most of the applications supported
by AOC. The AOC has implemented a change to the public case search to address this issue
for users of the website. When a juvenile case is shown on the website, the juvenile is identified
as the respondent even though the data in SCOMIS shows them as the defendant.

Sizing:

The following estimate is based upon the best available information and does not include cost or
effort estimates for on-going maintenance of the enhancement. This analysis was approved by
AOC'’s Operations Control Board on December 16", 2010.

This enhancement would be accomplished by AOC'’s internal resources. The systems
affected by the change would be: SCOMIS, JIS, JCS, ACORDS and Data Warehouse.

AOC estimates that this project would take 22 - 28 months to complete. This is an
estimate of the duration of the project from the date work would begin on the project
until final implementation.

Group Hours Tasks

Court Education 110 Update documentation and manuals.

Research 25 Update current projects, algorithms, and statistics
manual.

Business Analysis 300 Research/analysis, requirements gathering &
documenting, working with programmers as needed.

Architecture 0

Maintenance (JIS) 1000 10-15 programs, conversion program, codes tables.

Maintenance (SCOMIS) 2000 Changes to 25+ programs, changes to SFC(SPAR).

Maintenance (JCS) 180 Modify 12+ programs, unit testing.

Maintenance (Java) 300 Analyze and modify applications.

Maintenance (Web) 85 Modify 7 programs.

Data Warehouse (BI) 184 Modify objects.

Data Warehouse (ETL) 122 Modify mappings.

Quality Assurance 1300 Functional testing and validation.

Project Management 1000 Oversight and coordination.

Total 6606 hours

AOC staff costs average $76 per hour. Contractor staff generally costs $120 - $150 per hour.

Request:

This request was generated based on the JISC adopting the recommendations of the JISC
Public Case Search Workgroup on August 18th, 2010. This work detailed in this request will
partially fulfil Recommendation #1 from the report.

This request seeks to change how juveniles are identified in SCOMIS from “defendants” to

“respondents.”
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Business Impacts:

This change will ensure that the terminology used in SCOMIS and displayed using JIS-Link
conforms to the terminology used in the Revised Code of Washington, Title 13. Court staff
would no longer be able to identify any participant in Case Type 8 (Juvenile Offender) using the
participant type code for defendant (DEF), but would instead use the participant type code for
respondent (RSP).

Initial analysis indicates the superior court Monthly Interest process is impacted. The superior
court LFO Billing Process, including the data exchange with the vendor, will not be affected,
because it is limited to S1 (Criminal) cases.

Initial analysis indicates the ACORDS application and data elements are not impacted.

Proposed Solution:

AOC proposes an expanded scope to this request. This request should include juvenile
offender referral types Juvenile Offender (JO), Juvenile Infraction (J1), and Administrative
Procedures — Offender (AO). This will provide consistency throughout the system.

This request may also impact Juvenile Diversion (SD) case types and may include Case Type
S9 (Judgment Cases) as well.

When this enhancement is implemented the RSP participant type code will be available in these
cases, and DEF will no longer be a valid participant type code in these cases.

There will be a one-time data conversion, so that all eligible participant type codes will be
changed from DEF to RSP. This applies to unresolved and resolved cases. Docket entries
would not be in scope for data conversion, but a query could be provided to assist the court to
review and modify that data.

Assumptions:
None

Risks:

1. This project could impact the work of the SCOMIS Data Exchange project.

2. The estimated hours for Maintenance (Java) are based upon a large number of
suppositions. If some of these suppositions are incorrect, the work effort may be
significantly more than this estimate.

3. This enhancement would affect most of the JIS applications. As such, there is a
significant risk associated with integration of the changes in all of the systems.

4. DSHS currently uses the AOC public data mart to run criminal histories and they would
need to modify their stored procedure.

5. Courts (Snohomish, Spokane, and possibly others) that use the ODS data store directly
would need to modify their programs.
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Identify Juveniles as Respondents in SCOMIS

Request Detail

Information Technology Governance

Requestor Name:
Alfasso, Lynne

Origination Date:
08/19/2010

Requestor Email:

kevin.ammons@courts.wa.qov;
lynne.alfasso@courts.wa.gov

Requestor Phone:
360-705-5315

Recommended Endorser:

AOC (endorses for other
communities)

Awaiting CLUG Recommendation
Change or Enhancement

Superior Court Management Information System
(SCOMIS)

Request Status:
Request Type:
Which Systems are affected?

Other affected Systems / Business
Processes

Business Area:
Communities Impacted:

Court Case Management

Superior Court Judges

County Clerks

Family and Juvenile Law Judges
Juvenile Court Administrators
Public and Other Users

Impact if not Resolved: High
Impact Description:

Until a change is made in SCOMIS, customers using JIS-Link or viewing the case on a public
terminal at the courthouse will still see the juvenile identified as a "defendant".

What is the Business Problem or Opportunity

Identify juveniles in juvenile offense cases in SCOMIS as “respondents” instead of “defendants”.

The statutes in RCW Title 13 do not refer to juveniles in juvenile offense cases (SCOMIS case type 8) as "defendants”, which is the identifying

term used in SCOMIS. The term "juvenile offender" is used for a juvenile who has been found by the juvenile court to have committed an

offense.

The term "respondent” is used for a juvenile who is alleged or proven to have committed an offense. The term "respondent” is used in the
caption of the Washington pattern forms for juvenile offense proceedings, since the same term can be used on the forms for the entire case from

information to disposition.

Expected Benefit:

This change will ensure that the terminology used in SCOMIS and displayed using JIS-Link conforms with the terminology in the applicable

RCW Title.
Any Additional Information:

This request was generated based on the JISC adopting the recommendations of the JISC Public Case Search Workgroup on August 18th,
2010. This work detailed in this request will partially fulfill Recommendation #1 from the report.

Endorsement Detail

Endorsing Committee

AOC (endorses for other
communities)

Endorser Name:
Ammons, Kevin
Origination Date:
08/19/2010
Endorser Email:
kevin.ammons@courts.wa.gov
Endorser Phone:
360-704-4085

AOC Analysis Detail

Analysis Date: 12/17/2010
Request Rationale

Aligns with JIS Yes
Business

Priorities, IT
Strategies &

Plans:

Aligns with Yes
applicable

policies and with

ISD Standards:

Request ID: 13

Endorsing Action: Endorsed
Endorser’s Explanation and Comments
This request was part of a series of recommendation adopted at the August 18th, 2010 meeting of the
JISC. As such, this request will proceed to the analysis stage.

Endorsement Attachments

Appendix1(final).pdf

Appendix2(final).pdf

Appendix3(final).pdf

FinalReport(Aug.18).pdf

Key Business Objectives:

This request seeks to change how juveniles are identified in SCOMIS from
“defendants” to “respondents.”

Benefits and Business Value:

This change will ensure that the terminology used in SCOMIS and displayed
using JIS-Link conforms to the terminology used in the Revised Code of
Washington, Title 13. Court staff would no longer be able to identify any

o /T ‘1 Ao 1 N 1 ~
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JWASHINGTON .
% COURTS Information Technology Governance
Identify Juveniles as Respondents in SCOMIS

Breadth of Wide participant in Lase 1ype s (Juveniie UITender) using e participant type coae 1or
Solution Benefit: defendant (DEF), but would instead use the participant type code for respondent
Cost Estimates (RSP).

Cost Benefit

Analysis AOC Analysis - Proposed Solution

Complete?

Cost to 6606 hours The solution that the Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) proposes would
Implement? change juveniles in SCOMIS Case Type 8s from Defendant (DEF) to Respondent
Positive Return (RSP). When implemented, there will be a onetime update to the system changing
on Investment? . . . .

Projected $0 juveniles on cases from DEF to RSP. This request entails an extremely large
Maintenance amount of work effort because changing how juveniles are labeled in SCOMIS
cost? will require changes in most of the applications supported by AOC. The AOC has

Feasibility Study No
needed?

Court Level User Group
Superior Courts

implemented a change to the public case search to address this issue for users of
the website. When a juvenile case is shown on the website, the juvenile is
identified as the respondent even though the data in SCOMIS shows them as the
defendant.

AOC Analysis - Proposed Approach

AOC proposes an expanded scope to this request. This request should include
juvenile offender referral types Juvenile Offender (JO), Juvenile Infraction (JI),
and Administrative Procedures — Offender (AO). This will provide consistency
throughout the system.

This request may also impact Juvenile Diversion (SD) case types and may include
Case Type S9 (Judgment Cases) as well.

When this enhancement is implemented the RSP participant type code will be
available in these cases, and DEF will no longer be a valid participant type code
in these cases.

There will be a one-time data conversion, so that all eligible participant type
codes will be changed from DEF to RSP. This applies to unresolved and resolved
cases. Docket entries would not be in scope for data conversion, but a query
could be provided to assist the court to review and modify that data.

Additional Systems Affected

Addtional Court Communities Affected

AOC Analysis Attachments
ITG Request 013 - Identify Juveniles as Respondents in SCOMIS.docx

Confirmation of Endorsing Action Detail

Endorsing Committee Endorsing Action: Endorsed

AOC (endorses for other Endorser’s Explanation and Comments
communities)

Endorser Name:
Ammons, Kevin
Origination Date:
12/17/2010
Endorser Email:
kevin.ammons@courts.wa.gov
Endorser Phone:
360-489-0360

Request ID: 13
Page 2 of 2
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WASHINGTON

COURTS Administrative Office of the Courts

Judicial Information System Committee Meeting August 18, 2010

DECISION POINT - Should Changes be made to the Disclaimer and the Display of
Case Information on the Washington Courts Website?

MOTION:
| move that the JISC:

1. Adopt Recommendations 1 through 8 for changes to the display of case
information on the Washington Courts Website by following the IT
governance process.

2. Adopt Recommendation 9 for changes to the Disclaimer on the
Washington Courts website only, and to leave the existing Disclaimer on
JIS-Link Subscription Agreements, Public Index Contracts, Data
Dissemination Reports, and Data Exchanges with Other Agencies.

3. Adopt Recommendation 10 to refer unresolved issues to the JISC Data
Dissemination Committee for further discussion by interested parties.

Background

At its December 4, 2009, meeting, the Judicial Information System Committee (JISC)
discussed how court case information is displayed on the Washington Courts public
website (www.courts.wa.gov). The public case search feature of the website is located
at http://dw.courts.wa.gov.

This issue was brought to the JISC for discussion by several stakeholder groups:

The Washington State Bar Association (WSBA) Juvenile Law Section;

The Washington Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers (WACDL);

The American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU);

Columbia Legal Services (which provides legal services to low-income persons).

It was noted that AOC has also received complaints directly from members of the public
regarding the information displayed on the public case search website.

After discussion, the JISC established the JISC Public Case Search Workgroup
(Workgroup) composed of both JISC members and stakeholder representatives to
discuss the stakeholders’ concerns regarding the website. The Workgroup roster is
attached as Appendix 1. Since December 2009 the Workgroup has met monthly via

1]



http://www.courts.wa.gov/

http://dw.courts.wa.gov/



teleconference to discuss the issues raised by the stakeholders and consider changes
to the display of information on the website.

Information Available on the Public Case Search Website

The public case search website is a way for anyone to search by name or case number
for a public case or proceeding filed in a municipal, district, superior or appellate court.
The search function is simple to operate and is free. The index on the AOC website is
the only index for superior court cases in the automated case management system; the
counties do not maintain separate indexes.

A name search that brings up a case will display the party’s name and relationship to
the case, the court name, the case number and “court information”, which may be a
filing date or may be other information. Superior and appellate court cases may also
link to a case docket.

A Disclaimer on the website notes that the case information on the website is not the
official court record and directs parties to the court of record to obtain the case record
and copies of case file documents. Since there are no personal identifiers on the public
website case information, it is difficult to link case information to a specific person.

The case search website helps fulfill a legislative suggestion that the courts “[u]se
technologies that allow continuous access twenty-four hours a day, seven days per
week, involve little or no cost to access, and are capable of being used by persons
without extensive technology ability”.> A 2005 report to the Supreme Court discussing
the Access to Justice Technology Principles noted that the website helped fulfill those

principles by facilitating the public’s access to court records.?

Recommendations

e The Workgroup has arrived at several recommendations for changes to the
website display of case information, set forth below.

e Workgroup members who did not agree with the recommendations were invited
by the Chair to submit Minority Reports to the JISC.

e Finally, there are issues which require further discussion. The Workgroup
recommends that JISC refer those issues to the JISC Data Dissemination
Committee for further discussion by interested parties and that the JISC
authorize the Data Dissemination Committee to pursue any further
recommended changes through the IT Governance Process.

Recommendation No. 1 Juvenile Offense Cases

Identify juveniles in these cases as “juvenile respondents” instead of
“defendants”. Make the change on the public case search display as soon
as possible. Make the change in SCOMIS as determined by the IT
governance process.

' RCW 2.68.050 (7).
%2005 ATJ Technology Principles Report to the Supreme Court, December 30, 2005, page 5.
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Recommendation No. 2 Juvenile Offense Cases

Support the suggestion that the juvenile law stakeholders continue
working toward a legislative solution which would address the permissible
use of juvenile offender case information by noncourt users.

Comment: The statutes in RCW Title 13 do not refer to juveniles in juvenile offense
cases (SCOMIS case type 8) as “defendants”, which is the identifying term used in
SCOMIS. The term “juvenile offender” is used for a juvenile who has been found by the
juvenile court to have committed an offense.® The term “respondent” is used for a
juvenile who is alleged or proven to have committed an offense.* The term
“respondent” is used in the caption of the Washington pattern forms for juvenile offense
proceedings, since the same term can be used on the forms for the entire case from
information to disposition.” RCW Chapter 13.50, which is the chapter that prescribes
the rules for the keeping and release of juvenile court records, uses the term “alleged or
proven juvenile offender” to refer to juveniles with juvenile offense cases.®

The Workgroup understands that it is relatively easy to substitute “juvenile respondent”
for “defendants” on the public website display. However, to make the change in
SCOMIS requires much more engineering and that request should go through the IT
governance process. Until a change is made in SCOMIS, customers using JIS-Link or
viewing the case on a public terminal at the courthouse will still see the juvenile
identified as a “defendant”.

The Workgroup was not able to reach consensus on the Juvenile Law Section’s
recommendations to either remove all juvenile information from the public case search
website, or to remove information from the website when the juvenile reaches the age of
18 or 21, or to remove nonconviction information. The legislature has provided that
juvenile offender case information is open to the public, except where statutes provide
otherwise. It was suggested that the Juvenile Law Section continue working toward a
legislative solution which would address the (mis)use of juvenile offender case
information.

Recommendation No. 3 Court of Limited Jurisdiction Criminal Case Records

Implement the recommendations adopted by the JISC on April 25, 2008,
regarding the retention and destruction of certain court of limited
jurisdiction criminal case records, utilizing the IT governance process.

Comment: Attached as Appendix 2 is a policy memorandum adopted by the JISC on
April 25, 2008, which required that certain records in the courts of limited jurisdiction be
purged after a period of time: probable cause hearings (three years), records of
criminal felonies in the courts of limited jurisdiction (three years), and criminal cases that

3 RCW 13.40.020 (15).

* RCW 13.40.020 (24).

5 http://www.courts.wa.qov/forms/?fa=forms.contribute&formID=26.
® RCW 13.50.050(2).
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are either dismissed or have the judgments vacated (except for domestic violence and
driving under the influence cases) (ten years). Purging of these records would take
them off the public website display.

Recommendation No. 4 Trial Court Case Cover Sheets

Add information to the superior court and court of limited jurisdiction case
cover sheets that states that information in a pleading and court file may be
posted on a public website.

Comment: The Workgroup is concerned that the public is unaware that information in
a pleading and a court file may be posted by the court on a public website. Adding
information to the case cover sheet used in the trial courts when a case is filed would be
one method of informing the public.”

Recommendation No. 5 New Code

Add a new code which would identify a party as being a victim of identity
theft.

Comment: if a party falsely pretends to be another person, the innocent person’s name
remains part of the case record even after the defendant is correctly identified. This
may cause the innocent person continued embarrassment and inconvenience,
particularly if the case record is publicly available on a website. Allowing the innocent
person to be identified as a victim of identity theft would make it easier for that person to
disassociate him/herself from the case.

Recommendation No. 6 Hyperlink Codes
Hyperlink JIS/'SCOMIS case resolution and completion codes to definitions.

Comment: The Workgroup supported having the terminology used in JIS/SCOMIS be
made more clear to the public using the website. One way to do this would be to
hyperlink resolution and completion codes to definitions, if they are used in the display
of case information.

Recommendation No. 7 Judgment Information

Only display a judgment “case” as a hyperlink from the underlying civil or
criminal case.

Comment: When ajudgment is entered in a civil or criminal case, it is given a separate
case number (SCOMIS case type 9.) Therefore, a name search may turn up what
appears to be two cases for an individual, because there are two separate case
numbers, when in fact there is only one actual case. Judgments should not display
during a public case search. Instead, only the original civil or criminal case should be

" See the cover sheets at http://www.courts.wa.gov/forms/?fa=forms.static&staticlD=14.
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displayed, with a hyperlink from that case to the judgment case and to the case docket
(if available.)

An explanation should also appear on the screen stating that even though the judgment
has a separate identifying case number, it is not a separate or different case from the
criminal or civil proceedings that resulted in the judgment.

Recommendation No. 8 Change Column Heading

Change the column caption on the website display from “Violation Date” to
“Court Information”, since the information in this column is not always the
violation date.

Comment: There was a column on the website display entitled “Violation Date”. Local
courts use this column to enter different kinds of information for local business
purposes. Since courts were not using this column to enter violations dates, the name
of the column has been changed to “Court Information”. AOC has already made this
change.

Recommendation No. 9 Change the Disclaimer on the Public Website

Change the Disclaimer on the public website display of case information so
that it reads as set forth in Appendix 3.

Comment: The information on the public website display of case information is
minimal. Itis an index to allow the public to locate the case number and the court of
record, so the public can review the entire file to determine what has happened in a
case. The public should not rely solely on the information on the public website to
determine what has happened in a case. The revised language in the Disclaimer is
meant to convey more strongly to users of the website that the case file in the court of
record should be reviewed to verify and/or determine what has happened in the case.

The current website Disclaimer language is also used in the following situations:
1) JIS-Link Subscription Contracts;
2) Electronic Public Index Contracts;
3) Data Dissemination Reports containing JIS Data; and
4) Data Exchanges with other Agencies.

It is proposed that the original Disclaimer language continue to be used in those
contracts and reports, since those users are not using the public website for case
information.

Recommendation No. 10 JISC Data Dissemination Committee

Refer remaining issues to the Data Dissemination Committee for
discussion and formulation of recommendations.

5





Comment: There were several issues which the Workgroup discussed at length but
which did not result in recommendations. It is suggested that the JISC refer the
continued discussion of these issues to the JISC Data Dissemination Committee for
continued work. These issues include:

e The display of probable cause information in adult and juvenile cases.

e The display of information in unlawful detainer cases.

e The display of additional case outcome information on the website in a

“Disposition’ column.
e The addition of more explanatory language and definitions on the website.

The Data Dissemination Committee may want to form subgroups to discuss these
issues. Current Workgroup stakeholders will be invited to participate in these
discussions. The Data Dissemination Committee may also want to invite new
stakeholders, such as prosecuting attorneys, criminal defense attorneys, landlord and
tenant representatives, and background investigators, to give their points of view.
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Re-Analysis of IT Governance Request #009
Add Accounting Data to the Enterprise Data Warehouse (EDW)

Summary of Proposed Solution:

The solution the Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) proposes will provide the courts with
better tracking of accounting information, enhanced budget and revenue forecasting, and better
audit and operational reports. The solution shall provide accounting data in the data warehouse
and create canned reports to provide the reporting capabilities specified in this request. The
accounting data in the data warehouse would be refreshed at regular intervals, which would be
defined during the course of implementing the project. Requirements for the reports would be
developed in close collaboration with court staff to ensure that the outcome meets the business
needs of the courts.

This project carries several risks that could impact the successful completion of the project. The
risks include: a lack of accounting expertise among the AOC technical staff, the potential
necessity of upgrading the infrastructure to accommodate the solution, and potential resource
conflicts with other projects.

Sizing:
The following estimate is based upon the best available information and does not include cost or
effort estimates for ongoing maintenance of the enhancement.

This enhancement would be accomplished by AOC'’s internal resources. The systems
affected by the change would be: EDW.

AOC estimates that this project would take 15 - 18 months to complete. This is an
estimate of the duration of the project from the date work would begin on the project
until final implementation. Due to the complexity of this project, the actual time required
to execute this project could vary from this estimate by up to 5 months.

Group Hours Tasks

Court Education 200 Communication, documentation

Data Architect 32 Database design review of 10 tables in operational
data store and statewide data repository

Database Administrator | 55 Building and loading ODS objects (15 hours) and

(SQL) overall system performance testing (40 hours)

Maintenance (JIS) 800 Support EDW in analyzing current system and data

MSD Fiscal 75 Contributing to requirements and SME

Data Warehouse 3113 See below

Quality Assurance 150 Testing of reports

Project Management 800 1/3rd FTE for length of project

Total 5,225 hours (+/- 20%)

ISD staff costs average $76 per hour. Contractor staff generally costs $120 - $150 per hour.

Request:

The purpose of this request is to move accounting data from the Judicial Information System
(JIS) into the EDW. In addition, the request seeks the creation of several reports to meet the
needs of both Superior Courts and Courts of Limited Jurisdiction (CLJ).
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Business Impacts:

This request will provide the courts better tracking of accounting information, enhanced budget
and revenue forecasting, and better audit and operational reports. This request will also
enhance the ability of the courts to answer inquiries from other agencies regarding accounting
matters. This enhancement will also eliminate the current timing restraints on certain reports
from Judicial Accounting Subsystem (JASS).

Proposed Solution:

Accounting information available at person and/or case level detail was identified as the highest
priority area by an accounting work group comprised of both superior court and courts of limited
jurisdiction accounting personnel.

Additionally, it was determined that making the reports available, without ad hoc capabilities,
would be acceptable for the initial accounting implementation. See Attachment 1 for a list of the
identified reports.

Based on this user input, the revised analysis has been completed.

Assumptions:

1. Will be implemented as a stand-alone universe.

2. CLJ and Superior modules will be developed in a single universe.

3. Subject matter experts (SMES) (i.e., court resources) will be available to define
requirements and reports.

4. Current case level security structure will be used. Security rules which consider roles,
such as cashier, do not exist and time to develop additional security is not included in
this estimate.

5. Current Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) universe will be
incorporated into new accounting universe.

6. Court staff will be available for requirements development sessions to guide creation of
the requested reports.

7. The requirement for how often the data in the data warehouse will be refreshed will be
defined during the project in collaboration with court staff.

Risks:
1. Analysis of current environment may show infrastructure upgrades are required to
support the additional accounting data and users.
2. Potential impact of the “Natural to Common Business-Oriented Language (COBOL)”
project on this project.
3. Potential impact of “Master Data Management (MDM)” project on this project.
4. Potential impact of new case management system on this project.
5. Current data warehouse developer staffing levels are inadequate to staff both the project
and the maintenance of the existing warehouse.
Complexity of post-implementation customer support could be significant and sustained.
Many of the AOC resources that would be required for this project do not have expertise
in accounting.

No
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ATTACHMENT 1: REPORT LIST

The following reports were identified by the work group as having the highest priority. In the
warehouse, they will be configured as pre-defined reports that will run on demand. Court users
will provide input parameters, such as date range or case type, when submitting a report
request.

The following reports currently exist in JIS and/or SCOMIS and will be recreated as described
above:
1. Interest accruals associated with A/R type
2. Remittance Summary by BARS codes
a. Detail
b. Exception Reporting
3. Accounts Receivable Report (ARR)
a. Detail
b. Summary
4. AJ/R Entered, Paid, and Outstanding
a. Detail
b. Summary
5. AR Adjustments Report
a. Detail Report
b. Exception Reporting
6. Case Financial History (CFH)
a. Detail
b. Summary
c. Exception Reporting
7. Cases with ARs Paid-in-Full Report
8. Payment Monitoring Report (PMR)
a. Detail
b. Summary

The following new reports were also identified. Detailed requirements for them have not been
identified:

AR balance by type, AR and payment aging

Cases with finding date and A/Rs in potential status

Collection case information (limited to obligations)

Collection reports for parking cases

LFO Balance Report

arwnNpE
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ATTACHMENT 2: Detailed Work Breakdown:

Extract, transform and load (ETL) development (move data from production databases to data
warehouse tables)

Operational data store (from production to staging) Estimated
hours
Add operational data store tables to ER Studio (approximately 44 4
source tables)
Submit for approval and attend design review meetings 8
Add operational data store tables to data mirror 1
Create change data capture views 8
Operational data store mappings (document and develop 44; migrate 80
mappings to prod)
Testing (type test scripts and test initial load) 40
Change data capture testing 8
Statewide data repository (from staging to warehouse)
Review report logic (approximately 12 reports) 512
Design target tables (estimated 35 new tables) 80
Universe changes and mockups 80
Add operational data store tables to ER Studio (estimated 35 new 4
tables)
Submit for approval and attend design review meetings 8
Operational data store mappings (document and develop 35; migrate 600
mappings to production)
Testing (type test scripts and test initial load) 80
Change data capture testing 8
ETL SUBTOTAL 1512
Business Intelligence development (user interface and reports)
Recreate 15 current production reports (requirements, code, test, 567
implement)
Create 5 new reports (requirements, code, test, implement) 390
Universe design 192
Universe implementation 6
Universe testing 128
Report testing 318
Bl SUBTOTAL 1601
EDW DEVELOPMENT TOTAL 3113
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Add Accounting Data to the Data Warehouse

Request Detail

Requestor Name:
Ammons, Kevin

Origination Date:
08/10/2010

Requestor Email:

kevin.ammons@courts.wa.qov;
joel.mcallister@kingcounty.gov:
barbara.miner@kingcounty.gov;
richard.johnson@courts.wa.gov

Request Status:
Request Type:
Which Systems are affected?

Other affected Systems / Business Processes

Business Area:
Communities Impacted:

Information Technology Governance

Awaiting CLUG Recommendation
Change or Enhancement
Data Warehouse

Accounting

County Clerks
Superior Court Administrators
CLJ Managers
Juvenile Court Administrators

Requestor Phone: Impact if not Resolved: High
206-296-7855 Impact Description:
- Report failures and timing issues will continue to result in
Recommended Endorser: lost data.
D t M tSt 1 . . . . . .
o mittog o veenng - Larger jurisdictions will never be able to run reports in a

timely manner due to the

impacts to the system for all other users.

- Crucial accounting information and reporting will remain
unavailable.

- Calculated estimates will continue to be used for financial
reporting even where

Generally Accepted Accounting Standards require actual,
auditable figures.

- The problem of irretrievable financial records will continue
to grow.

- Cases will continue to become "out of balance", rendering
financial history

irretrievable.

Request Attachments
Accounting Data Warehouse Request.pdf

What is the Business Problem or Opportunity

Many accounting reports are time sensitive as to when they must be run, and many are a
tremendous resource drain on the system while they are being run. The reports regularly
fail, resulting in lost data, and the resource drain degradates response time for users.

The JIS reports currently available to the users do not adequately provide accounting
data essential for statistical analysis which is frequently being requested.

Financial reports are lacking important information, and are based upon estimates when
Generally Accepted Accounting Standards require actual, and auditable figures.

Expected Benefit:

Request ID: 9
Page 1 of 4
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Add Accounting Data to the Data Warehouse

1. Better tracking of accounting information

2. Budget and revenue forecasting

3. Audit and operational reports

4. Ability to answer inquiries from other agencies

Some reports are available only on a given date, and if a user neglects to run them, or

if they fail during processing, that information may no longer be available. Other

reports are simply not available, for example, remittance summary by A/R or a listing

of checks voided during the month.

Initiate Request

Similarly, many of the reports for the larger counties cause tremendous slow downs if
they are run during normal operating hours. Some of these reports we get now from
JASS, but have to run them on a designated date in order to get the appropriate data.
Others, we have to wait until a weekend or overnight to run. Some are not available. For
most of the items dealing with the check register, we create excel worksheets, manually
recreating data on JASS to enable us to track and reconcile banking activity. Making
accounting information available in the data warehouse may allow older activity (such as
check register items) to be archived or stored off-line freeing up space and improving
system response time.

Any Additional Information:

This request originated from the Data Management Steering Committee. Kevin Ammons (AOC) entered the request into the IT Governance portal

for the committee at the direction of Jeff Hall and Vonnie Diseth.

Endorsement Detail

Endorsing Committee Endorsing Action: Endorsed
Data Management Steering Endorser’s Explanation and Comments
Committee

This request was endorsed by AOC at the direction of Jeff Hall and Vonnie Diseth.
Endorser Name:

Ammons, Kevin
Origination Date:
08/10/2010
Endorser Email:
kevin.ammons@courts.wa.gov
Endorser Phone:
360-489-0360

AOC Analysis Detail — Superseded

Analysis Date: 09/09/2010 Key Business Objectives:
Request Rationale

Aligns with JIS  Yes The purpose of this request is to move accounting data from the
Business Judicial Information System (JIS) into the EDW. In addition, the request
g:;‘;[::;:;'; seeks the creation of several reports to meet the needs of both Superior
Plans: Courts and Courts of Limited Jurisdiction (CLJ).

erfgl?:a‘glitteh ves Benefits and Business Value:

:;°.§"§$:,,‘;‘,’;‘,’d‘;’!‘“ This request will provide the courts better tracking of accounting
Breadth of Wide information, enhanced budget and revenue forecasting, and better audit
Solution Benefit: and operational reports. This request will also enhance the ability of the
RS courts to answer inquiries from other agencies regarding accounting
gz:fyzf:ef" No matters. This enhancement will also eliminate the current timing restraints
Complete? on certain reports from Judicial Accounting Subsystem (JASS).

Request ID: 9
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Information Technology Governance

Add Accounting Data to the Data Warehouse

Cost to
Implement?

Positive Return
on Investment?

Projected
Maintenance
cost?

Feasibility Study No
needed?

Court Level User Group
Multi-level CLUG

AOC Analysis - Proposed Solution

The solution that Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC)
proposes will provide the courts with better tracking of accounting
information, enhanced budget and revenue forecasting, and better
audit and operational reports. The solution shall provide accounting
data in the data warehouse and create canned reports to provide the
reporting capabilities specified in this request.

AOC Analysis - Proposed Approach

The accounting data in the data warehouse would be refreshed at regular
intervals, which would be defined during the course of implementing the project.
Requirements for the reports would be developed in close collaboration with court
staff to ensure that the outcome meets the business needs of the courts.

This project carries several risks that could impact the successful completion of
the project. The risks include: a lack of accounting expertise among the AOC
technical staff, the potential necessity of upgrading the infrastructure to
accommodate the solution, and potential resource conflicts with other projects.

Additional Systems Affected

Addtional Court Communities Affected

AOC Analysis Attachments
ITG Request 9 - Accounting Data to the Data Warehouse.docx

Confirmation of Endorsing Action Detail — Superseded

Endorsing Committee

Data Management Steering

Committee
Endorser Name:

Ammons, Kevin for Jennifer

Creighton
Origination Date:

12/28/2010
Endorser Email:

kevin.ammons@courts.wa.gov;
Jennifer.Creighton@courts.wa.gov

Endorser Phone:
360-704-4085

AOC Analysis Detail

Analysis Date:
Request Rationale

Aligns with JIS  Yes
Business

Priorities, IT
Strategies &

Plans:

Aligns with Yes
applicable

policies and with

ISD Standards:

Request ID: 9

09/09/2010

Endorsing Action: Returned
Endorser’s Explanation and Comments

DMSC has narrowed the parameters of this request and returned it to AOC for re-analysis.

Key Business Objectives:

The purpose of this request is to move accounting data from the Judicial
Information System (JIS) into the EDW. In addition, the request seeks the
creation of several reports to meet the needs of both Superior Courts and
Courts of Limited Jurisdiction (CLJ).

Benefits and Business Value:

This request will provide the courts better tracking of accounting

IO S § PRy SRR [ R |FUNDUY NG RS S AR § . —_——l e e s
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Breadth of Wide
Solution Benefit:

Cost Estimates
Cost Benefit

Analysis

Complete?

Cost to 5,225
Implement? hours

Positive Return
on Investment?

Projected
Maintenance
cost?

Feasibility Study No
needed?

Court Level User Group
Multi-level CLUG

Endorsing Committee

Data Management Steering

Committee
Endorser Name:

Johnson, Richard D
Origination Date:

12/28/2010
Endorser Email:

richard.johnson@courts.wa.gov

Endorser Phone:
206-464-5871

Request ID: 9

Information Technology Governance
Add Accounting Data to the Data Warehouse

mnrormauon, ennancea ouaget ana revenue rorecasung, ana peuer auait
and operational reports. This request will also enhance the ability of the
courts to answer inquiries from other agencies regarding accounting
matters. This enhancement will also eliminate the current timing restraints
on certain reports from Judicial Accounting Subsystem (JASS).

AOC Analysis - Proposed Solution

The solution the Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) proposes will provide
the courts with better tracking of accounting information, enhanced budget and
revenue forecasting, and better audit and operational reports. The solution shall
provide accounting data in the data warehouse and create canned reports to

provide the reporting capabilities specified in this request. The accounting data in
the data warehouse would be refreshed at regular intervals, which would be
defined during the course of implementing the project. Requirements for the
reports would be developed in close collaboration with court staff to ensure that the
outcome meets the business needs of the courts.

AOC Analysis - Proposed Approach

Accounting information available at person and/or case level detail was identified
as the highest priority area by an accounting work group comprised of both
superior court and courts of limited jurisdiction accounting personnel.
Additionally, it was determined that making the reports available, without ad hoc
capabilities, would be acceptable for the initial accounting implementation.

See attached analysis document for a list of the identified reports.

Additional Systems Affected

Addtional Court Communities Affected

AOC Analysis Attachments
ITG Request 009 - Analysis of Accounting Data to the Data Warehouse.docx

Confirmation of Endorsing Action Detail

Endorsing Action: Endorsed
Endorser’s Explanation and Comments
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Superior Court Judges Association (SCJA)
IT Governance Endorsement Decisions

Decision Prepared by AOC ISD Liaison, Heather Morford

November 6™, 2010
RE: IT Request # 003 View Images Across All Trial Courts

The SCJA Board of Trustees met on November 6", 2010 and reviewed IT Request
#003 View Images Across all Trial Courts.

The AOC analysis outlines one of the greatest risks associated with the proposed
solution is that vendor costs and individual county costs are unknown at this time.

The SCJA Board of Trustees voted to endorse #003 and move the request forward but
ONLY for vendors who do not charge AOC or the counties ADDITIONAL licensing fees
for implementing the proposed solution.





Analysis of IT Governance Request #003
Imaging and Viewing of Court Documents

Summary of Proposed Solution:

The solution that the Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) proposes to provide accessibility
to document images across courts and jurisdictions is for individual courts to retain their own
document images and AOC to serve as an intermediary or “hub” between courts wishing to see
document images of other courts. AOC would accomplish this by enhancing JABS to include a
list of links to document images available for a case. When a user clicks on a document link,
JABS would retrieve the document image from the court that holds the document and display it
to the user. Because AOC would be acting as an intermediary for viewing document images
rather hosting duplicate copies of document images at AOC, this solution addresses concerns
over the accuracy, currency and availability of document images as they would continue to
reside with the local court.

This project carries several risks that could impact the successful completion of the project. The
risks include: multiple vendors are known to provide imaging services to Washington courts and
the vendors may be unwilling to accommodate the enhancements on their end necessary to
allow this solution to succeed. There may be work that has to be completed by court staff
locally in order to successfully implement this project. Additionally the capability of viewing and
sharing document images across courts is generally a feature available in the leading Case
Management software suites.

Sizing:

The following estimate is based upon the best available information and does not include cost or
effort estimates for on-going maintenance of the enhancement. This analysis was approved by
AOC’s Operations Control Board on September 2nd, 2010.

AOC estimates that this project would take 6 — 8 months to complete. This is an estimate
of the duration of the project from the date work would begin on the project until final
implementation. The availability of vendor support could significantly affect this
estimate.

Group Hours Tasks

Court Education 80 Documentation, implementation, training, and testing
instructions in training

Business Analysts 80 Write Use Case, assist with User Interface Design

Architecture 24 Analysis of

Maintenance (Java) 160 Adapt JABS to enable this solution

Data Exchange 320 Includes build business model (needed to create
schema)

Quality Assurance 120 Ensure no conflict with eTicket and test schema

Project Management 100 Estimate based on 12% of total project hours

Vendors Unknown | Creating services and knowledge transfer

Total 884 hours, plus vendor charges (if any)

AOC staff costs estimated average is $50 per hour (composite AOC, not including benefits).
Contractor staff generally costs $120 - $150 per hour.

Request:
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The Superior Court Judges Assaociation (SCJA) requested the ability to view all documents
related to a case or person. The JISC asked the SCJA to narrow the request to provide the
ability to view images of specific court documents to authorized court staff and justice partners.

The solution should provide images of the following documents:

Domestic violence protection orders

Anti-harassment orders

Judgment and sentence orders and underlying guilty pleas
Charging Information

Probable Cause Statements

Clerk’s minutes

Standard decrees of dissolution

Noo,rwdhE

The solution shall allow personnel to view documents from all trial courts and not just their own
court.

The solution shall provide clear information on whether or not a specific document is available
as an image.

Business Impacts:

Architecturally, AOC would be the hub. The courts would continue to maintain the imaged data
store locally. Thus, AOC would not store the images and/or any indexes of documents either at
a case or court level, due to issues with redundancy, currency, and archiving/destruction. AOC
would store access information for each court’'s imaging system.

Proposed Solution:
The solution shall allow personnel to view documents from all trial courts and not just their own
court.

The solution shall provide clear information on whether or not a specific document is available
as an image.

The local court IT staff and/or vendor would provide several “services” per interface
specifications approved by AOC:
e A service would receive from AOC a case number, and the service would return to AOC
a real-time list of imaged documents for that case (with unique key information for each
document).
e A service would receive from AOC the unique key information for a specific document for
a specific case, and the service would return to AOC a copy of the imaged document.

The AOC would enhance JABS, and create an AOC web service, to provide access to imaged
documents, which are stored at the court, as follows:

e An “imaged documents” tab would be added in JABS. Access to that tab will be
determined using data in AOC’s DB2 — JIS security structure.

o When the JABS user selects the "documents” tab for a case, the JABS application would
call the AOC web service that would then call the court’s service with the case
information, and the court’s imaging system would return a list of imaged documents to
the AOC web service which would forward the list to JABS for that case. JABS would
display the list (on that tab or in a separate window).

e When the JABS user selects a document from that list, the JABS application would call
the AOC web service that would then call the court’s service with that document’s unique
key information, and the court’s imaging system would return a copy of the imaged
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document to the AOC web service which would forward the image to JABS. JABS
would display the imaged document in a separate window.

o If the court has no imaging system, JABS will display ‘Court imaging system not
available.’

e |f the case has no imaged documents, or if some other error such as timeout occurs,
JABS will present a message saying ‘court document not available at this time.’

e Document data will be passed in standard MIME format using the standard MIME format
codes as defined at http://www.w3schools.com/media/media_mimeref.asp. It is the
receiving court’s responsibility to be able to open the document using the browser
interface which is JABS.

e Sealed case data and such will be returned as a MIME document, showing data as
determined by the sending court.

Assumptions:

1. The requestor would not have to log into a separate application in order to view a document.

2. The court’s imaging system would allow or limit access to documents, such as documents
for sealed cases, or sealed documents in open cases.

3. Real-time availability of the imaged documents is essential.

4. Service level agreements (SLAs) would be needed with each county and vendor to provide
this information.

5. Vendors would need to provide the services.

6. Vendors would need to host a test environment for AOC testing and support.

7. AOC has no current capacity to image and store documents if a court does not image
locally.

Risks:

1. There is no current inventory of imaging vendors and participating courts. The most recent
survey was in 2007-2008 for superior courts. There are believed to be four principal
commercial vendors.

2. This project could involve significant time commitments from court staff.

3. Funding may not be available for required vendor work.
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Administrative Office of the Courts
JIS IT Governance Request

IT GOVERNANCE REQUEST DECISION

Recommend Decision (4" step) Multi-Court Level User Group (CLUG)

Court Level User Group | Multi-Court Level User Group

Chair of Group Rich Johnson (Div | COA)

IT Request - #003 View Images of Documents Across all Trial Courts

Date of Decision — December 7", 2010

Decision to O Approve (unanimously)
Recommend for | O Decline (unanimously)
Approval X Split Vote: moves forward with pros & cons

Prioritization of Request # not prioritized due to split vote

Business | Relative Complexity/ Benefit Ionf1pact g
i Value Priorit Cost | Level of Risk /Impact | Doin fratal
Scori ng of (1-10) (1-10) y (1-5) | Effort (1-5) (1_5p) Noth?ng Score
Request (1-10) Le (0-50)
(1-5)
8 8 0 4 2 5 3 30

Pros & Cons (if
vote is not unanimous)

See Pages 2-4 of this documents for pros and cons

Additional Statements (attachments from

other groups in support or additional information that
should go to the JISC for consideration)

O No = additional statements/attachments

X Yes = additional statements included

*The group could not reach a unanimous decision on this request.

Additional The vote was split 7 in favor, 2 against. All members were asked
Notes to submit pros and cons and the resulting statements are

included in this decision recommendation.

IT Governance Request # 003 Recommendation Page 1 of 6






Administrative Office of the Courts
JIS IT Governance Request

MCLUG MAJORITY OPINION, ITG-003, Imaging and Viewing of Court Documents

The motion was to forward the MCLUG's scoring and approval of the request to the JISC.

Substantive Reasons to Move the Request Forward to the JISC for Approval:

1)

2)

3)

4.)

Providing cross jurisdiction access to imaged court documents is essential to enable the
Superior Courts to meet the legislative mandate of RCW 28.09.182 to determine the
existence of any information and court proceedings relevant to the placement of children
in family law proceedings.

All trial courts are mandated by RCW 26.50.160 to prevent the issuance of competing
protection orders in different courts. JIS is mandated by this statute to provide
information on the parties to all protection orders, a criminal history of the parties and
other relevant information necessary to assist court in issuing orders . Judges believe
that viewing the actual court documents requested is relevant information necessary to
fulfilling their responsibilities under Chapter 26.50.RCW.

Lack of access to the actual court documents from other jurisdictions is impeding the
ability of judges to make informed decisions on placement of children and issuance of
protective orders.

AOC has proposed an appropriate cost effective solution to accomplish this request as
an upgrade to JABS by providing a hub to access imaged documents from the various

jurisdictions.
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Administrative Office of the Courts
JIS IT Governance Request

N.F. Jackson, Whatcom County Court Administrator

MCLUG MINORITY OPINION, ITG-003, Imaging and Viewing of Court Documents

The motion was to forward the MCLUG's scoring and approval of the request to the JISC.

While | had earlier declined to vote for a motion to table the request without discussing the

request, | voted against forwarding the request as-is.

Procedural Reasons:
My reason for voting against forwarding the request was because | believed and still
believe that there are a number of unknown matters relevant to the MCLUG's

assessment of the request. | think it the job of a CLUG to make informed and

substantially complete recommendations. | think that a CLUG is abdicating its duty if it

passes the buck, by forwarding incomplete recommendations.

There was a perception that once the request hit the MCLUG's table it had to be acted
upon immediately. | disagree with that perception and feel instead that the job of a
CLUG, if it discerns gaps or alternatives, is to delay a recommendation in order to seek

additional assessment or input in order to make its best recommendation.

Substantive Reasons:
Specifically, at first there were unidentified concerns expressed by the Clerks. Later
there was an oral report of a survey of imaging vendors reciting this or that. | am not
comfortable performing my MCLUG duties based on hearsay. It was said that not only

vendor costs might be incurred, but that Clerk costs might be incurred.

| doubt the efficacy of untoward vendor costs, because our court was part of an AOC
demo five or six years ago that accomplished exactly the same display of documents as
described in the request, without any consultation with our vendor, merely by the county
granting online access to the AOC to search for documents images. However, if an

imaging county does not have online access, this could involve local costs.
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Administrative Office of the Courts
JIS IT Governance Request

Likewise | doubt the cost or burden on Clerks. The Clerk labor is in docketing, scanning
and linking the docket and the images. The access to the thus docket/scanned/linked

images is hands-free on the Clerk’s part.

BUT, these questions must be asked and answered before we can or should

forward an informed recommendation.
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Administrative Office of the Courts
JIS IT Governance Request

Pat Swartos, Mason County Clerk

MCLUG MINORITY OPINION, ITG-003, Imaging and Viewing of Court Documents

The motion was to forward the MCLUG's scoring and approval of the request to the JISC.

Cons to approving the request:

1) The WSACC need more information & discussion on this project in order for it to go forward.

2) More information is needed from all the vendors on how the process will work with each Imaging
System.

3) The estimated cost of this is low. The cost will be considerably higher.

4) There will be costs to the County offices (Clerks & IS department).

5) Concern that sharing of images will expand beyond Judges and staff. Anyone or agency beyond that
should not be able to provide links to the public to access these records without paying a subscription.
They should not be allowed to make copies with out this.

6) Most of the Clerks now provide access to their local Judges to view the document images.

7) The majority of CLJ courts do not have imaging, and their Domestic Violence and Anti-Harassment
Orders will not be available to view with this project. State-Wide Protection Order are processed in both

court levels.

Additional Information from Siri Woods, Chelan County Clerk

This request is more complex than it appears. The way this could logically be done is for clerks to upload
orders that are in JABS and for AOC to convert them to one format and attach them to the name of the
document in JABS.

Counties would have to have WEB servers on their imaging systems and most do not and every one
would require a seat so it would be necessary for AOC to at least purchase one seat on each WEB
SERVER. There be a big question about confidential documents being accessible. | don't think clerks
would allow that except on specific request. That is how | do it now on my system. | allow attorneys or
the press or whomever purchases a seat on my system to subscribe. Access is only to public documents.
If a confidential document is required, the attorney of record or counsel who represent the party who is
entitled to access, will be send the document by staff. There is no right to access from other counties,

they too would have to purchase a subscription.

Again, this could only be done by the few counties who have public access currently or who are able and

willing to purchased web servers to give access to others outside of their county.
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Administrative Office of the Courts
JIS IT Governance Request

That is why | think the upload would be a better way to go. Counties currently upload J&Ss and Support
orders all the time and the State offices of Support Enforcement and Corrections make them available to

their people.
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%{ WASHINGTON
fCYCOURTS

Imaging and Viewing of Court Documents

Request Detail

Requestor Name:
Ammons, Kevin
Origination Date:

Request Status:
Request Type:
Which Systems are affected?

Information Technology Governance

Awaiting CLUG Recommendation
Change or Enhancement
Judicial Information System (JIS)

Superior Court Management Information System (SCOMIS)
Data Warehouse
Judicial Receipting System (JRS)

07/22/2010
Requestor Email:

kevin.ammons@courts.wa.gov

Requestor Phone:
360-704-4085

Other affected Systems / Business
Processes

Business Area: Other

Communities Impacted: Superior Court Judges
County Clerks
Superior Court Administrators
CLJ Judges
CLJ Managers
Family and Juvenile Law Judges
Juvenile Court Administrators

Impact if not Resolved: High
Impact Description:

In order to see the text of key documents from other jurisdictions, court personnel must call thhe other
jurisdiction and have the text of the documents read over the phone. This could be eliminated if images
were available of the documents in the current system.

Recommended Endorser:

Superior Court Judges'
Association

Request Attachments
10-03 002 ITG - View Documents from Other Courts.docx

SCJA Case Management System Request to JISC (17).docx
Superior Courts IT Review - April 19 2010 _Meeting Summary (5).docx

What is the Business Problem or Opportunity

***Important Note*** This request was originally submitted as part of a pilot of the IT Governance process. The processing of this request took
place before the IT Governance Portal was developed. As such, the information related to this request is being included in the portal for
completeness. The history entries in this record are not indicative of either the actual processing dates or the bodies that performed the various
steps of the governance process. ***The original request follows*** The Washington Legislature has mandated that courts consider a variety of
relevant court information to improve judicial decision-making and outcomes in areas such as domestic violence protection orders, release
decisions, and family courts. Of the 39 Washington counties, 38 have installed imaging systems and scanned significant portions of their court
records. Analysis should address: - Data exchange committee responsibilities and efforts-to-date - Strategies to ensure scope is clearly defined
and maintained - Impacts on Superior Court systems - Impacts on other agency data systems - Ongoing maintenance of data interfaces -
Balancing functionality, risks and costs. This request went to the JISC. The JISC decided the request was far too broad and returned the request
to the SCJA in order to narrow the request to reflect business priorities. ***On June 19th, the SCJA clarified their business goals and priorities.
The following text is extracted from an email and summarizes the SCJA's answers to several questions and their priorities on what documents
should be included in this request.*** The proposed problem statement is approved to read: Superior Court judges have a need to see images of
certain documents from other courts to verify information or to find details not recorded in SCOMIS or JIS. Currently, court staff must call the
clerks of other courts and have specifics of the documents read to them. In order to properly analyze the request, AOC also requests answers to
the following open questions. The answers by the SCJA to the questions are: 1. What types of documents, and what information in those
documents, are most essential to meet the judge’s business need? a. Court Orders: Including DV protective orders, anti-harassment orders,
Judgment and Sentence and underlying guilty pleas, Information and probable cause statements b. Clerk's minutes entries c. Standard decree
of dissolution 2. At what point or points do documents need to be viewed? (E.g. On the bench? Before the case is heard? In chambers?) a. All of
the above 3. Does any other court staff need to view to the images? If so, who? a. Judge’s Law Clerk or Judicial Assistant, Bailiff, Coordinator, or
similar personnel 4. Does every court need to see documents from every other jurisdiction and/or court-level? a. All trial courts 5. What is the
impact if some jurisdictions do not have images that go as far back as other jurisdictions? (E.g. County A has scanned documents back to 2007
whereas County B has scanned documents back to 1983.) a. Okay as long as record is clear (in other words if no record is shown, is it because
none exists or because the county didn’t scan prior to that date) 6. The original request presented by the SCJA indicated that judges need to
have view access of documents from other agencies, including jails. If this is a core business need, we also need questions 1-5 answered for
each separate agency. In the minutes above, it says “permit view access to data”, should you say this, or assume they meant images of
documents? a. Not a core need, but would be nice. Would like to eventually get access to data/documents from other states. The Judges
Association would like to have access to the actual documents images. 7. What are the priorities for the documents, jurisdictions, and agencies?
a. DV protective orders b. Anti-harassment orders c. DUI conviction Which means that we have to have access to other jurisdictions and trial
court levels — district and municipal courts. Agencies are the least priority.

Expected Benefit:

If court staff were able to access images of key documents, decision-making would be greatly expedited.

Any Additional Information:

This request was initiated on February 26, 2010 by the SCJA. It was returned to the SCJA by the JISC to narrow the broad scope into a more
specific request.

Endorsement Detail

Endorsing Committee Endorsing Action: Endorsed

Request ID: 3
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%4 WASHINGTON .
Y COURTS Information Technology Governance
Imaging and Viewing of Court Documents

Superior Court Judges' Endorser’s Explanation and Comments
Association

This is verbatim what our sub user group determined as answers to the questions presented.
Endorser Name:
Dalton, Jeanette M
Origination Date:
08/05/2010
Endorser Email:
jdalton@co.kitsap.wa.us

Endorser Phone:
360-337-7140

AOC Analysis Detail

Analysis Date:  09/09/2010 Key Business Objectives:
Request Rationale . . . )
Aligns with JIS  Yes The solution should provide images of the following documents:
Business
Priorities, IT . . .
Strategies & 1. Domestlc violence protection orders
Plans: 2. Anti-harassment orders
Aliglr]s \:)llith Yes 3. Judgment and sentence orders and underlying guilty pleas
applicable : ;
policies and 4. Charging Information
with ISD 5. Probable Cause Statements
:ta“:‘:;dsf' g 6. Clerk’s minutes
reacti o ae 7. Standard decrees of dissolution

Solution Benefit:
Cost Estimates

Cost Benefit No Benefits and Business Value:

Analysis
lete? . . ,
Complete The solution shall allow personnel to view documents from all trial
Cost to Dependant . .
Implement? upon courts and not just their own court.
vendors

z:sl::\',‘;est"n?g":’; The solution shall provide clear information on whether or not a specific
Proi ’ document is available as an image.

rojected
Maintenance
cost?
Feasibility No AOC Analysis - Proposed Solution
Study needed? . . .
Court Level User Group The solution that the Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC)
Multi-level CLUG proposes to provide accessibility to document images across courts

and jurisdictions is for individual courts to retain their own document
images and AOC to serve as an intermediary or “hub” between courts
wishing to see document images of other courts.

AOC Analysis - Proposed Approach

AOC would accomplish this by enhancing JABS to include a list of links to
document images available for a case. When a user clicks on a document link,
JABS would retrieve the document image from the court that holds the document
and display it to the user. Because AOC would be acting as an intermediary for
viewing document images rather hosting duplicate copies of document images at
AOC, this solution addresses concerns over the accuracy, currency and
availability of document images as they would continue to reside with the local
court.

This project carries several risks that could impact the successful completion of
the project. The risks include: multiple vendors are known to provide imaging
services to Washington courts and the vendors may be unwilling to accommodate
the enhancements on their end necessary to allow this solution to succeed. There

Request ID: 3
Page 2 of 3
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Imaging and Viewing of Court Documents

Confirmation of Endorsing Action

Endorsing Committee

Superior Court Judges'
Association

Endorser Name:
Dalton, Jeanette M
Origination Date:
11/17/2010
Endorser Email:
jdalton@co.kitsap.wa.us
Endorser Phone:
360-337-4464

Request ID: 3

Information Technology Governance

may be work that has to be completed by court staff locally in order to
successfully implement this project. Additionally the capability of viewing and
sharing document images across courts is generally a feature available in the

leading Case Management software suites.

Additional Systems Affected
Judicial Access Browser System (JABS)
Addtional Court Communities Affected

Superior Court Judges

County Clerks

Superior Court Administrators
CLJ Judges

CLJ Managers

Family and Juvenile Law Judges
Juvenile Court Administrators

AOC Analysis Attachments
ITG Request 3 - Imaging and Viewing of Court Documents.docx

Detail

Endorsing Action: Endorsed
Endorser’s Explanation and Comments

Endorsement Attachments
Letter of Support for Imaging Project.pdf
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WASHINGTON

COURTS

Washington State Supreme Court

Gender and Justice Commission

COMMISSION MEMBERS

Honorable Barbara A. Madsen,
Chair
Washington State Supreme Court

Ms. Barbara L. Carr
Jefferson County Juvenile Court

Honorable Vickie Churchill
Island County Superior Court
Ms. Mirta Laura Contreras

Columbia Legal Services
Honorable Sara Derr
Spokane County District Court

Honorable Joan DuBuque
King County Superior Court

Honorable Ruth Gordon
Jefferson County Clerk

Ms. Margaret Hobart
WSCADV

Honorable Cynthia Jordan
Coeur d’Alene Tribal Court

Ms. Jennie Laird
Attorney-at-Law

Ms. Judith Lonnquist
Attorney at Law

Professor Natasha T. Martin
Seattle University School of Law

Honorable Craig Matheson
3enton and Franklin Superior Courts

Honorable Alicia Nakata
Chelan County District Court

Ms. Leslie W, Owen
Northwest Justice Project

Ms. Yvonne Pettus
Tacoma Municipal Court

Mr. Bernard Ryan
Attorney at Law

Honorable Ann Schindler
Court of Appeals, Division I

Honorable Jane M. Smith
Colville Tribal Court of Appeals

Mr. David Ward
Legal Voice

Honorable Chris Wickham
Thurston County Superior Court

Ms. Myra Downing,
Executive Dir.

January 12, 2011

TO: Justice Mary Fairhurst, Chair
Judicial Information System Committee

FROM: Chief Justice Barbara Madsen, Chair W’\—/

Gender and Justice Commission

RE: LETTER OF SUPPORT FOR IMAGING PROJECT

I am writing on behalf of the Washington State Supreme Court
Gender and Justice Commission. We are in complete support of the
Superior Court Judges’ Association (SCJA) request to make the
necessary technological changes that would allow the ability to see
images of certain documents such as domestic violence protection
orders.

In the fall of 2010, the Commission undertook a statewide initiative in
which we gathered feedback from all levels of court regarding what
could be done to improve the court’s response in managing domestic
violence cases. The number one solution given was the ability to see
the provisions on domestic violence protection orders. Just knowing
one exists is not enough to prevent issuing a conflicting or duplicative
order. When this occurs, there is not only confusion in the courts, but
frustration for law enforcement, perceived lack of clarity for the
abuser and most importantly, the chance for increased danger for the
victim.

We applaud SCJA for making this a priority and taking the initiative to
propose a solution that will have an extremely positive impact on
court practices.

Please do not hesitate to contact Myra Downing at
Myra.Downing@courts.wa.gov if we can be of further assistance.

STATE OF WASHINGTON
1206 Quince Street SE » P.O. Box 41170 « Olympia, WA 98504-1170
360-753-3365 * 360-586-8869 Fax * www.courts.wa.gov





		Doc 1 for Request 003

		SCJA-endorsement-ITRequest-003

		Doc 3 for Request 003 ITG Request 3 - Imaging and Viewing of Court Documents

		IT GOVERNANCE REQUEST DECISION - RECOMMEND #003

		Doc 5 for Request 003

		Doc 6 for Request 003 Letter of Support for Imaging Project




WASHINGTON

COURTS

I TG Request 045 —
Appellate Electronic Filing

Presented to the JISC for
Authorization decision





Administrative Office of the Courts
JIS IT Governance Request

IT GOVERNANCE REQUEST DECISION

Recommend Decision (4" step)
Appellate Level User Group (ACLUG)

Court Level User Group | Appellate Court Level User Group

Chair of Group Justice Debra Stephens (Supreme Court)

IT Request - #45 — Appellate e-Filing

Endorsing Group — Court of Appeals Executive Committee

Date of Decision — January 13", 2011

Decision to X Approve (unanimously)
Recommend for | O Decline (unanimously)
Approval O Split Vote: moves forward to JISC with pros & cons

Prioritization of Request #1 HIGH

Impact

. . Complexity/ . Request
. \LD;;ISJQESS ﬁﬁ?rti'tve Cost | Level of Risk ﬁrinef'tt Bfoin Total
Scoring of (1-10) (1-10) Y | @5 | Effort (1-5) (1_5p)ac Nothigng Score
Request (1-10) @as) | ©59
10 10 3 6 3 5 5 42

Pros & Cons (if
vote is not unanimous)

Additional Statements (attachments from X No = additional statements/attachments

other groups in support or additional information that

should go to the JISC for consideration) O Yes =additional statements/attachments

Additional

*The group wishes the JISC to know that this is their top priorit
Notes group pp y






Proposed Solution for IT Governance Request #045
Appellate Electronic Filing

Summary of Analysis:

The Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) proposes, after conducting in person court visits
and video conferences with key stakeholders, to refine the request requirements. The AOC
Solutions team researched information from five vendors which included phone interviews and
internet research to determine if viable products existed to meet the courts needs. The vendor
market for Electronic Document Management (EDM) is mature and there is a selection of
solutions that could address the business problem.

After the visits to the courts and a review of both internal and external documentation, AOC has
completed its analysis of the current applications utilized by the Courts of Appeal (COA) and
Supreme Court. The appellate courts require a statewide enterprise document management
system that interfaces with an appellate case management system to provide an integrated
solution to support their business needs. This will greatly increase the efficiency of the courts.
The complete solution for the courts includes the following components that work together:
Web Portal supporting E-filing; Document and Information Access; Workflow supported
Document and Case management.

Sizing:

Duration of Project:

Due to the maturity in the area of EDM a fairly aggressive time-table is being proposed. The
effort for analysis and RFP should be 5 to 6 weeks. The basic functionality of the electronic
document management effort for implementation should take 4 to 5 months, depending on
components deployed and staff resource availability. Integration of the EDM with ACORDS is
estimated at 1,000 hrs. If it is determined a new Case Management System (CMS) is needed to
replace ACORDS, then the project to implement EDM + CMS would be 9 to 12 months in
duration for deployment to the four courts.

Post JISC :

5 to 6 weeks Analysis and RFP effort (Feasibility Study)

Complete
Finalize | Coé?izfte - feaslf_?‘c?'“tyi Release
Requirements : (Validate REP
Solution Solution) ‘

Option: A $520
Evaluate Propose NEW_ IEtI?M +
Proposals [ | Final | —Proceed with—» :él(;;l‘)gs

Solution

Request additional  OPtion: B $1.6 M

Funding and direction | New EDM +
From JISC cMmSs

Due to Risks
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COSTS Summary *

Option A Option B
Analysis, [Portal, Integration |New EDM |ORNew EDM + CMS
RFP Electronic of existing |, existing
(Feasibility |document ACOBDS (if ACORDS
Study) management |possible)
$26,000 $374,000 $520,000 $1,600,000 [+ or - 20%

* on going yearly maintenance is not included in cost

AOC estimates of internal resources to support the project.

For Option A:

Group Hours Comments

Court Education 200 SMEs for feasibility study

Business Analysis 240 Gather and document requirements
Architecture 250 Consult and guide study and solution
Maintenance (Java) 1000 Integration (Depends on feasibility study)
Data Warehouse 0

Quality Assurance 1000 Testing and validation

Project Management 300 Coordination and oversight

Total 2,990 hours

For Option B:

Group Hours Tasks

Court Education 300 SMEs for feasibility study

Business Analysis 480 Gather and document requirements
Architecture 500 Consult and guide study and solution
Maintenance (Java) 0

Data Warehouse 0

Quality Assurance 2000 Testing and validation

Project Management 1500 Coordination and oversight

Total 4,780 hours

ISD staff costs average $76 per hour. Contractor staff generally costs $120 - $150 per hour.

Request:

The COA and the Supreme Court require immediate action to develop and implement a web
portal to facilitate electronic filing and an EDM system to support sharing documents across all
four courts, indexing, storage, retrieval, and searching of documents, and an integrated
workflow and correspondence module to improve productivity and efficiency in the processing of

cases.

e Web Portal
e Electronic Document Management
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e Case Management Integration (to eliminate double entry of information)
Business Impacts:

The existing manual, paper-based system is extremely resource intensive. Currently most
appellate court processes are manual and paper driven. Manual internal case processing
methods are slow, expensive, inefficient, and lead to an unacceptable lost/misfile rate. The
paper based records not only prohibit multiple internal users, but also prevent access to the trial
courts, litigants, the public, other divisions of the COAs and the Supreme Court.

The COA'’s have implemented various non-integrated electronic document imaging applications
to alleviate the lack of a comprehensive integrated appellate level information system. The
Supreme Court still does not have an electronic document imaging application. The only
integrated application the courts have is the ACORDS case management application and it is
currently lacking in the ability to add functionality to meet the long term needs of the courts. For
example, ACORDS currently lacks the functionality of document management and has limited
correspondence/workflow capabilities or complete calendaring support. Double data entry is
also required to keep the existing EDM in the COA's office and the ACORDS application in
sync.

Proposed Solution:

AOC proposes a solution that addresses the following areas; EDM and Case Management
integration. EDM is comprised of a Web Portal supporting E-filing, E-Document and
Information Access with Document Management and Workflow. Case Management
integration requires that the EDM integrates with a CMS to eliminate double data entry.
Currently the CMS used by the Appellate Courts is ACORDS. The preference is for the EDM to
integrate with the existing case management application.

The solution AOC proposes is to put out an RFP which includes an in-depth analysis phase of
the integration capabilities of the in-house case management system, ACORDS. As part of the
solution, vendors who have a document management system and who either have or can
integrate to a new CMS other than ACORDS will also be considered. Internal AOC capabilities
as well as vendor solutions will be evaluated during the RFP process in order to get the most
value. This will provide better understanding of cost and effort needed to complete the
integration of the EDM and CMS components.

As part of the RFP process, a cost benefit analysis will be completed for each proposal which
includes an EDM system that integrates with ACORDS or an EDM system integrated with a new
CMS. Depending on the outcome of the RFP evaluations, a combination of internal and vendor
supplied products could be implemented to achieve the desired results. For example, ISD
already has considerable work completed on a web portal for the courts. ISD could provide the
web portal component while an outside vendor provides the additional functionality.

To manage the analysis and RFP creation and evaluation a team will be assembled that
includes members from COA and Supreme Court, as well as staff from AOC. The team make
up should consist of a minimum of an ISD project manager, a solution architect, a business
analyst, and two members from each court.

Assumptions:

1. Current case management system is easily integrated with an electronic document
management application.
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Risks:

1. The case management system is not easily integrated with an electronic document
management application.

Vision
Supreme\Appellate Court Integrated Information System

External Users

All four courts using the same Enterprise system
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Y COURTS Information Technology Governance
Appellate Electronic Filing

Request Detail
Requestor Name: Request Status: Awaiting CLUG Recommendation
Johnson, Richard D Request Type: New System
Origination Date: Which Systems are affected? Appellate Court System (ACORDS)
10/26/2010 Judicial Information System (JIS)
Requestor Email: Other affected Systems / Business
. ) Processes
richard.johnson@courts.wa.gov .
Business Area: Court Case Management
Requestor Phone: .
Communities Impacted: Appellate Court Judges

206-464-5871 Appellate Court Clerks
Public and Other Users
Impact if not Resolved: High

Impact Description:

Recommended Endorser:
Court of Appeals Executive

Committee Request Attachments

JISC Request - Appellate Electronic Filing.pdf

What is the Business Problem or Opportunity
See attached request

Expected Benefit:
See attached request
Any Additional Information:

Endorsement Detail

Endorsing Committee Endorsing Action: Endorsed
Court of Appeals Executive Endorser’s Explanation and Comments
Committee

On behalf of Court of Appeals Executive Committee as directed by Presiding Chief Judge Dennis
Endorser Name: Sweeney

Johnson, Richard D
Origination Date:

10/28/2010
Endorser Email:

richard.johnson@courts.wa.gov
Endorser Phone:

206-464-5871

AOC Analysis Detail

Analysis Date: 01/11/2011 Key Business objectives:

Request Rationale L . .

Aligns with JIS Yes The COA and the Supreme Court require immediate action to develop and
Et{sir_\tt_ess T implement a web portal to facilitate electronic filing and an EDM system to
Strategios & support sharing documents across all four courts, indexing, storage,

Plans: retrieval, and searching of documents, and an integrated workflow and
Aliglr_ls “J."" Yes correspondence module to improve productivity and efficiency in the
applicable .

policies and processing of cases.

with ISD

zta":?;dsf: Wi * ecccecec Web Portal

Solution. e * ecececee Electronic Document Management

Benefit: * cececece Case Management Integration (to eliminate double

Cost Estimates entry of information)

Cost Benefit No

Analysis

Complete? Benefits and Business Value:

Cost to 2 Qan -

Request ID: 45
Page 1 of 2
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Y COURTS Information Technology Governance
Appellate Electronic Filing

~ e . —_ e

Implement? 4i780 hours The existing manual, paper-based system is extremely resource intensive.
P ntractor Currently most appellate cour't processes are manual and paper drivgn.
costs Manual internal case processing methods are slow, expensive, inefficient,

Poslitive tRetuzr; and lead to an unacceptable lost/misfile rate. The paper based records

‘;':o_::‘::dme" " ap not only prohibit multiple internal users, but also prevent access to the trial

Mai'ntenance courts, litigants, the public, other divisions of the COAs and the Supreme

cost? Court.

Feasibilit Y

Sf:c?;/ rl|legded? es AOC Analysis - Proposed Solution

Court Level User Group

The appellate courts require a statewide enterprise document management system
Appellate Courts

that interfaces with an appellate case management system to provide an integrated
solution to support their business needs. This will greatly increase the efficiency

of the courts. The complete solution for the courts includes the following

components that work together: Web Portal supporting E-filing; Document and Info1
Information Access; Workflow supported Document and Case management.

AOC Analysis - Proposed Approach

AOC proposes a solution that addresses the following areas; EDM and Case
Management integration. EDM is comprised of a Web Portal supporting
E-filing, E-Document and Information Access with Document Management
and Workflow. Case Management integration requires that the EDM integrates
with a CMS to eliminate double data entry. Currently the CMS used by the
Appellate Courts is ACORDS. The preference is for the EDM to integrate with the
existing case management application.

Additional Systems Affected

Addtional Court Communities Affected

AOC Analysis Attachments
Analysis of ITG Request 045 - Appellate Electronic Filing.docx

Confirmation of Endorsing Action Detail

Endorsing Committee Endorsing Action: Endorsed
Court of Appeals Executive Endorser’s Explanation and Comments
Committee

Endorser Name:
Johnson, Richard D
Origination Date:
01/11/2011
Endorser Email:
richard.johnson@courts.wa.gov
Endorser Phone:
206-464-5871

Request ID: 45
Page 2 of 2
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Remove CLJ Archiving and
Purge Certain Records
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IT GOVERNANCE REQUEST DECISION

Administrative Office of the Courts
JIS IT Governance Request

Recommend Decision (4" step) From Court Level User Group (CLUG)

Court Level User Group | Courts of Limited Jurisdiction

Chair of Group Cynthia Marr

IT Request - #41 Remove CLJ Archiving and Purge Certain Records

Date of Decision - January 11, 2011

Decision to X] Approve (unanimously)
Recommend |[] Decline (unanimously)

for Approval [] split Vote: moves forward to JISC with pros & cons

Prioritization of Request |#2

Importance of Request D] High  [] Medium [ ]Low

Impact
. . Complexity/ . of
Bl</3|ness Re_latl_ve Cost Level of Risk Benefit/ Doing Request
. alue Priority 05 Effort 05 Impact Nothin Total
Scoring of 010, | (@10, |9 0| 010 e )| ©5, 05 | Score
Request 10=high) | 10=high) | >~°" g =1oW) | s=proad) | 0> | (0-50)
q 10=low) 5=high
impact)
8 8 1 3 1 4 3 28
Pros & Cons (if
vote is not
unanimous)

Additional Statements (attachments

from other groups in support or additional information
that should go to the JISC for consideration)

& No = additional statements/attachments

[ ] Yes=additional statements/attachments

Additional
Notes






Analysis of IT Governance Request #041 (Part 1)
Revise CLJ Destruction Business Rules for Certain Records

Summary of Proposed Solution:

The Administrative Office of the Courts proposes to update the business rules for certain CLJ
case types to comply with the current CLJ case destruction schedule. CLJ probable cause and
criminal felony case types would be destroyed after three years. CLJ criminal traffic and non-
traffic would be destroyed after 10 years if the case is either dismissed or vacated. The tasks in
Part 1 of this analysis would be completed before work begins on Part 2 of the analysis.

Sizing:

The following estimate is based upon the best available information and does not include cost or
effort estimates for on-going maintenance of the enhancement. This analysis was approved by
AOC'’s Operations Control Board on December 16", 2010.

This enhancement would be accomplished by AOC’s internal resources. The systems
affected by the change would be: JIS.

AOC estimates that this project would take 2-3 months to complete. This is an estimate
of the duration of the project from the date work would begin on the project until final
implementation.

Group Hours Tasks

Court Education 20 Update documentation.

Business Analysis 5 Gather and document requirements.
Architecture 0

Maintenance (Legacy) 120 Analysis, coding, first testing.

Data Warehouse 0

Quality Assurance 20 Testing and validation.

Project Management 15

Total 180 hours

ISD staff costs average $76 per hour. Contractor staff generally costs $120 - $150 per hour.

Request:

This request was generated based on the JISC adopting the recommendations of the JISC
Public Case Search Workgroup on August 18th, 2010. This work detailed in this request will
partially fulfil Recommendation # 3 from the report.

This request addresses business rule changes for three types of closed, aged CLJ cases.

1. Destroy CLJ probable cause case type records after 3 years

2. Destroy CLJ criminal felony case type records after 3 years

3. Destroy CLJ criminal traffic and non-traffic cases after 10 years, if the case is either
dismissed or vacated

Business Impacts:

This request would impact CLJ staff and the general public. The specified cases would be
physically destroyed, so they would no longer be present in JIS or on the public case search
web site.

Proposed Solution:
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The technical staff will modify the existing CLJ Destruction of Records job to comply with the
revised business rules. This effort is a resumption of the previous implementation effort, which
was put on hold in March 2009 at the direction of the DMCJA and JSD Court Services.
Assumptions:

1. There is no requirement to preserve a copy of the destroyed CLJ cases on archive tapes
or by any other means.

Risks:
1. If requirements are not clear and/or there is not a consensus among the users, we risk

physically deleting CLJ cases that should still be in the JIS database and that cannot be
recovered.
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Analysis of IT Governance Request #041 (Part2)
Discontinue CLJ Archiving

Summary of Proposed Solution:

The Administrative Office of the Courts proposes to adopt a phased approach to discontinue
archiving for Courts of Limited Jurisdiction (CLJ). Under the phased approach, AOC will first
develop destruction programs for Electronic Ticket Processing (ETP) cases, then Vehicle
Related Violations (VRV)/Parking cases, and lastly all other CLJ cases affected by this request.
AOC will then remove the obsolete archiving and destruction modules from JIS. The tasks in
Part 1 of this analysis would be completed before work begins on Part 2 of the analysis.

Sizing:

The following estimate is based upon the best available information and does not include cost or
effort estimates for on-going maintenance of the enhancement. This analysis was approved by
AOC's Operations Control Board on December 16" 2010.

This enhancement would be accomplished by AOC’s internal resources. The systems
affected by the change would be: JIS.

AOC estimates that this project would take 15 months to complete. This is an estimate of
the duration of the project from the date work would begin on the project until final
implementation.

Group Hours Tasks

Court Education 80 Update documentation and materials.

Business Analysis 160 Work with user community to create and document
requirements.

Architecture 0

Maintenance (Legacy) 2800 Analysis, coding, first testing.

Data Warehouse 0

Quality Assurance 980 Functionality verification and validation.

Project Management 500 Oversight and coordination.

Total 4520 hours

AOC staff costs average $76 per hour. Contractor staff generally costs $120 - $150 per hour.

Request:

This request was generated based on the JISC adopting the recommendations of the JISC
Public Case Search Workgroup on August 18th, 2010. The work detailed in this request will
partially fulfil Recommendation # 3 from the report.

This request is to discontinue archiving of CLJ cases. Part 1 of this solution changes the rules
for destruction of records, but the archiving process would still be in place. The work detailed in
this part of the solution would discontinue archiving of all cases and removal of obsolete
modules from JIS.

Business Impacts:

This request would have several impacts on CLJ staff and the general public. Once this project
is complete, no CLJ cases would be archived in JIS. This would reduce the staff effort required
to restore cases when requested, and the public or court staff would not have to wait for a case
to be restored to view the record.
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Proposed Solution:

AOC'’s proposed solution is to create a new destruction process that would review the active
tables and identify eligible (closed, aged) cases and destroy them from the active tables, rather
than from the inactive (archived) tables. Currently, the destruction process evaluates cases in
the inactive tables, so a case cannot be destroyed if it isn't first archived.

This new destruction process would be implemented as a phased approach. The phases would
be ordered to allow software developed in the earlier phases to be reused in later phases to
facilitate efficient project completion.

Because the current JIS Archiving and Destruction processes are integrated, AOC would modify
the existing Destruction processes incrementally, e.g., for each case type individually, before
the JIS archiving process could be eliminated.

Within the project scope the technical staff proposes to change the software’s hard-coded
business rules to table-driven rules. This change will make future changes to these business
rules much less labor intensive.

The phases would be:

Phase 1: Destruction of Electronic Ticket Processing (ETP) Cases: Create a new
destruction process that identifies eligible ETP cases and destroys them from the active
JIS tables. The ETP project did not include CLJ Archiving/Destruction within the
project’s scope. Therefore, as of Spring 2010 JIS is out of compliance in the
archiving/destruction of ETP cases. This first phase will focus on ETP case destruction.

Phase 2: Destruction of Vehicle-Related Violations (VRV)/Parking cases: Extend the
new ETP destruction process, so it also identifies eligible VRV cases and destroys them
from the active JIS tables. The VRV project did not include CLJ Archiving/Destruction
within the project’s scope. JIS will soon be out of compliance in the archiving/destruction
of VRV cases. This second phase will focus on VRV case destruction.

Phase 3: Destruction of all other eligible CLJ cases: Extend the ETP/VRV destruction
process, so that it identifies all other eligible cases and destroys them from-the active JIS
tables. The order in which the processes for specific case types are created will be
prioritized by the court community. During this period the current CLJ Destruction
process will continue to identify eligible cases and destroy them from the active and
inactive JIS tables. As part of implementation, this phase will include restoration of all
archived data back into the active JIS tables.

Phase 4: Delete all obsolete archiving and destruction modules from JIS. Re-catalog
cartridges that contained obsolete archived data.

Assumptions:
2. There is no requirement to preserve a copy of the destroyed CLJ cases on archive tapes
or by any other means.
3. Aslong as the SMC data continues to reside in the inactive tables, the current “archived
case” logic in JIS screen and report software will need to be retained.

Risks:

1. If all phases of this project are not completed, the developers will not be able to remove
the archiving of CLJ records from JIS.
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2. If requirements are not clear and/or do not have a consensus among the users, we risk
physically deleting CLJ cases that should still be in the JIS database and that cannot be
recovered.
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%\4 COURTS Information Technology Governance
Remove CLJ Archiving and Purge Certain Records

Request Detail

Requestor Name: Request Status: Awaiting CLUG Recommendation
Alfasso, Lynne Request Type: Change or Enhancement

Origination Date: Which Systems are affected? Judicial Information System (JIS)
10/04/2010 Other affected Systems / Business Processes

Requestor Email: Business Area: Records Management
kevin.ammons@courts.wa.gov; Communities Impacted: CLJ Judges
lynne.alfasso@courts.wa.gov CLJ Managers

Requestor Phone: Public and Other Users
705-5315 Impact if not Resolved: Medium

Impact Description:

Recommended Endorser: If these records are not purged they will continue to appear on
AOC (endorses for other the public case search website.
communities)

What is the Business Problem or Opportunity

JISC directs that AOC remove the archiving requirement for certain courts of limited jurisdiction
records and, by extension, remove archiving of these records from the JIS applications. This request
would see the records in the JIS applications “destroyed” at the same time the records are listed for
destruction by the courts.

Attached as Appendix 2 is a policy memorandum adopted by the JISC on April 25, 2008, which required
that certain records in the courts of limited jurisdiction be purged after a period of time: probable cause
hearings (three years), records of criminal felonies in the courts of limited jurisdiction (three years), and
criminal cases that are either dismissed or have the judgments vacated (except for domestic violence
and driving under the influence cases) (ten years). Purging of these records would take them off the
public website display.

This ITG request is a consolidation of requests 14, 15, 16, and 17. The requests were consolidated
based upon analysis by ISD technical experts.

Expected Benefit:

Purging of these records would take them off the public website. Removal of the
archiving requirement will reduce eliminate the need for court staff to unarchive records.

Any Additional Information:

This request was generated based on the JISC adopting the recommendations of the JISC Public Case
Search Workgroup on August 18th, 2010. This work detailed in this request will fulfill Recommendation #3
from the report.

Endorsement Detail

Endorsing Committee Endorsing Action: Endorsed

AOC (endorses for other Endorser’s Explanation and Comments

communities) This request is a combination of four earlier requests: 14, 15, 16, and 17. It is being resubmitted in a
Endorser Name: combined request on the advice of the technical team.

Ammons, Kevin
Origination Date:
10/04/2010
Endorser Email:
kevin.ammons@courts.wa.gov
Endorser Phone:
704-4085

AOC Analysis Detail

Request ID: 41
Page 1 of 3



mailto:kevin.ammons@courts.wa.gov; lynne.alfasso@courts.wa.gov

mailto:kevin.ammons@courts.wa.gov; lynne.alfasso@courts.wa.gov

mailto:kevin.ammons@courts.wa.gov



WASHINGTON

%\4 COURTS Information Technology Governance
Remove CLJ Archiving and Purge Certain Records

Analysis Date: 12/17/2010 Key Business Objectives:
Request Rationale

Aligns with JIS Yes

Business

QIL‘;{::;Z;'Z The request seeks to discontinue archiving for all CLJ cases. In addition,
Plans: it seeks business rule changes for three types of closed, aged CLJ cases.
Aligns with Yes

Sﬂﬁ'c'feasb;d with 1. Destroy CLJ probable cause case type records after 3 years
ISD Standards: 2. Destroy CLJ criminal felony case type records after 3 years
Breadth of Wide 3. Destroy CLJ criminal traffic and non-traffic cases after 10

Solution Benefit:
Cost Estimates
Cost Benefit

years, if the case is either dismissed or vacated

égﬁ:ﬁ;ﬁe? Benefits and Business Value:

ﬁ:reﬁentv 4700 hours | Thijs request would impact CLJ staff and the general public. The specified
Positive Return cases would be phyglcally destroyed, so t.hey would no longer be present
on Investment? in JIS or on the public case search web site.

Prc_njected $0 AOC Analysis - Proposed Solution

Maintenance

cost? .. .

Feasibility Study No Thg Administrative Ofﬁce of the Courts proposes to update the
needed? business rules for certain CLJ case types to comply with the current
Court Level User Group CLJ case destruction schedule. CLJ probable cause and criminal

Courts of Limited Jurisdicti .
ourts of Limited Jurisdiction felony case types would be destroyed after three years. CLJ criminal

traffic and non-traffic would be destroyed after 10 years if the case is
either dismissed or vacated. For discontinuing archiving, AOC will
use a phased approach. AOC will first develop destruction programs
for Electronic Ticket Processing (ETP) cases, then Vehicle Related
Violations (VRV)/Parking cases, and lastly all other CLJ cases
affected by this request. AOC will then remove the obsolete
archiving and destruction modules from JIS.

AOC Analysis - Proposed Approach

AOC’s proposed solution is to create a new destruction process that would review
the active tables and identify eligible (closed, aged) cases and destroy them from
the active tables, rather than from the inactive (archived) tables. Currently, the
destruction process evaluates cases in the inactive tables, so a case cannot be
destroyed if it isn’t first archived.

This new destruction process would be implemented as a phased approach. The
phases would be ordered to allow software developed in the earlier phases to be
reused in later phases to facilitate efficient project completion.

Because the current JIS Archiving and Destruction processes are integrated, AOC
would modify the existing Destruction processes incrementally, e.g., for each case
type individually, before the JIS archiving process could be eliminated.

Within the project scope the technical staff proposes to change the software’s

hard-coded business rules to table-driven rules. This change will make future
changes to these business rules much less labor intensive.

Additional Systems Affected

Request ID: 41
Page 2 of 3
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Information Technology Governance
Remove CLJ Archiving and Purge Certain Records

Addtional Court Communities Affected

AOC Analysis Attachments
CLJ Records Retention Request.pdf

FinalReport(Aug.18).pdf
ITG Request 041-Remove CLJ Archiving and Purge Certain Records.docx

Confirmation of Endorsing Action Detail

Endorsing Committee Endorsing Action: Endorsed

AOC (endorses for other Endorser’s Explanation and Comments
communities)

Endorser Name:
Ammons, Kevin
Origination Date:
12/17/2010
Endorser Email:
kevin.ammons@courts.wa.gov
Endorser Phone:
360-704-4085

Request ID: 41
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February 22, 2008
TO: Judge Ken Grosse, Chair
Data Dissemination Committee
FROM: Judge Jim Heller, Chair, CI.J Records Retention Workgroup
RE: Retention Schedule

At the request of Justice Bobbe Bridge, former chair of the JISC, and Judge Grosse the
Courts of Limited Jurisdiction Retention Work Group was formed to address a number of
issues that have arisen with regard to retention of certain criminal court records in courts
of limited jurisdiction that are readily accessible by the public. As you know, the
Supreme Court has issued a number of holdings that require court records to be open and
accessible to the public. Also, the adoption of GR 31 and the amendments to GR 15
support this open and accessible policy.

Currently, courts of limited jurisdiction follow retention guidelines promulgated by the
Secretary of State, although there is some limited oversight by the Records Management
Advisory Committee (RMAC). While there has always been a question whether the
courts are bound by these guidelines, the courts have followed these guidelines for years
so this work group used the guidelines as a model when drafting a retention policy.

There are certain court records that are “essential” and cannot be removed from JIS. For
example, all criminal judgments and sentences should remain in the system. CrRLJ
7.2(e)(3) says:

Notwithstanding any other statute or rule to the contrary, each 7
judgment and sentence form, either electronic or hard copy, shall be
preserved by the court in perpetuity.

There are other court records that are recognized for public policy and safety reasons to
be “essential” records. These involve domestic violence and anti-harassment case files.
We agree that these records should never be destroyed or placed on a retention schedule.

The workgroup concluded, however, that there are other court records that may not have
been intended to be open to the public for long periods of time, especially now with
remote accessibility of electronic court records. For example, the work group raised
issues regarding the retention of non-conviction information for long periods of time.
Such court records can be misleading, especially when it is on AOC’s name/case search
“public view” website, which provides very limited and specific information. Extended
retention of these records serves no public purpose and may be a disservice to the public
and the subject of the records.
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I have attached the workgroup’s recommended retention schedule which is based on
AQOC’s current guidelines for retention, archiving and destruction, Just in case you are
unfamiliar with the case type abbreviations in this attachment they mean the following:

PR -- Parking

PC -- Probable Cause

IN -~ Civil Infraction

IT -- Traffic Infraction

CF -- Criminal Felony

CN -- Criminal Non- Traffic
CT -- Criminal Traffic

CV -- Civil

SC -- Small Claims

Proposed changes:
1. Remove Archiving Requirement

The clerks have requested that the archiving requirement be removed. A number of
clerks have complained that they spend a great amount of time unarchiving records
for the public. A simple way to avoid this is to simply not archive the court records, -
but remove them from the records at the same time the records are listed for
destruction. It should be noted that at the time of this report a new case management
system was scheduled to be implemented in the foreseeable future, This case
management system does not allow for archiving.

2. Computer Purge of Probable Cause Hearing after Three Years

Currently, records of probable cause hearings remain on court records indefinitely.
Any subsequent charge or filing of information is recorded under different case
numbers. The record of probable cause hearing serves no purpose after a period of
time. Either the case was filed and the record of this filing and subsequent actions
remain on the record or no action was ever taken. The fact that there was a probable
cause hearing loses its value after a period of time has passed. The work group chose
a retention period of three years.

3. Computer Purge of Criminal Felony after Three Years

Similar, to probable cause hearings, records of criminal felonies in courts of limited
jurisdictions lose their value after a period of time. The cases are either bound over to
Superior Court for filing or dismissed and filed as a misdemeanor in the court of
limited jurisdiction. The history of the case is maintained in a subsequent filing, not
in the current filing of felony. The record of a criminal felony in courts of limited
jurisdiction serves no purpose after a period of time and simply causes confusion.





4, Computer Purge of traffic and non-traffic criminal cases if case is either
dismissed -or vacated.

Most complaints from the public come from people who had their case dismissed or
vacated, but the record of the case still remains available. While it is important to
keep a record of these cases for a long period of time in order to have a clear picture
of how a particular court is handling a specific case or certain types of cases (e.g.
DUIs), the importance of maintaining these records diminishes over time and after a
certain period of time becomes a disservice to the subject of the records. Several
people have claimed that they have been turned down for better jobs or worse, remain
nnemployable, because an arrest record where no conviction resulted remained
publicly accessible. The removal of these records would be consistent with the
legislative intent and supported by the reasoning set forth in State v. Breazeale, 144
Wn.2d 829, 31 P.3d 1155 {2001)." The workgroup chose a retention period of 10
years.

' The legislature has recognized that law enforcement records that contain unproven allegations
(*non-conviction data”) can be “deleted” under RCW 10.97.060.
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Introduction

The Destruction of Records Report lists cases that can have the court's paper records
destroyed. Destruction of the computer records is an automated Database
Management process that provides ongoing management of the JIS Case and
Person Databases. See the Database Management Processes section for more

information.

Computer Records Archiving Destruction and Retention

The computer records for cases are retained according to the State Archivist's Records
Retention Schedule for District and Municipal Courts as summarized in the chart below.

Case | Cause/Charge Archived Listed on Computer Record
Type* Destruction of Purged
Records Report

PR All 2-yrsaftercase | 3 years after case 3 years after case
dispesition disposition date. disposition date
date

PC All 2-yrs-afierease | 3 years afier case Never 3 years after
disposition disposition date. probable cause
date hearing

IN No charges 2yrs-aftercase | 3 years after case 3 years after case
with a deferred | disposition disposition date. disposition date
finding date )

IN Any charge 2-yrs-aflercase | 3 years after case 7 years after case
with a deferred | disposition disposition date. disposition date
finding date

IT No charges 2-yrsafterecase | 3 years after case 3 years after case
with a deferred | dispositien disposition date. disposition date
finding date :

IT Any charge 2-yre-afterecase | 3 years after case 7 years after case
with a deferred | disposition disposition date. disposition date
finding date

CF All 2-yrs-afterecase | 3 years after case | Never 3 years after
dispositien disposition date. case dismissed,
date Cases with vacated bound over, or

judgments are not vacated.
reported.

CN All 2-yrs-aftercase | 3 years after case Never if conviction.
disposition disposition date. If charge is
date Cases with vacated dismissed or

judgments are not vacated, 10 years
reporied. after entry of
dismissal or vacation.

CT All non-DUI 2-yrs-afterease | 3 years after case Never if conviction.
charges dispesition disposition date. If charge is

date Cases with vacated dismissed or
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judgments are not vacated, 10 vears
reported. after entry of
dismissal or vacation.
CT All DUI Never No -if conviction or | Never if conviction or
charges deferred deferred prosecution.
prosecution. If If charge is not a
charge is not a deferred prosecution
deferred and dismissed, 10
prosecution and years after entry of
dismissed, 10 years dismissal.
after entry of
dismissal.
CV DVP and HAR | 29¢s-aftercase | 3 years after case Never
dispesition disposition date.
date
CVv PUB and PRI | 2yrsafterecase | 3 years after case 10 yrs + 4 months
disposition disposition date. after case disposition
date - date
cv All other 2-yrs-aftercase | 3 years after case 10 years + 4 months
causes disposition disposition date. after case disposition
date date '
SC All 2-yrs-after case | 3 years after case 3 years after case
disposition disposition date. disposition date
date
Notes:
* Acronyms
PR -- Parking

PC -- Probable Cause

IN -- Civil Infraction

|T -- Traffic Infraction

CF -- Criminal Felony

CN -- Criminal Non- Traffic
CT -- Criminal Traffic

CV -- Civil

SC -- Small Claims

Deferred Findings

To support RCW 46.63.070(5) computer records for infraction cases with a deferred
finding are retained for seven (7) years past the deferral date. The deferred finding
date is entered on the Plea/Sentencing Update screen (PLS).

Seattle Municipal Court Cases
Seaftle Municipal Court (SMC) uploads limited crimina! charge information to JIS. This
uploaded information is similar to the information that is retained on-line for archived

N:\csmanualdiscis\rptman\drmisc.doc
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cases. SMC cases are reported on the Destruction of Records Report.

Use

Courts use the Destruction of Records Report as a records management tool for paper
case records.

. Report Preparation

The Destruction of Records Report is automatically generated each month and routed
to the courts primary print domain.

Selection Criteria

A case is listed on the Destruction of Records report when ALL of the following
conditions are met

. The case disposition date is at least three years before the first day of the
current month. If the case disposition date was backdated, it must have been
entered at least one year before the first day of the current month.

. For a criminal case (CN, CT, CF), none of the charges have a V (vacated)
finding/judgment recorded on the Plea/Sentence {PLS) screen.
. None of the charges—the- cases involve DUI convictions, deferred prosecutions;

or other dispositions adverse to the subject as defined in RCW 10.97.030(4) en
I DUl dentified | o DU .

. None of the cases are DVP or HAR.

Sort Order

The Destruction or Records Report may be sorted either alphabetically by defendant
name/case title or numerically by LEA/case number. A court sets the desired sort order
as on the Court Profile Maintenance screen (CPFM).

N:csmanual\discis\rptmanidrmisc.doc
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Field Names and Sources

Defendant For non-civil cases the name of the defendant. For civil and small

Name / Case | claims cases the case title is derived from the name of the first

Title plaintiff/petitioner/old participant vs. the name of the first
defendant/respondent/new participant. For parking cases, this field is
blank.

LEA The code for the law enforcement agency that filed the citation or
complaint. This field will be blank for Civil (CV) and Small Claims (SC)
cases.

Case The number assigned by the court to this case followed by the case

Number type.

Cause The Cause Code recorded on the filing screen for Civil (CV) and Small
Claims (SC) cases.

Destruction of Records Report Sample

The sample below is a name sort.

DQILTOFD-ADL™ ™7 De struction-of - Rerords -fox  EAITRIDE-DISTRICT: [$¥H) "7 7" "+ Page: "" 77" BT}
05/ 30/ 2008 02 - 40 ;17 -PH]

i _

Defendant -Hame ./ -Tase Tigle" ""F77mrnonmrmossss s auaun st i2 1R  Lase  Yhanbe o Causef

Il

Civil{zeport) -B5/ 0171999, (delete) (0500201992 - Cuiminal: 050170999

Infraction: 05 F01/1999, - Deferred -FPinding(report): 0550171999 ,(delete): 05/ 01715 54f]
Parking: 05/ 0L/1999 ;" 3mall - £ laim: 057 01/1999]

]

- -EPD-POOOLE1. . PRY
ARCHER, . JO@™- *7" "% *" ===t =sessssanaas siannannnnnss o snaas on pan 00 gye 5. O]

ABUEER 3. -BREHER. -« - —n ... " *58es senensonssanssstns wavvagg 1o ie o e
BARLOD, - BURALD. - - - .. .** " #4015 so0 e sanan sunnsnnsssnsns o q s
s
DUG&H, -ELBER - - oo eeee oo SRR i sy

MYERE, -RALHEL """ " ' T T et e anevssisvasinsinnea it an ngg g g1zl 0T
STEMART, -RODMEZ" ** """ ** "= #=ms s orssn s st vantnnanss an 0hggggll. oY
ZARCHER- @S- ABEL: ~+ o+« ¢ v mvanenreasinnatatensatansnennensaee - 98-00LE245. - 30 -AUTH
__---_____-_-----_---_---________-___________________________________--___--_--_"
Bunber-of-cases-eligible-for-destruction: "7 """ """ Lo

__-___-__________________________________________________-_-____________________ﬁ

End-of - report -for- EDCY]
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WASHINGTON

COURTS

ITG Requests 026 and 031 —
Prioritize Restitution Recipients
And
Combine True Names and
Aliases for Time Pay

Presented to the JISC for
Authorization decision





Administrative Office of the Courts
JIS IT Governance Request

IT GOVERNANCE REQUEST DECISION

Recommend Decision (4" step) From Court Level User Group (CLUG)

Court Level User Group

Courts of Limited Jurisdiction

Chair of Group

Cynthia Marr

IT Request - #26 Prioritize Restitution Recipients

Date of Decision - November 9, 2010 Revised — December 2, 2010

Decision to DX Approve (unanimously)
Recommend [ ] Decline (unanimously)
for Approval [] split Vote: moves forward to JISC with pros & cons

Prioritization of Request

#7 Revised: January 11, 2011

Urgency of Request

[ 1High [X] Medium []Low

Impact
. . Complexity/ . of
Bl</3|ness Re]at[ve Cost Level of Risk Benefit/ Doing Request
. alue Priority 05 Effort (0-5 Impact Nothin Total
Scoring of (0-10, (0-10, 5(_|0V;,) (©-10 s=ion) | _ (O5 05 91 score
Request 10=high) | 10=high) | ~~ o B 5=broad) N (0-50)
q 10=low) 5=high
impact)
3.5 7 3 6 2.5 3 0 25
Pros & Cons (if
vote is not
unanimous)

Additional Statements (attachments [ ] No =additional statements/attachments

from other groups in support or additional information
that should go to the JISC for consideration)

[ ] Yes=additional statements/attachments

Additional

Subject to any statutory requirements or restrictions regarding
payment of restitution.

Notes If both this request and Request #26 (Prioritize Restitution

Receipts) are approved, the CLJ CLUG would ask that the two
requests be combined, as recommended in the AOC analysis.






Analysis of IT Governance Request #026
Prioritize Restitution Recipients

Summary of Proposed Solution:

The Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) proposes to enhance JIS in order to provide court
staff the option to prioritize restitution recipients in cases where one or more recipients have a
large amount of restitution while other recipients have a very small amount. When ordered
courts would be able to assign a higher priority to the recipients of the very small amounts in
order to reduce the number of payments the courts must make to these recipients. The Create
Accounts Receivable screen would be modified to capture the prioritization information for
restitution recipients.

Sizing:

The following estimate is based upon the best available information and does not include cost or
effort estimates for on-going maintenance of the enhancement. This analysis was approved by
AOC's Operations Control Board on October 14" 2010.

This enhancement would be accomplished by AOC’s internal resources. The systems
affected by the change would be: JIS.

AOC estimates that this project would take 6 — 8 months to complete. This is an estimate
of the duration of the project from the date work would begin on the project until final
implementation.

Group Hours Tasks

Court Education 80 Update training and documentation.
Business Analysis 80 Includes Customer Service input.
Architecture 10

Maintenance (Legacy) 640 Coding, documentation, unit testing.
Data Warehouse 0

Quality Assurance 200 Testing and validation.

Project Management 0

Total 1010 hours

ISD staff costs average $76 per hour. Contractor staff generally costs $120 - $150 per hour.

Request:

This request was generated by the District and Municipal Court Management Association as a
re-validation of a previous request under the Blue Sheet system. This request was originally
(Change Request) CR 828.

This request is for an enhancement to JIS to allow courts to prioritize restitution recipients in
cases where restitution is owed to multiple victims. The request seeks to maintain the current
system as the default whereby any payments are split proportionally amongst the victims.

Business Impacts:

This enhancement would allow Courts of Limited Jurisdiction (CLJs) to prioritize restitution
recipients in cases where one or more recipients have a large amount of restitution while other
recipients has a very small amount ordered. By implementing this request, courts would be able
to assign a higher priority to the recipients of the very small amounts in order to reduce the
number of payments the courts must make to these recipients.
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AOC gathered data to determine how often the situation addressed in this enhancement request
occurs. The parameters used by AOC were how many times the highest restitution ordered on
a single CLJ case was at least 1000% higher than the lowest restitution ordered on the case.
AOC discovered that there were 263 cases that would meet this scenario. There were an
additional 299 cases where the highest restitution ordered was 500% higher than that ordered
for the lowest recipient.

Proposed Solution:

AOC would provide courts the option of prioritizing restitution recipients. This would impact the
JIS Create A/R (CAR) and Receipting (RCP) screens. Other screens that might be impacted
are Restitution (RST) and Case Financial History (CFHS). JIS Accounting reports may also be
impacted.

This work would require complete unit testing of the Time Pay programs. It would also entail full
testing and verification of functionality by Quality Assurance.

Assumptions:
1. A Restitution account receivable will have only one recipient; there will not be multiple
recipients on a single A/R.
2. The proposed solution must function correctly with the prioritizations defined in JIS Time
Pay and the court-level prioritization of restitution, fines/fees, and probation.

Risks:

1. This request should be considered in conjunction with other requests for changes to
Time Pay processing.
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%{ WASHINGTON .
Y COURTS Information Technology Governance
Prioritize Restitution Recipients

Request Detail
Requestor Name: Request Status: Awaiting CLUG Recommendation
Ervin, Sandra G Request Type: Change or Enhancement
Origination Date: Which Systems are affected? Judicial Information System (JIS)
08/23/2010 Other affected Systems / Business Processes
Requestor Email: Business Area: Accounting
servin@co.okanogan.wa.us Communities Impacted: CLJ Judges
Requestor Phone: gtg“l\c/laar;zgggrs]er Users
509-422-7173 . .
Impact if not Resolved: Medium
Impact Description:
Recommended Endorser: Persons/Agencies with large amounts owing would have a delay in in when they begin received
District and Municipal Court payments, but will recieve whole payments instead of partial.

Management Association Using figures used in the problem description and $50 monthly payments The following is a summary of

payments to recipients: (Amount/Current JIS Set-up/recommend change)
Year 1 - Total Payments:

Rec #1 - ($588.24 / $500.00) Rec #2 ($11.26 / $100.00)

Year 2 - Total Payments

Rec #1 - ($588.24 / $600.00) Rec #2 ($11.76 / $0)

What is the Business Problem or Opportunity
The courts would like the ability to prioritize restitution recepients in cases where restitution is owed to multiple victims.

The problem occurs when one recipient has a large amount of restitution ordered and another victim has a small amount ordered. The
payments made by the def are split proportionally between the recipients. This creates alot of small payables to issue or hold on books until they
are sufficient to cut a check.

Example - A vehicle accident is invlolved in a case with restitution ordered to insurance company and an individual for deductible.
Recipient 1 - Insurance Company - $5,000
Recipient 2 - Vehicle owner - $100 (deductible)

Currently if the defendant makes a payment - the payments would be split proportionally to each victim. (Breakdown for a $50 pmt is Approx
$49.02 to Recipient 1 and $.98 to Recipient 2.

The court can either cut a $.98 check with each payment or hold until the amount is sufficient to cut a check. (12 monthly payments of $50 only
total $11.76 for recipient#2)

If able to prioritize court would put recipient #2 payable 1st and Recipient payable 2nd.
Current set-up can should/ remain as defalult setting. Would like the ability to prioritize when ordered and/or needed.

Expected Benefit:
Reduced cost to courts in processing payments to restitution recipients. (time/supplies)

Any Additional Information:

Endorsement Detail

Endorsing Committee Endorsing Action: Endorsed

District and Municipal Court Endorser’s Explanation and Comments
Management Association

Endorser Name:
Ervin, Sandra G

Origination Date:
08/23/2010

Request ID: 26
Page 1 of 3



mailto:servin@co.okanogan.wa.us



%4 WASHINGTON .
Y COURTS Information Technology Governance
Prioritize Restitution Recipients

Endorser Email:
servin@co.okanogan.wa.us

Endorser Phone:
509-422-7173

AOC Analysis Detail

Analysis Date: 10/29/2010 Key Business Objectives:
Request Rationale

Aligns with JIS  Yes This request is for an enhancement to JIS to allow courts to prioritize
E:zl:t?:ss i restitution recipients in cases where restitution is owed to multiple victims.
Strategies & The request seeks to maintain the current system as the default whereby
Plans: any payments are split proportionally amongst the victims.

:ggl?:a‘g;;h ves Benefits and Business Value:

rsoél 2?:,,?,’;‘,’(,“5’!‘“ This enhancement would allow Courts of Limited Jurisdiction (CLJs) to prioritize
Breadth of Wide restitution recipients in cases where one or more recipients have a large amount of
Solution Benefit: restitution while other recipients has a very small amount ordered. By
RS implementing this request, courts would be able to assign a higher priority to the
xzm‘fgef't No recipients of the very small amounts in order to reduce the number of payments
Complete? the courts must make to these recipients.

I(r:r?:Itetrﬁent? 1010 hours AOC Analysis - Proposed Solution

zr‘ﬁ:\i,‘;es tRn‘:;‘r‘]';g The Administrative Office of the C01irt§ (.AOC) proposes to §nharice JIS in order
Projected $0 to provide court staff the option to prioritize restitution recipients in cases where
Maintenance one or more recipients have a large amount of restitution while other recipients
cost? have a very small amount. When ordered courts would be able to assign a higher

Feasibility Study No
needed?

Court Level User Group
Courts of Limited Jurisdiction

priority to the recipients of the very small amounts in order to reduce the number
of payments the courts must make to these recipients. The Create Accounts
Receivable screen would be modified to capture the prioritization information for
restitution recipients.

AOC Analysis - Proposed Approach

AOC would provide courts the option of prioritizing restitution recipients. This
would impact the JIS Create A/R (CAR) and Receipting (RCP) screens. Other
screens that might be impacted are Restitution (RST) and Case Financial History
(CFHS). JIS Accounting reports may also be impacted.

This work would require complete unit testing of the Time Pay programs. It
would also entail full testing and verification of functionality by Quality
Assurance.

Additional Systems Affected

Addtional Court Communities Affected

AOC Analysis Attachments
ITG Request 026 - Prioritize Restitution Recipients.docx

Confirmation of Endorsing Action Detail

Endorsing Committee Endorsing Action: Endorsed

District and Municipal Court Endorser’s Explanation and Comments
Management Association

Endorser Name:

Request ID: 26
Page 2 of 3
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WASHINGTON :
COURTS Information Technology Governance

Vance, Aimee R
Origination Date:
11/01/2010
Endorser Email:
avance@ci.kirkland.wa.us
Endorser Phone:
425-587-3163

Request ID: 26
Page 3 of 3
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IT GOVERNANCE REQUEST DECISION

Administrative Office of the Courts
JIS IT Governance Request

Recommend Decision (4" step) From Court Level User Group (CLUG)

Court Level User Group

Courts of Limited Jurisdiction

Chair of Group

Cynthia Marr

IT Request - #31, Combine True Name and Aliases for Time Pay

Date of Decision - October 7, 2010

Revised — December 2, 2010

Decision to

v' Approve (unanimously)

Recommend O Decline (unanimously)

for Approval

O Split Vote: moves forward to JISC with pros & cons

Prioritization of Request

#7 Revised: January 11, 2011

Urgency of Request

[ 1High [X] Medium []Low

Impact
. . Complexity/ . of
Bl</5|ness Re_latl_ve Cost Level of Risk Benefit/ Doing Request
. alue Priority (0-5 Effort (0-5 Impact Nothin Total
Scoring of (0-10, ©-10, | 9> O, 1 o5, 91 score
10=high) | 10=high) | 27oW) |  (©-10. 1 5=low) | o oaay | O | (0s0)
Request 10=low) 5=high
impact)
3.5 7 3 6 2.5 3 0 25
Pros & Cons (if
vote is not
unanimous)

Additional Statements (attachments

from other groups in support or additional information

that should go to the JISC for consideration)

v" No = additional statements/attachments

O Yes =additional statements/attachments

Additional
Notes

If both this request and Request #26 (Prioritize Restitution
Receipts) are approved, the CLJ CLUG would ask that the two
requests be combined, as recommended in the AOC analysis.






Administrative Office of the Courts
JIS IT Governance Request





Analysis of IT Governance Request #031
Combine True Name and Aliases for Time Pay

Summary of Proposed Solution:

The solution that the Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) proposes will allow courts to
combine Accounts Receivable (AR) for a true name and aliases into a single Time Pay
agreement. This enhancement will function in the same way that the system currently allows
courts to combine multiple ARs for a true name into a single Time Pay.

Sizing:

The following estimate is based upon the best available information and does not include cost or
effort estimates for on-going maintenance of the enhancement. This analysis was approved by
AOC'’s Operations Control Board on September 30", 2010.

This enhancement would be accomplished by AOC’s internal resources. The systems
affected by the change would be: JIS.

AOC estimates that this project would take 6 months to complete. This is an estimate of
the duration of the project from the date work would begin on the project until final
implementation.

Group Hours Tasks

Court Education 60 Update documentation, help desk.

Business Analysis 40 Requirements development.

Architecture 0

Maintenance (JIS) 700 Data design, data conversion, coding, and unit
testing.

Data Warehouse 0

Quality Assurance 240 Testing and validation.

Project Management 0

Total 940 hours

ISD staff costs average $76 per hour. Contractor staff generally costs $120 - $150 per hour.

Request:
This request seeks to enable all Accounts Receivables for a true name and associated aliases
to be combined on the TPSE screen.

Business Impacts:

This change will allow court personnel to see all accounts receivable for a person and set up a
single Time Pay for the individual no matter which name the case was filed under. Currently the
courts have to set up a Time Pay agreement for each name which can result in an individual
having to make two payments in a month rather than a single, combined payment.

Proposed Solution:

AOC proposes to provide the ability to combine ARs from aliases into the true name ARs to
create a single Time Pay. When a true hame has associated aliases, court staff will be given an
opportunity to select which ARs associated with the aliases will be combined into a single Time
Pay. This request would impact screens: TPSC, TPSE, and RCP. In addition, Time Pay
statements and Time Pay reports would also be affected. AOC anticipates a change to the data
schema and a probable data conversion as part of this effort.
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Assumptions:

Risks:

1.

If this request and the IT Governance Request #26 - Prioritize Restitution Recipients
requests are both approved, they should be scheduled at the same time as some
requirements may be contradictory and must be harmonized.

Once this request is approved, the technical team will identify specific changes to the
schema. Depending upon the specific solution selected, some hours may be
required from the Data Warehouse.

Several known errors exist for Time Pay and these may impact this request.
Time Pay is a complex process and this request could be more difficult than
anticipated due to this factor.
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%4 WASHINGTON
fCYCOURTS

Information Technology Governance

Combine True Name and Aliases for timepay

Request Detail

Requestor Name:
Vance, Aimee R
Origination Date:
09/21/2010
Requestor Email:
avance@ci.kirkland.wa.us
Requestor Phone:
425-587-3163

Recommended Endorser:

District and Municipal Court
Management Association

Request Status: Awaiting CLUG Recommendation
Request Type: Change or Enhancement

Which Systems are affected? Judicial Information System (JIS)
Other affected Systems / Business Processes

Business Area: Accounting

Communities Impacted: County Clerks

Superior Court Administrators
CLJ Managers

Impact if not Resolved: Medium
Impact Description:

A person could be set up on two different timepay agreements and required to make 2 payments in one
month rather than a consolidated payment.

What is the Business Problem or Opportunity

This is unresolved change requests #33 and #164

#33 - Courts want a function to combine all ARs for a true name and aliases to put on timepay.

#164 - Court has requested that cases attached to a person's AKA as well as true name be available on TPSE.

Expected Benefit:

The court user would be able to see all ARs for the person and set up one timepay for the individual regardless of the name the case was filed

under.
Any Additional Information:

Endorsement Detail

Endorsing Committee

District and Municipal Court
Management Association

Endorser Name:
Vance, Aimee R
Origination Date:
09/21/2010
Endorser Email:
avance@ci.kirkland.wa.us
Endorser Phone:
425-587-3163

AOC Analysis Detail

Analysis Date: 09/30/2010
Request Rationale
Aligns with JIS Yes
Business

Priorities, IT

Strategies &

Plans:

Aligns with Yes
applicable

policies and with

ISD Standards:

Breadth of Wide
Solution Benefit:

Cost Estimates

Cost Benefit No
Analysis

Complete?

Cost to 940 hours
Implement?

Request ID: 31

Endorsing Action: Endorsed
Endorser’s Explanation and Comments
This request was discussed by the Endorsement Group at a previous meeting.

Key Business Objectives:

This request seeks to enable all Accounts Receivables for a true name
and associated aliases to be combined on the TPSE screen. This change
will only affect the CLJs.

Benefits and Business Value:

This change will allow court personnel to see all accounts receivable for a person
and set up a single Time Pay for the individual no matter which name the case
was filed under. Currently the courts have to set up a Time Pay agreement for
each name which can result in an individual having to make two payments in a
month rather than a single, combined payment.

AOC Analysis - Proposed Solution

The solution that the Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) proposes will
allow courts to combine Accounts Receivable (AR) for a true name and aliases

Page 1 of 2
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%J WASHINGTON .
Y COURTS Information Technology Governance
Combine True Name and Aliases for timepay

:r“’?:i‘;‘;fr:g:g into a single Time Pay agreement. This enhancement will function in the same
'V [ . .
Projected None way that the system currently allows courts to combine multiple ARs for a true
Maintenance name into a single Time Pay.
cost?
e AOC Analysis - Proposed Approach
Feasibility Study No
needed?

AOC proposes to provide the ability to combine ARs from aliases into the true
name ARs to create a single Time Pay. When a true name has associated aliases,
court staff will be given an opportunity to select which ARs associated with the
aliases will be combined into a single Time Pay. This request would impact
screens: TPSC, TPSE, and RCP. In addition, Time Pay statements and Time Pay
reports would also be affected. AOC anticipates a change to the data schema and
a probable data conversion as part of this effort.

Court Level User Group
Courts of Limited Jurisdiction

Additional Systems Affected

Addtional Court Communities Affected

AOC Analysis Attachments
ITG Request 031 - Combine True Names and Aliases for Timepay.docx

Confirmation of Endorsing Action Detail

Endorsing Committee Endorsing Action: Endorsed
District and Municipal Court Endorser’s Explanation and Comments
Management Association

Endorser Name:
Vance, Aimee R
Origination Date:
10/07/2010
Endorser Email:
avance@ci.kirkland.wa.us
Endorser Phone:
425-587-3163

Request ID: 31
Page 2 of 2
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WASHINGTON

COURTS

ITG Request 007 —
SCOMIS Field for CPG Number

Presented to the JISC for
Authorization decision





Administrative Office of the Courts
JIS IT Governance Request

IT GOVERNANCE REQUEST DECISION

Recommend Decision (4" step)

From Superior Court Level User Group (SCLUG)

Court Level User Group

Superior Court Level User Group

Chair of Group

Judge Jeanette Dalton (Kitsap Co.)

IT Request - #007 — Add CPG # to SCOMIS

Endorser - AOC

Date of Decision — January 12", 2011

Decision to X Approve (unanimously)
Recommend for | O Decline (unanimously)
Approval O Split Vote: moves forward to JISC with pros & cons
Prioritization of Request #1 HIGH
. Impact

Business Re_lat_ive Cost ES\TEFLE}XIW/ Risk Benefit of_ $§?alfeSt
Scoring of 2’15}'1”5 '(Dlr_'i’(r)')ty (1-5) | Effort (1-5) E'ln_’sp)a‘:t Rg'tzigng Score

10 10 5 8 5 5 5 48

Pros & Cons (if
vote is not unanimous)

Additional Statements (attachments from

other groups in support or additional information that

should go to the JISC for consideration)

X No = additional statements/attachments

O Yes =additional statements/attachments

Additional
Notes

*The group wishes the JISC to know that this request has priority

over all others at this time since other requests have been

approved under delegation matrix.






Analysis of IT Governance Request #007
SCOMIS Field for CPG Number

Summary of Proposed Solution:

The Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) proposes to create a new person type for
Certified Professional Guardians (CPG). A CPG would be added as a case participant by
entering the CPG number into the system in the same way that attorneys are added by Bar
number. A BOXI report would also be created to simplify gathering the data requested.

Sizing:

The following estimate is based upon the best available information and does not include cost or
effort estimates for on-going maintenance of the enhancement. This analysis was approved by
AOC'’s Operations Control Board on November 12", 2010.

This enhancement would be accomplished by AOC'’s internal resources. The systems
affected by the change would be: SCOMIS, JIS, JCS, Web, and Data Warehouse.

AOC estimates that this project would take 4 — 6 months to complete. This is an estimate
of the duration of the project from the date work would begin on the project until final
implementation.

Group Hours Tasks

Court Education 80 Update training and documentation.
Business Analysis 40 Gathering and documenting requirements.
Architecture 10

Maintenance (Web) 100 Create data exchange between database and JIS.
Maintenance (Legacy) 990 Coding and documentation.

Data Architect 15 Data dictionary changes.

Data Warehouse 8 Create new report.

Quality Assurance 150 Testing and validation.

Project Management 278 Planning and coordination.

Total 1671 hours

AOC staff costs average $76 per hour. Contractor staff generally costs $120 - $150 per hour.

Request:

This request was generated by AOC staff in response to a business need of the CPG Board.
The customer requests that AOC add a field to SCOMIS for the CPG number. This will
eliminate the current practice of doing state-wide searches in SCOMIS based on a CPG's
name, which is often misspelled.

Business Impacts:
This enhancement would allow:

1. With a BOXI query, a court or AOC could quickly identify all cases in which a
particular CPG or CPG Agency had been appointed. If the court had concerns about a
particular CPG's practice, the court would know all cases to monitor.

2. AOC could natify all counties in which a CPG had cases of the CPG's change in

status and ensure that the CPG was no longer practicing as a professional if he/she had
been decertified, voluntarily surrendered, or become inactive.
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3. Data from AOC's guardian maintenance site could feed into SCOMIS and provide the
court community and the public with current address, phone number, and email

information.

Proposed Solution:

AOC'’s proposed solution would create a data exchange to load CPG information from the
current SQL database into the mainframe. An extract program would update or maintain the
person table for a new person type, Certified Public Guardian. The new person type would
function in the same manner as Bar numbers are used to identify attorneys. When adding a
CPG to a case, court staff would enter the CPG Connection Code and the name would populate
on the SCOMIS Names Screen. This enhancement would only affect Superior Court Case

Type 4 with cause type GDN.

Assumptions:

1. Superior Courts must use the CPG code to make this enhancement function correctly. If
the court staff does not use the CPG number to add the participant, the same issues that

exist now will continue to exist.

2. This estimate assumes that the enhancement would only be used going forward. No
level of effort is included for adding CPG number to participants attached to existing

cases.
Risks:
None.

Detailed Breakdown of Legacy Work:

Tasks Hours
SCOMIS Names screen changes to build similar functionality to 500
attorneys
OFO screen changes to display CPGs similar to attorneys 300
Identifying and making table changes to support code changes 40
(includes data dictionary changes for new type)
Upload/validation between JIS and CPG application. 150

Total | 990 hours
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JWASHINGTON
%\ COURTS Information Technology Governance
SCOMIS Field for CPG Number

Request Detail

Requestor Name: Request Status: Awaiting CLUG Recommendation
Jameson, Deborah Request Type: Change or Enhancement

Origination Date: Which Systems are affected? Judicial Information System (JIS)
08/02/2010 Other affected Systems / Business

Requestor Email: Processes
deborah.iameson@courts. wa.qov Business Area: Civil Case Management

Requestor Phone: Communities Impacted: ggﬂﬁg?a%?t: Judges
360-705-5227 Superior Court Administrators

Impact if not Resolved: Medium
Recommended Endorser: Impact Description:

AOC (endorses for other
communities)

What is the Business Problem or Opportunity

The Certified Professional Guardian (CPG) Board is charged with, among other things, protecting the public with respect to CPGs. In order to
notify the superior courts about changes in a CPGs status (inactive, decertified, voluntary surrender), the CPG Board is submitting this request to
create a SCOMIS field for a CPG's number. Similarly to attorneys, each CPG has a unique number identified with him/her/agency. If this number
was entered into a SCOMIS field, then the CPG Board could easily generate queries to identify all cases in which a particular CPG had been
appointed and notify the court regarding the CPG's change of status. The number could also be tied to AOC's guardian maintenance database
and updated email, address, and phone information would be available in the same way that it is available on attorneys. Without this change,
AOC has to rely on statewide SCOMIS searches based on the CPG's name--which is often misspelled, not entered, or wrongly identified. The
risk is that a no-longer CPG could continue to practice without the court or the public's knowledge.

Expected Benefit:

1. With a BOXI query, a court or AOC could quickly identify all cases in which a particular CPG or CPG Agency had been appointed. If the court
had concerns about a particular CPG's practice, the court would know all cases to monitor. 2. AOC could notify all counties in which a CPG had
cases of the CPG's change in status and ensure that the CPG was no longer practicing as a professional if he/she had been decertified, voluntarily
surrendered, or become inactive. 3. Data from AOC's guardian maintenance site could feed into SCOMIS and provide the court community and the
public with current address, phone number, and email information.

Any Additional Information:

* SCOMIS Names Screen changes to build something for CPGs which is very similar to attorneys: enter the unique participant type-code/number,
then enter the CPG # with a "keyword" to signal SCOMIS to look up the CPG # & echo back the name. Approximately 60 hours. « OFO Screen
changes to display the CPGs similar to attorneys: display known info, protect from changes. Approximately 30 hours. * Identifying and making table
changes as needed to support the code changes above. Also Data Dictionary & other documentation for new official type. Approximately 15 hours.
» Some kind of upload/validation between JIS and the app (built by Info Delv) which currently manages CPGs. Assume 80 hours for minimal data
transfer, up to 120 if address/phone/e-mail info must be validated & uploaded. Total hours - minimum 185 hours, to 225 hours.

Endorsement Detail

Endorsing Committee Endorsing Action: Endorsed

AOC (endorses for other Endorser’s Explanation and Comments
communities)

Endorser Name:

Morford, Heather on behalf of
AOC Endorsing Group
Members

Origination Date:
08/12/2010
Endorser Email:
heather.morford@courts.wa.gov
Endorser Phone:
360-704-4133

AOC Analysis Detail

Analysis Date: 11/12/2010 Key Business Objectives:

Request Rationale
2 : The customer requests that AOC add a field to SCOMIS for the CPG number. This will eliminate the

A"9!13 with JIS Yes current practice of doing state-wide searches in SCOMIS based on a CPG’s name, which is often
Business misspelled.

Priorities, IT

Strategies & Benefits and Business Value:

Plans:

Request ID: 7
Page 1 of 2
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WASHINGTON

COURTS

Information Technology Governance

SCOMIS Field for CPG Number

Aligns with Yes
applicable

policies and

with ISD

Standards:

Breadth of
Solution
Benefit:

Cost Estimates
Cost Benefit
Analysis
Complete?
Cost to
Implement?
Positive
Return on
Investment?
Projected
Maintenance
cost?
Feasibility No
Study needed?

Court Level User Group
Superior Courts

Wide

1671
person-hours

Minimal

1. With @ BUXI query, a court or AOCU could quickly iaenury all cases In
which a particular CPG or CPG Agency had been appointed. If the court
had concerns about a particular CPG's practice, the court would know all
cases to monitor.

2. AOC could notify all counties in which a CPG had cases of the CPG's
change in status and ensure that the CPG was no longer practicing as a
professional if he/she had been decertified, voluntarily surrendered, or
become inactive.

3. Data from AOC's guardian maintenance site could feed into SCOMIS
and provide the court community and the public with current address,
phone number, and email information.

AOC Analysis - Proposed Solution

The Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) proposes to create a new person
type for Certified Professional Guardians (CPG). A CPG would be added as a
case participant by entering the CPG number into the system in the same way that
attorneys are added by Bar number. A BOXI report would also be created to
simplify gathering the data requested.

AOC Analysis - Proposed Approach

AOC’s proposed solution would create a data exchange to load CPG information
from the current SQL database into the mainframe. An extract program would
update or maintain the person table for a new person type, Certified Public
Guardian. The new person type would function in the same manner as Bar
numbers are used to identify attorneys. When adding a CPG to a case, court staff
would enter the CPG Connection Code and the name would populate on the
SCOMIS Names Screen. This enhancement would only affect Superior Court
Case Type 4 with cause type GDN.

Additional Systems Affected

Addtional Court Communities Affected

AOC Analysis Attachments
ITG Request 007 - SCOMIS Field for CPG Number.docx

Confirmation of Endorsing Action Detail

Endorsing Committee

AOC (endorses for other
communities)

Endorser Name:

Morford, Heather T on behalf of

AOC Endorsing Group
Origination Date:
12/21/2010
Endorser Email:

heather.morford@courts.wa.qov

Endorser Phone:
3607044133

Request ID: 7

Endorsing Action: Endorsed
Endorser’s Explanation and Comments

The AOC endorsing group feels that the decision is best considered by the Superior Court
commissioners, clerks and judges as a deciding body and therefore has moved the request to teh CLUG
level.
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Administrative Office of the Courts

DECEMBER 31, 2010

Information Services Division JIS Transition Allocation Update

ALLOCATED ALLOCATED
. L July 1, 2009- ALLOCATED July 1, 2010- ALLOCATED
JIS Transition Initiatives December 31, [January 1,2010{ December 31, |January 1, 2011 -
2009 June 30, 2010 2010 June 30, 2011 Allocation Change Justification
Organizational Change Management Phase 1
Develop Organizational Change Strategy $224,000 $224,000 $224,000 $700 |Completed.
Implement New Organization Structure $136,000 $136,000 $136,000 $136,000 |Completed.
Organizational Change Management Phase 1-Subtotal $360,000 $360,000 $360,000 $136,700
Capability Improvement Phase |
1) Prior Expenditures - $410,000.
2) Change Request 001 ($85,000) for additional support from
Implement Change Management and Communications Sierra Systems at the direction of the CIO.
3) Possible additional contract work until the Communications
$50,000 $350,000 $350,000 $595,000 |Coordinator vacant position is filled ($20,000 x 5 months =
Implement IT Governance $721,000 $721,000 $721,000 $784,500 |Completed.
1) Implementation Completed. Signed W.O. - $594,000.
. : 2) Change Request 003 - Added two contracted PM's for
Implement Project Management Office (PMO) aziditiongl capgcity to manage planned projects ($365,000 =
$734,000 $734,000 $734,000 $959,000 |$36,500 x 10 months) 9/1/10 thru 6/30/11.
1) Implementation Completed. Signed W.O. - $645,500.
2) Anticipate adding a contract with Computer Associates (CA) to
. implement their Portfolio Management software tool (Clarity) -
Implement IT Portfolio Management (ITPM) ($§82,100 including taxes). Es?imated tobe a6 mon(th eﬁgr)t.
3) This effort may cross into the next biennium. May need to
$686,000 $686,000 $686,000 $950,000 |request funding for activities in the 11-13 biennium.
Capability Improvement Phase I-Subtotal $2,191,000 $2,491,000 $2,491,000 $3,288,500
Capability Improvement Phase Il
Implement Enterprise Architecture Management $275,000 $275,000 $275,000 $92,500 [Completed.
Implement Solution Management $275,000 $125,000 $125,000 $0 |AOC Internal Effort led by AOC/ISD IT Solutions Architect.
Implement Relationship Management $0 $0 $320,000 $0 |Completed.
1) Not started. Scheduled for April-Sept 2011 (6 month effort).
Implement IT Service Management-Change, Configure, Release 2) This effort will cross into the next biennium. Need to
$0 $0 $225,000 $225,000 |request funding for activities in the 11-13 biennium.
Capability Improvement Phase |l-Subtotal $550,000 $400,000 $945,000 $317,500
Capability Improvement Phase Il
Establish Vendor Management $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 |Scheduled to begin in Feb-May 2011 (4 month duration).
1) Scheduled to begin in Jan 2011. Work Order Scoping is
L - Underway. (6 month effort).
Mature Application Development Capability (SDLC) 2) This effort may continue into the next biennium. May need
$0 $0 $160,000 $200,000 |to request funding for activities in the 11-13 biennium.
1) Scheduled to begin in March 2011 - (4 month effort).
Establish Enterprise Security 2) This effort may continue into the next biennium. May need
$200,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 [to request funding for activities in the 11-13 biennium.
Capability Improvement Phase |ll-Subtotal $300,000 $300,000 $460,000 $500,000
Capability Improvement Phase IV
1) Work Order for Service Catalog is underway - $400,000.
Implement IT Service Management- Service Catalog, Incident, 2) Work Order for Incident & Problem Management - TBD
Problem Management ($150,000). 6 month effort scheduled to begin in July 2011.
3) This effort will cross into next biennium. Need to request
$0 $0 $497,000 $550,000 |funding for activities in the 11-13 biennium through Dec 2012.
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Administrative Office of the Courts

DECEMBER 31, 2010

Information Services Division JIS Transition Allocation Update

Implement Performance Reporting (formerly financial management) $0 $0 $75,000 $85,000 [Completed.
Capability Improvement Phase IV-Subtotal $0 $0 $572,000 $635,000
Capability Improvement Phase V $0 $0 $0 $0
Master Data Management
Develop Data Governance Model $70,000 $70,000 $70,000 $95,000 [Completed.
Imol t Dat lity P 1) Underway. Scheduled to be completed in June 2011.
mplement Data Quality Program $240,000 $240,000 $240,000 $310,000 |2) Includes $40,000 for IBM Training scheduled in Jan 2011.
1) Scoping Effort is underway. Scheduled Dec 2010 - Mar 2011.
. 2) Development Effort - TBD. Scheduled Feb-Jun 2011.
Develop Unified Data Model 3) This effort may cross into the next biennium. May need to
$448,000 $298,000 $298,000 $298,000 |request funding for activities in the 11-13 biennium.
Implement MDM Tool This effort will cross into next biennium. Need to request
$0 $0 $900,000 $900,000 |funding for activities in the 11-13 biennium through Dec 2012.
Master Data Management-Subtotal $758,000 $608,000 $1,508,000 $1,603,000
Migrate Data Exchanges $0 $0 $0 $0
Migrate Web Sites $0 $0 $0 $0
JIS Applications Refresh
1) Underway. Signed W.O. - $238,000.
Conduct Feasibility Study and Transition Planning 2) This effort may cross into next biennium. May need to
$576,000 $576,000 $576,000 $576,000 |request funding for activities in the 11-13 biennium.
JIS Applications Refresh - Subtotal $576,000 $576,000 $576,000 $576,000
Organization Change Management Phase Il
1) Not needed until 11-13 Biennium.
Change Management in Support of JIS 2) Need to request funding for activities in the 11-13
$0 $0 $320,000 $320,000 |biennium.
Organization Change Management Phase II-Subtotal $0 $0 $320,000 $320,000
Ongoing Activities
1) Planning to conduct a PILOT with MOST Technologies.
Natural To COBOL Conversion 2) May need to request funding for activities in the 11-13
$550,000 $550,000 $550,000 $550,000 |biennium.
1) This effort is currently being reassessed and a revised plan is
being developed.
SCOMIS DX 2) Need to request funding for activities in the 11-13
$1,600,000 $1,600,000 $1,600,000 $1,600,000 |biennium.
E-Ticketing stabilization $225,000 $225,000 $225,000 $0 [Completed.
Non-allocated Projects $7,000 $7,000 $7,000 $87,300
Ongoing Activities-Subtotal $2,382,000 $2,382,000 $2,382,000 $2,237,300
Equipment Replacement
Equipment Replacement - External $2,700,000 $2,700,000 $2,700,000 $2,700,000
Equipment Replacement - Internal $300,000 $300,000 $300,000 $300,000
Equipment Replacement-Subtotal $3,000,000 $3,000,000 $3,000,000 $3,000,000
TOTAL $10,117,000 $10,117,000 $12,614,000 $12,614,000
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2009-2011 Biennium

JIS Transition Initiative Through December 31, 2010 Estimated Actual Actual Actual Actual Totz_al Variance Estimgt_ed
Budget- | Costs Qrtr. [ Costs Qrtr. | Costs Qrtr. | Costs Qrtr. | Expenditures | Through | Remaining Notes
Ortr. To Ending Endina Ending Endina and 12/31/10 Budget
1. Organizational Change Management Phase 1
1.1 Develop Organizational Change Strategy $700 $626 $0 $0 $0 $626 $74 $74
1.2 Implement New Organization Structure $136,000f  $136,000 $0 $0 $0 $136,000 $0 $0
2. Capability Improvement Phase |
2.1 Implement Change Management and Communications $495,000 $220,000f $190,000 $0 $0 $410,000 $85,000 $185,000
2.2 Implement IT Governance $922,100 $542,213 $94,875 $35,000 $250,000 $922,088 $12 $12
2.3 Implement Project Management Office (PMQ) $849,500 $510,500 $0 $29,500 $45,500 $585,500( $264,000 $373,500
2.4 Implement IT Portfolio Management (ITPM) $645,500 $639,452 $0 $0 $65,000 $704,452 ($58,952)|  $245,548 [Some funds will need to be reallocated to 11-13.
3. Capability Improvement Phase |
3.1 Implement Enterprise Architecture Management $92,500 $72,000 $20,200 $0 $0 $92,200 $300 $300
3.2 Implement Solution Management $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
3.3 Implement Relationship Management $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
3.4 Implement IT Service Management $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $225,000 |Some funds will need to be reallocated to 11-13.
4. Capability Improvement Phase lll
4.1 Establish Vendor Management $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $100,000
4.2 Mature Application Development Capability $65,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $65,000 $200,000
4.3 Establish Enterprise Security $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $200,000
5. Capability Improvement Phase 1V
5.1 Implement IT Service Management $150,000 needs to be reallocated into 11-13
$350,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $350,000 $550,000 [biennium.
5.2 Implement-FinanciakManagement- Performance-Reporting $85,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $85,000 $85,000
6. Capability Improvement Phase V
6.1 Establish Custom Development Capabilities $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
7. Master Data Management
7.1 Develop Data Governance Model $95,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $95,000 $95,000
7.2 Implement Data Quality Program $40,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $40,000 $310,000
7.3 Develop Unified Data Model $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $298,000
7.4 Implement MDM Tool $100,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0| $100,000 $900,000 |Some funds will need to be reallocated to 11-13.
7.5 Optimize Data Warehouse $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
8. Migrate Data Exchanges
8.1 Develop Data Exchange Migration Strategy $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
8.2 Develop File Based Exchanges $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
8.3 Develop Transactional Transfers $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
8.4 Migrate Exchanges Including JIS Link $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
9. Migrate Web Sites
9.1 Develop Migration Strategy $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
9.2 Redirect Web Application Data Source $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
10. JIS Applications Refresh
10.1 Conduct Feasibility Study and Transition Planning Phase 1 Total is $135,000 (Feasibility Study)
$425,700 $120 $0 $0 $288 $408|  $425,292 $525,292 [Phase 2 Total is $100,000 (RFP Procurement)

10.2 Purchase, Configure and Deploy COTS Application 1 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
10.3 Purchase, Configure and Deploy COTS Application 2 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
10.4 Purchase, Configure and Deploy COTS Application 3 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
10.5 Design, Develop and Deploy Custom Application 1 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
10.6 Design, Develop and Deploy Custom Application 2 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

11. Organization Change Management Phase |l
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2009-2011 Biennium

JIS Transition Initiative Through December 31, 2010 Estimated Actual Actual Actual Actual TOtc'-:l| Variance Estim_a\t_ed
Budget- | Costs Qrtr. [ Costs Qrtr. | Costs Qrtr. | Costs Qrtr. | Expenditures | Through | Remaining Notes
Ortr. To Ending Endina Ending Endina and 12/31/10 Budget 5350000 nesd ob 0 - =
. s needs to be reallocated into 11-1
11.1 Change Management in Support of JIS $320,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0|  $320,000 | $320,000 |biennium.
12. Ongoing Activities
12.1 Natural To COBOL Conversion $0 $68,898 $0 $0 $0 $68,898 ($68,898)] $481,102 |Some funds will need to be reallocated to 11-13.
An additional $418,000 needs to be reallocated
12.2 SCOMIS DX $1,048,000| $1,645,729| ($143,808) $0 $95,261 $1,597,182| ($549,182) $2,818 |to the 11-13 biennium.
12.3 Eticketing stabilization $0 $0 $3,228 $0 $0 $3,228 ($3,228) ($3,228)
12.3 Parking Module enhancements $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
12.4 Non-allocated Projects $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
13. Equipment Replacement
13.1 Equipment Replacement - External $2,655,877 $591,848 $44,188 $190,065 | $1,429,776 $2,255,877[  $400,000 $444,123
13.2 Equipment Replacement - Internal $283,183 $76,757 $0 $111,270 $15,156 $203,183 $80,000 $96,817
Total $8,609,060| $4,504,143 $208,683 $365,835[ $1,900,981 $6,979,642| $1,629,418 | $5,634,358
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Administrative Office of the Courts
Information Services Division Project Allocation & Expenditure Update
EXPENDITURES AND OBLIGATIONS THROUGH DECEMBER 31, 2010
Initiatives JIS Transition ALLOCATED EXPENDED OBLIGATED VARIANCE
Organizational Change Management Phase 1
Develop Organizational Change Strateqgy $224,000 $626 $0 $223,374
Implement New Organization Structure $136,000 $136,000 $0 $0
Organizational Change Management Phase 1-Subtotal $360,000 $136,626 $0 $223,374
Capability Improvement Phase |
Implement Change Management and Communications $350,000 $410,000 $0 ($60,000)
Implement IT Governance $721,000 $922,088 $0 ($201,088)
Implement Project Management Office (PMO) $734,000 $585,500 $0 $148,500
Implement IT Portfolio Management (ITPM) $686,000 $704,452 $0 ($18,452)
Capability Improvement Phase I-Subtotal $2,491,000 $2,622,040 $0 ($131,040)
Capability Improvement Phase |l
Implement Enterprise Architecture Management $275,000 $92,200 $0 $182,800
Implement Solution Management $125,000 $0 $0 $125,000
Implement Relationship Management $320,000 $0 $0 $320,000
Implement IT Service Management-Change, Configure, Release $225,000 $0 $0 $225,000
Capability Improvement Phase |l-Subtotal $945,000 $92,200 $0 $852,800
Capability Improvement Phase Il
Establish Vendor Management $100,000 $0 $100,000 $0
Mature Application Development Capability $160,000 $0 $135,000 $25,000
Establish Enterprise Security $200,000 $0 $0 $200,000
Capability Improvement Phase lll-Subtotal $460,000 $0 $235,000 $225,000
Capability Improvement Phase IV
Implement IT Service Management-Incident, Problem, Service $497,000 $0 $50,000 $447,000
Implement Financial Management Reporting $75,000 $0 $0 $75,000
Capability Improvement Phase IV-Subtotal $572,000 $0 $50,000 $522,000
Capability Improvement Phase V $0
Master Data Management
Develop Data Governance Model $70,000 $0 $95,000 ($25,000)
Implement Data Quality Program $240,000 $0 $270,000 ($30,000)
Develop Unified Data Model $298,000 $0 $0 $298,000
Implement MDM Tool $900,000 $0 $0 $900,000
Master Data Management-Subtotal $1,508,000 $0 $365,000 $1,143,000
Migrate Data Exchanges $0
Migrate Web Sites $0
JIS Applications Refresh
Conduct Feasibility Study and Transition Planning $576,000 $408 $0 $575,592
JIS Applications Refresh-Subtotal $576,000 $408 $0 $575,592
Organization Change Management Phase Il
Change Management in Support of JIS $320,000 $0 $0 $320,000
Organization Change Management Phase II-Subtotal $320,000 $0 $0 $320,000
Ongoing Activities
Natural To COBOL Conversion $550,000 $68,898 $0 $481,102
SCOMIS DX $1,600,000 $1,597,182 $0 $2,818
E-Ticketing stabilization $225,000 $3,228 $0 $221,772
Non-allocated Projects $7,000 $0 $0 $7,000
Ongoing Activities-Subtotal $2,382,000 $1,669,308 $0 $712,692
Equipment Replacement
Equipment Replacement - External $2,700,000 $2,255,877 $0 $444,123
Equipment Replacement - Internal $300,000 $203,183 $0 $96,817
Equipment Replacement-Subtotal $3,000,000 $2,459,060 $0 $540,940
TOTAL $12,614,000 $6,979,642 $650,000 $4,984,358
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Judicial Information System Account
Estimated Revenue, Expenditures and Fund Balance

Resources 2009-2011 2011-2013 2013-2015 2015-2017 2017-2019
Beginning Fund Balance $1,500,000 $9,094,000 $6,464,000 $5,612,000 $2,031,000
Anticipated Revenue $38,000,000 $38,000,000 $38,000,000 $38,000,000 $38,000,000
Total Available $39,500,000 $47,094,000 $44,464,000 $43,612,000 $40,031,000

Costs

Ongoing Costs $19,209,000 $26,422,000 $29,422,000 $31,422,000 $31,422,000
Project Costs $8,197,000 $10,030,000 $5,000,000 $5,000,000 $5,000,000
Equipment Replacement $3,000,000 $1,178,000 $2,430,000 $5,159,000 $1,403,000
Increase in Maintenance Costs $0 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $0 $0
Other $0 $1,000,000 $0 $0 $0
Total Costs $30,406,000 $40,630,000 $38,852,000 $41,581,000 $37,825,000
Estimated Ending Fund Balance $9,094,000 $6,464,000 $5,612,000 $2,031,000 $2,206,000
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Legislators by Committee

House of Representatives

Judiciary — Pedersen, Goodman, Rodne, Shea, Chandler, Eddy, Frockt, Kirby, Klippert, Nealey, Orwall, Rivers,
Roberts

Early Learning & Human Services — Kagi, Roberts, Walsh, Short, Dickerson, Goodman, Hope, Johnson, Orwall

General Government Appropriations & Oversight — Hudgins, McCune, Armstrong, Ahern, Blake, Darneille,
Fitzgibbon, Miloscia, Pedersen, Taylor, Van de Wege, Wilcox

Health & Human Services Appropriations & Oversight — Dickerson, Appleton, Johnson, Schmick, Cody, Green,
Harris, Kagi, Overstreet, Pettigrew, Seaquist, Walsh

Public Safety & Emergency Preparedness — Hurst, Ladenburg, Pearson, Klippert, Appleton, Armstrong, Goodman,
Hope, Kirby, Moscoso, Ross

State Government & Tribal Affairs — Hunt, Appleton, Taylor, Overstreet, Alexander, Condotta, Dunshee, Hurst,
McCoy, Miloscia

Technology, Energy & Communications — McCoy, Jacks, Crouse, Short, Anderson, Billig, Carlyle, Dahlquist,
Eddy, Frockt, Haler, Harris, Hasegawa, Kelley, Kristiansen, Liias, McCune, Morris, Nealey

Transportation — Clibborn, Billig, Liias, Armstrong, Angel, Asay, Eddy, Finn, Fitzgibbon, M. Hargrove, Jinkins,
Johnson, Klippert, Kristiansen, Ladenburg, McCune, Moeller, Morris, Moscoso, Overstreet, Reykdal, Rivers,
Rolfes, Ryu, Shea, Takko, Upthegrove, Zeiger

Ways & Means — Hunter, Darneille, Hasegawa, Alexander, Dammeier, Orcutt, Bailey, Carlyle, Chandler, Cody,
Dickerson, Haigh, Haler, Hinkle, Hudgins, Hunt, Kagi, Kenney, Ormsby, Parker, Pettigrew, Ross, Schmick,
Seaquist, Springer, Sullivan, Wilcox

Committee Legislator Leadership Party District
Position
Judiciary Pedersen Chair Democrat The 43rd District represents parts

of Seattle including Capitol Hill,
University District, Madison
Park, Washington Park,
Broadmoor, Montlake,
Wallingford, Madison Valley
and parts of Fremont,
Laurelhurst, Ravenna, Denny
Regrade and downtown Seattle
in King County.

Judiciary Goodman Vice Chair Democrat The 45th District represents parts
of Kirkland and Woodinville,
Redmond, Duvall, Carnation and
the Upper Snogualmie Valley in
King County.

Judiciary Rodne Ranking Republican | The 5th District represents East
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King County, including North
Bend, Snoqualmie, Issaquah, and
portions of unincorporated King
County.

Judiciary

Shea

Asst.
Ranking

Republican

The 4th District represents an
area stretching from the Spokane
Valley to the Northeast Edge of
Spokane County, including
Liberty Lake, Millwood, Peone
Prairie, Mead, Colbert,
Chattaroy, and EIk.

Judiciary

Chandler

Republican

The 15th District represents all of
Klickitat County and parts of
Yakima, Skamania and Clark
counties.

Judiciary

Eddy

Democrat

The 48th District represents
portions of King County
including parts of Bellevue,
Kirkland, Redmond, and all of
Medina, Clyde Hill, Yarrow
Point and Hunts Point.

Judiciary

Frockt

Democrat

The 46th District represents the
Seattle neighborhoods of
Greenwood, Northgate, Lake
City and Laurelhurst in King
County.

Judiciary

Kirby

Democrat

The 29th District represents
South Tacoma, Parkland, and
portions of Lakewood and
University Place in Pierce
County.

Judiciary

Klippert

Republican

The 8th District represents most
of Benton County, including
Kennewick, Richland, West
Richland, Benton City and
Prosser

Judiciary

Nealey

Republican

The 16th District represents
Walla Walla and Columbia and
parts of Benton and Franklin
counties.

Judiciary

Orwall

Democrat

The 33rd District represents
SeaTac, Des Moines, Normandy
Park, large parts of Kent and
Burien, and parts of Renton in
King County.

Judiciary

Rivers

Republican

The 18th District represents parts
of Clark and Cowlitz counties.

Judiciary

Roberts

Democrat

The 21st District represents parts
of Snohomish County, including
Edmonds, Mukilteo and portions
of Lynnwood and Mountlake
Terrace






Early Learning | Kagi Chair Democrat The 32nd District represents

& Human Shoreline, Edmonds, Woodway,

Services Kenmore, Lake Forest Park and
unincorporated areas of King and
Snohomish Counties.

Early Learning | Roberts Vice Chair Democrat The 21st District represents parts

& Human of Snohomish County, including

Services Edmonds, Mukilteo and portions
of Lynnwood and Mountlake
Terrace.

Early Learning | Walsh Ranking Republican | The 16th District represents

& Human Walla Walla and Columbia and

Services parts of Benton and Franklin
counties.

Early Learning | Short Asst. Republican | The 7th District represents Pend

& Human Ranking Oreille, Stevens, Ferry, Lincoln

Services and parts of Okanogan and
Spokane Counties.

Early Learning | Dickerson Democrat The 36th District represents parts

& Human of Seattle including Magnolia,

Services Queen Anne, Phinney Ridge and
parts of Ballard, Crown Hill,
Denny Regrade, Fremont,
Greenwood, Lake Union, Loyal
Heights, Sunset Hill in King
County.

Early Learning | Goodman Democrat The 45th District represents parts

& Human of Kirkland and Woodinville,

Services Redmond, Duvall, Carnation and
the Upper Snogualmie Valley in
King County.

Early Learning | Hope Republican | The 44th District represents Lake

& Human Stevens, Mill Creek, and

Services Snohomish, and parts of Everett
and Marysville, in Snohomish
County.

Early Learning | Johnson Republican | The 14th District represents parts

& Human of Yakima County.

Services

Early Learning | Orwall Democrat The 33rd District represents

& Human SeaTac, Des Moines, Normandy

Services Park, large parts of Kent and
Burien, and parts of Renton in
King County.

General Govt. Hudgins Chair Democrat The 11th District represents parts

Approps. &
Oversight

of South Seattle, Burien, Sea-
Tac, Tukwila and the southern
part of Renton.






General Gowt. McCune Ranking Republican | The 2nd District represents
Approps. & Pierce County, including
Oversight McKenna, Rainier, Roy, Ft.
Lewis, Spanaway, Orting,
Graham, Yelm, and the City of
Eatonville.
General Govt. | Armstrong | Asst. Republican | The 12th District represents
Approps. & Ranking Chelan and Douglas Counties
Oversight and parts of Grant and Okanogan
Counties.
General Govt. | Ahern Republican | The 6th District represents part
Approps. & of the cities of Spokane, Airway
Oversight Heights and Nine Mile Falls,
Whitworth, and portions of
Spokane County including
Moran Prairie, Fairwood,
Country Homes, Deer Park and
the northern portion of the West
Plains.
General Gowt. Blake Democrat The 19th District represents
Approps. & Pacific, Wahkiakum, and parts of
Oversight Grays Harbor and Cowlitz
counties.
General Govt. Darneille Democrat The 27th District represents
Approps. & portions of Tacoma and Fife in
Oversight Pierce County.
General Govt. | Fitzgibbon Democrat The 34th District represents West
Approps. & Seattle, Burien and Vashon and
Oversight Maury Islands in King County.
General Gowt. Miloscia Democrat The 30th District represents
Approps. & Federal Way, Milton, Algona
Oversight and Pacific in King County.
General Govt. Pedersen Democrat The 43rd District represents parts
Approps. & of Seattle including Capitol Hill,
Oversight University District, Madison
Park, Washington Park,
Broadmoor, Montlake,
Wallingford, Madison Valley
and parts of Fremont,
Laurelhurst, Ravenna, Denny
Regrade and downtown Seattle
in King County.
General Govt. | Taylor Republican | The 15th District represents all of
Approps. & Klickitat County and parts of
Oversight Yakima, Skamania and Clark
counties.
General Govt. | Van De Democrat The 24th District represents
Approps. & Wege Clallam, Jefferson, and part of
Oversight Grays Harbor Counties.






General Govt. | Wilcox Republican | The 2nd District represents

Approps. & Pierce County, including

Oversight McKenna, Rainier, Roy, Ft.
Lewis, Spanaway, Orting,
Graham, Yelm, and the City of
Eatonville.

Health & Dickerson Chair Democrat The 36th District represents parts

Human of Seattle including Magnolia,

Services Queen Anne, Phinney Ridge and

Approps. & parts of Ballard, Crown Hill,

Oversight Denny Regrade, Fremont,
Greenwood, Lake Union, Loyal
Heights, Sunset Hill in King
County.

Health & Appleton Vice Chair Democrat The 23rd District represents

Human Kitsap County, including

Services Bainbridge Island, Silverdale,

Approps. & Poulsbo, Kingston, and parts of

Oversight Bremerton.

Health & Johnson Ranking Republican | The 14th District represents parts

Human of Yakima County.

Services

Approps. &

Oversight

Health & Schmick Asst. Republican | The 9th District represents the

Human Ranking counties of Whitman, Adams,

Services Asotin and Garfield and parts of

Approps. & Spokane and Franklin.

Oversight

Health & Cody Democrat The 34th District represents West

Human Seattle, Burien and Vashon and

Services Maury Islands in King County.

Approps. &

Oversight

Health & Green Democrat The 28th District represents

Human Fircrest, University Place,

Services Lakewood, Steilacoom, Tillicum,

Approps. & West Tacoma Anderson, Ketron,

Oversight and McNeil Islands in Pierce
County.

Health & Harris Republican | The 17th District represents a

Human portion of Clark County.

Services

Approps. &

Oversight

Health & Kagi Democrat The 32nd District represents

Human Shoreline, Edmonds, Woodway,

Services Kenmore, Lake Forest Park and

Approps. & unincorporated areas of King and

Oversight Snohomish Counties.






Health & Overstreet Republican | The 42nd District represents the

Human western half of Whatcom

Services County.

Approps. &

Oversight

Health & Pettigrew Democrat The 37th District represents

Human Rainier Valley, Madrona, North

Services Beacon Hill, Rainier Beach, Mt.

Approps. & Baker, Leschi, Columbia City,

Oversight southern Capitol Hill, Skyway
and parts of Renton in King
County.

Health & Seaquist Democrat The 26th District represents parts

Human of Pierce and Kitsap Counties.

Services

Approps. &

Oversight

Health & Walsh Republican | The 16th District represents

Human Walla Walla and Columbia and

Services parts of Benton and Franklin

Approps. & counties.

Oversight

Public Safety & | Hurst Chair Democrat The 31st District represents parts

Emergency of South King County and

Prep. Northeast Pierce County,
including Auburn, Bonney Lake,
Buckley, Enumclaw, Sumner and
Edgewood.

Public Safety & | Ladenburg | Vice Chair Democrat The 29th District represents

Emergency South Tacoma, Parkland, and

Prep. portions of Lakewood and
University Place in Pierce
County.

Public Safety & | Pearson Ranking Republican | The 39th District represents parts

Emergency of Snohomish, Skagit, Whatcom

Prep. and King counties.

Public Safety & | Klippert Asst. Republican | The 8th District represents most

Emergency Ranking of Benton County, including

Prep. Kennewick, Richland, West
Richland, Benton City and
Prosser.

Public Safety & | Appleton Democrat The 23rd District represents

Emergency Kitsap County, including

Prep. Bainbridge Island, Silverdale,
Poulsbo, Kingston, and parts of
Bremerton.

Public Safety & | Armstrong Republican | The 12th District represents

Emergency Chelan and Douglas Counties

Prep. and parts of Grant and Okanogan

Counties.






Public Safety & | Goodman Democrat The 45th District represents parts

Emergency of Kirkland and Woodinville,

Prep. Redmond, Duvall, Carnation and
the Upper Snoqualmie Valley in
King County.

Public Safety & | Hope Republican | The 44th District represents Lake

Emergency Stevens, Mill Creek, and

Prep. Snohomish, and parts of Everett
and Marysville, in Snohomish
County.

Public Safety & | Kirby Democrat The 29th District represents

Emergency South Tacoma, Parkland, and

Prep. portions of Lakewood and
University Place in Pierce
County.

Public Safety & | Moscoso Democrat The 1st District represents

Emergency portions of northeast King

Prep. County and south Snohomish
County, including areas of
Bothell, Woodinville, Mountlake
Terrace, and Brier.

Public Safety & | Ross Republican | The 14th District represents parts

Emergency of Yakima County.

Prep.

State Govt. & Hunt Chair Democrat The 22nd District represents the

Tribal Affairs northern portion of Thurston
County, including all of Olympia
and portions of Lacey and
Tumwater, and the
unincorporated communities of
Johnson Point, Cooper Point,
Tanglewilde, Thompson Place,
and Boston Harbor.

State Govt. & Appleton Vice Chair Democrat The 23rd District represents

Tribal Affairs Kitsap County, including
Bainbridge Island, Silverdale,
Poulsbo, Kingston, and parts of
Bremerton.

State Govt. & Taylor Ranking Republican | The 15th District represents all of

Tribal Affairs Klickitat County and parts of
Yakima, Skamania and Clark
counties.

State Govt. & Overstreet Asst. Republican | The 42nd District represents the

Tribal Affairs Ranking western half of Whatcom
County.

State Govt. & Alexander Republican | The 20th District represents all of

Tribal Affairs Lewis County and part of south
Thurston County.

State Govt. & Condotta Republican | The 12th District represents

Tribal Affairs

Chelan and Douglas Counties
and parts of Grant and Okanogan
Counties.






State Govt. &
Tribal Affairs

Dunshee

Democrat

The 44th District represents Lake
Stevens, Mill Creek, and
Snohomish, and parts of Everett
and Marysville, in Snohomish
County.

State Govt. &
Tribal Affairs

Hurst

Democrat

The 31st District represents parts
of South King County and
Northeast Pierce County,
including Auburn, Bonney Lake,
Buckley, Enumclaw, Sumner and
Edgewood.

State Govt. &
Tribal Affairs

McCoy

Democrat

The 38th District represents parts
of Snohomish County including
Everett, Marysville, and the part
of the Snohomish Valley west of
Highway 9.

State Govt. &
Tribal Affairs

Miloscia

Democrat

The 30th District represents
Federal Way, Milton, Algona
and Pacific in King County.

Tech, Energy &
Com.

McCoy

Chair

Democrat

The 38th District represents parts
of Snohomish County including
Everett, Marysville, and the part
of the Snohomish Valley west of
Highway 9.

Tech, Energy &
Com.

Jacks

Vice Chair

Democrat

The 49th District represents parts
of the city of Vancouver in Clark
County.

Tech, Energy &
Com.

Crouse

Ranking

Republican

The 4th District represents an
area stretching from the Spokane
Valley to the Northeast Edge of
Spokane County, including
Liberty Lake, Millwood, Peone
Prairie, Mead, Colbert,
Chattaroy, and EIk.

Tech, Energy &
Com.

Short

Asst.
Ranking

Republican

The 7th District represents Pend
Oreille, Stevens, Ferry, Lincoln
and parts of Okanogan and
Spokane Counties.

Tech, Energy &
Com.

Anderson

Republican

The 5th District represents East
King County, including North
Bend, Snoqualmie, Issaquah, and
portions of unincorporated King
County.

Tech, Energy &
Com.

Billig

Democrat

The 3rd District represents the
heartland of the downtown
Spokane area, extending to the
North Side and South Hill.

Tech, Energy &
Com.

Carlyle

Democrat

The 36th District represents parts
of Seattle including Magnolia,
Queen Anne, Phinney Ridge and
parts of Ballard, Crown Hill,
Denny Regrade, Fremont,






Greenwood, Lake Union, Loyal
Heights, Sunset Hill in King
County.

Tech, Energy &
Com.

Dahlquist

Republican

The 31st District represents parts
of South King County and
Northeast Pierce County,
including Auburn, Bonney Lake,
Buckley, Enumclaw, Sumner and
Edgewood.

Tech, Energy &
Com.

Eddy

Democrat

The 48th District represents
portions of King County
including parts of Bellevue,
Kirkland, Redmond, and all of
Medina, Clyde Hill, Yarrow
Point and Hunts Point.

Tech, Energy &
Com.

Frockt

Democrat

The 46th District represents the
Seattle neighborhoods of
Greenwood, Northgate, Lake
City and Laurelhurst in King
County.

Tech, Energy &
Com.

Haler

Republican

The 8th District represents most
of Benton County, including
Kennewick, Richland, West
Richland, Benton City and
Prosser.

Tech, Energy &
Com.

Harris

Republican

The 17th District represents a
portion of Clark County.

Tech, Energy &
Com.

Hasegawa

Democrat

The 11th District represents parts
of South Seattle, Burien, Sea-
Tac, Tukwila and the southern
part of Renton.

Tech, Energy &
Com.

Kelley

Democrat

The 28th District represents
Fircrest, University Place,
Lakewood, Steilacoom, Tillicum,
West Tacoma Anderson, Ketron,
and McNeil Islands in Pierce
County.

Tech, Energy &
Com.

Kristiansen

Republican

The 39th District represents parts
of Snohomish, Skagit, Whatcom
and King counties.

Tech, Energy &
Com.

Liias

Democrat

The 21st District represents parts
of Snohomish County, including
Edmonds, Mukilteo and portions
of Lynnwood and Mountlake
Terrace.

Tech, Energy &
Com.

McCune

Republican

The 2nd District represents
Pierce County, including
McKenna, Rainier, Roy, Ft.
Lewis, Spanaway, Orting,
Graham, Yelm, and the City of
Eatonville.






Tech, Energy &
Com.

Morris

Democrat

The 40th District represents San
Juan, eastern and northwestern
Skagit and southwestern
Whatcom counties.

Tech, Energy &
Com.

Nealey

Republican

The 16th District represents
Walla Walla and Columbia and
parts of Benton and Franklin
counties.

Transportation

Clibborn

Chair

Democrat

The 41st District represents
Bellevue, Mercer Island,
Newcastle, west Issaquah and
northeast Renton in King
County.

Transportation

Billig

Vice Chair

Democrat

The 3rd District represents the
heartland of the downtown
Spokane area, extending to the
North Side and South Hill.

Transportation

Liias

Vice Chair

Democrat

The 21st District represents parts
of Snohomish County, including
Edmonds, Mukilteo and portions
of Lynnwood and Mountlake
Terrace.

Transportation

Armstrong

Ranking

Republican

The 12th District represents
Chelan and Douglas Counties
and parts of Grant and Okanogan
Counties.

Transportation

Rodne

Asst.
Ranking

Republican

The 5th District represents East
King County, including North
Bend, Snoqualmie, Issaquah, and
portions of unincorporated King
County.

Transportation

Angel

Republican

The 26th District represents parts
of Pierce and Kitsap Counties.

Transportation

Asay

Democrat

The 30th District represents
Federal Way, Milton, Algona
and Pacific in King County.

Transportation

Eddy

Democrat

The 48th District represents
portions of King County
including parts of Bellevue,
Kirkland, Redmond, and all of
Medina, Clyde Hill, Yarrow
Point and Hunts Point.

Transportation

Finn

Democrat

The 35th District represents
Mason and portions of Grays
Harbor, Kitsap, and Thurston
Counties

Transportation

Fitzgibbon

Democrat

The 34th District represents West
Seattle, Burien and Vashon and
Maury Islands in King County.
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Transportation

M.
Hargrove

Republican

The 47th District represents part
of southeast King County from
the Renton Highlands to Kent to
Black Diamond.

Transportation

Jinkins

Democrat

The 27th District represents
portions of Tacoma and Fife in
Pierce County.

Transportation

Johnson

Republican

The 14th District represents parts
of Yakima County.

Transportation

Klippert

Republican

The 8th District represents most
of Benton County, including
Kennewick, Richland, West
Richland, Benton City and
Prosser.

Transportation

Kristiansen

Republican

The 39th District represents parts
of Snohomish, Skagit, Whatcom
and King counties.

Transportation

Ladenburg

Democrat

The 29th District represents
South Tacoma, Parkland, and
portions of Lakewood and
University Place in Pierce
County.

Transportation

McCune

Republican

The 2nd District represents
Pierce County, including
McKenna, Rainier, Roy, Ft.
Lewis, Spanaway, Orting,
Graham, Yelm, and the City of
Eatonville.

Transportation

Moeller

Democrat

The 49th District represents parts
of the city of Vancouver in Clark
County.

Transportation

Morris

Democrat

The 40th District represents San
Juan, eastern and northwestern
Skagit and southwestern
Whatcom counties.

Transportation

Moscoso

Democrat

The 1st District represents
portions of northeast King
County and south Snohomish
County, including areas of
Bothell, Woodinville, Mountlake
Terrace, and Brier.

Transportation

Overstreet

Republican

The 42nd District represents the
western half of Whatcom
County.

Transportation

Reykdal

Democrat

The 22nd District represents the
northern portion of Thurston
County, including all of Olympia
and portions of Lacey and
Tumwater, and the
unincorporated communities of
Johnson Point, Cooper Point,
Tanglewilde, Thompson Place,
and Boston Harbor.
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Transportation

Rivers

Republican

The 18th District represents parts
of Clark and Cowlitz counties.

Transportation

Rolfes

Democrat

The 23rd District represents
Kitsap County, including
Bainbridge Island, Silverdale,
Poulsbo, Kingston, and parts of
Bremerton.

Transportation

Ryu

Democrat

The 32nd District represents
Shoreline, Edmonds, Woodway,
Kenmore, Lake Forest Park and
unincorporated areas of King and
Snohomish Counties.

Transportation

Shea

Republican

The 4th District represents an
area stretching from the Spokane
Valley to the Northeast Edge of
Spokane County, including
Liberty Lake, Millwood, Peone
Prairie, Mead, Colbert,
Chattaroy, and EIK.

Transportation

Takko

Democrat

The 19th District represents
Pacific, Wahkiakum, and parts of
Grays Harbor and Cowlitz
counties.

Transportation

Upthegrove

Democrat

The 33rd District represents
SeaTac, Des Moines, Normandy
Park, large parts of Kent and
Burien, and parts of Renton in
King County.

Transportation

Zeiger

Republican

The 25th District represents the
cities of Puyallup, Milton, and
portions of Fife and Edgewood,
and the communities of Midland
and Summit/South Hill.

Ways & Means

Hunter

Chair

Democrat

The 48th District represents
portions of King County
including parts of Bellevue,
Kirkland, Redmond, and all of
Medina, Clyde Hill, Yarrow
Point and Hunts Point.

Ways & Means

Darneille

Vice Chair

Democrat

The 27th District represents
portions of Tacoma and Fife in
Pierce County.

Ways & Means

Hasegawa

Vice Chair

Democrat

The 11th District represents parts
of South Seattle, Burien, Sea-
Tac, Tukwila and the southern
part of Renton.

Ways & Means

Alexander

Ranking

Republican

The 20th District represents all of
Lewis County and part of south
Thurston County.
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Ways & Means

Dammeier

Asst.
Ranking

Republican

The 25th District represents the
cities of Puyallup, Milton, and
portions of Fife and Edgewood,
and the communities of Midland
and Summit/South Hill.

Ways & Means

Orcutt

Asst.
Ranking

Republican

The 18th District represents parts
of Clark and Cowlitz counties.

Ways & Means

Bailey

Republican

The 10th District represents all of
Island County and portions of
Skagit and Snohomish counties,
including the cities of La Conner,
Oak Harbor, and Stanwood.

Ways & Means

Carlyle

Democrat

The 36th District represents parts
of Seattle including Magnolia,
Queen Anne, Phinney Ridge and
parts of Ballard, Crown Hill,
Denny Regrade, Fremont,
Greenwood, Lake Union, Loyal
Heights, Sunset Hill in King
County.

Ways & Means

Chandler

Republican

The 15th District represents all of
Klickitat County and parts of
Yakima, Skamania and Clark
counties.

Ways & Means

Cody

Democrat

The 34th District represents West
Seattle, Burien and Vashon and
Maury Islands in King County.

Ways & Means

Dickerson

Democrat

The 36th District represents parts
of Seattle including Magnolia,
Queen Anne, Phinney Ridge and
parts of Ballard, Crown Hill,
Denny Regrade, Fremont,
Greenwood, Lake Union, Loyal
Heights, Sunset Hill in King
County.

Ways & Means

Haigh

Democrat

The 35th District represents
Mason and portions of Grays
Harbor, Kitsap, and Thurston
Counties

Ways & Means

Haler

Republican

The 8th District represents most
of Benton County, including
Kennewick, Richland, West
Richland, Benton City and
Prosser.

Ways & Means

Hinkle

Republican

The 13th District represents most
of Grant, all of Kittitas and part
of Yakima Counties.

Ways & Means

Hudgins

Democrat

The 11th District represents parts
of South Seattle, Burien, Sea-
Tac, Tukwila and the southern
part of Renton.

Ways & Means

Hunt

Democrat

The 22nd District represents the
northern portion of Thurston
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County, including all of Olympia
and portions of Lacey and
Tumwater, and the
unincorporated communities of
Johnson Point, Cooper Point,
Tanglewilde, Thompson Place,
and Boston Harbor.

Ways & Means

Kagi

Democrat

The 32nd District represents
Shoreline, Edmonds, Woodway,
Kenmore, Lake Forest Park and
unincorporated areas of King and
Snohomish Counties.

Ways & Means

Kenney

Democrat

The 46th District represents the
Seattle neighborhoods of
Greenwood, Northgate, Lake
City and Laurelhurst in King
County.

Ways & Means

Ormshy

Democrat

The 3rd District represents the
heartland of the downtown
Spokane area, extending to the
North Side and South Hill.

Ways & Means

Parker

Republican

The 6th District represents part
of the cities of Spokane, Airway
Heights and Nine Mile Falls,
Whitworth, and portions of
Spokane County including
Moran Prairie, Fairwood,
Country Homes, Deer Park and
the northern portion of the West
Plains.

Ways & Means

Pettigrew

Democrat

The 37th District represents
Rainier Valley, Madrona, North
Beacon Hill, Rainier Beach, Mt.
Baker, Leschi, Columbia City,
southern Capitol Hill, Skyway
and parts of Renton in King
County.

Ways & Means

Ross

Republican

The 14th District represents parts
of Yakima County.

Ways & Means

Schmick

Republican

The 9th District represents the
counties of Whitman, Adams,
Asotin and Garfield and parts of
Spokane and Franklin.

Ways & Means

Seaquist

Democrat

The 26th District represents parts
of Pierce and Kitsap Counties.

Ways & Means

Springer

Democrat

The 45th District represents parts
of Kirkland and Woodinville,
Redmond, Duvall, Carnation and
the Upper Snoqualmie Valley in
King County.
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Ways & Means | Sullivan Democrat The 47th District represents part
of southeast King County from
the Renton Highlands to Kent to
Black Diamond.

Ways & Means | Wilcox Republican | The 2nd District represents
Pierce County, including
McKenna, Rainier, Roy, Ft.
Lewis, Spanaway, Orting,
Graham, Yelm, and the City of
Eatonville.

Senate
Judiciary — Kline, Harper, Pflug, Carrell, J. Hargrove, Kohl-Welles, McCaslin*, Regala, Roach.

Government Operations, Tribal Relations & Elections — Pridemore, Prentice, Swecker, Chase, McCaslin*, Nelson,
Roach

Human Services & Corrections — J. Hargrove, Regala, Stevens, Carrell, Ericksen, Harper, McAuliffe

Transportation — Haugen, White, King, Fain, Delvin, Eide, Ericksen, Hill, Hobbs, Litzow, Nelson, Prentice,
Ranker, Sheldon, Shin, Swecker

Ways & Means — Murray, Kilmer, Zarelli, Baumgartner, Brown, Conway, Fraser, Hatfield, Hewitt, Honeyford,
Kastama, Keiser, Kohl-Welles, Parlette, Pflug, Pridemore, Regala, Rockefeller, Schoesler, Tom

*Sen. McCaslin has resigned but his replacement has not yet been named.

Committee Legislator Leadership Party District
Position
Judiciary Kline Chair Democrat The 37th District represents

Rainier Valley, Madrona, North
Beacon Hill, Rainier Beach, Mt.
Baker, Leschi, Columbia City,
southern Capitol Hill, Skyway
and parts of Renton in King
County.

Judiciary Harper Vice Chair Democrat The 38th District represents
parts of Snohomish County
including Everett, Marysville,
and the part of the Snohomish
Valley west of Highway 9.

Judiciary Pflug Ranking Republican | The 5th District represents East
King County, including North
Bend, Snoqualmie, Issaquah,
and portions of unincorporated
King County.

Judiciary Carrell Republican | The 28th District represents
Fircrest, University Place,
Lakewood, Steilacoom,
Tillicum, West Tacoma
Anderson, Ketron, and McNeil
Islands in Pierce County.
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Judiciary J. Hargrove Democrat The 24th District represents
Clallam, Jefferson, and part of
Grays Harbor Counties.

Judiciary Kohl-Welles Democrat The 36th District represents
parts of Seattle including
Magnolia, Queen Anne,
Phinney Ridge and parts of
Ballard, Crown Hill, Denny
Regrade, Fremont, Greenwood,
Lake Union, Loyal Heights,
Sunset Hill in King County.

Judiciary McCaslin Republican | The 4th District represents an
area stretching from the
Spokane Valley to the
Northeast Edge of Spokane
County, including Liberty Lake,
Millwood, Peone Prairie, Mead,
Colbert, Chattaroy, and EIKk.

Judiciary Regala Democrat The 27th District represents
portions of Tacoma and Fife in
Pierce County.

Judiciary Roach Republican | The 31st District represents
parts of South King County and
Northeast Pierce County,
including Auburn, Bonney
Lake, Buckley, Enumclaw,
Sumner and Edgewood.

Govt. Ops., Pridemore Chair Democrat The 49th District represents

Tribal parts of the city of Vancouver

Relations & in Clark County.

Elections

Govt. Ops., Prentice Vice Chair Democrat The 11th District represents

Tribal parts of South Seattle, Burien,

Relations & Sea-Tac, Tukwila and the

Elections southern part of Renton.

qut. Ops., Swecker Ranking Republican The 20th District represents all

Tribal .

Relations & of Lewis County and part of

. south Thurston County.

Elections

Govt. Ops., Chase Democrat The 32nd District represents

Tribal Shoreline, Edmonds, Woodway,

Relations & Kenmore, Lake Forest Park and

Elections unincorporated areas of King
and Snohomish Counties.

Govt. Ops., McCaslin Republican | The 4th District represents an

Tribal area stretching from the

Relations & Spokane Valley to the

Elections Northeast Edge of Spokane

County, including Liberty Lake,
Millwood, Peone Prairie, Mead,
Colbert, Chattaroy, and EIk.
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Govt. Ops., Nelson Democrat The 34th District represents
Tribal West Seattle, Burien and
Relations & Vashon and Maury Islands in
Elections King County.
Roach Republican | The 31st District represents
parts of South King County and
Northeast Pierce County,
including Auburn, Bonney
Lake, Buckley, Enumclaw,
Sumner and Edgewood.
Human Serv. & | J. Hargrove Chair Democrat The 24th District represents
Corrections Clallam, Jefferson, and part of
Grays Harbor Counties.
Human Serv. & | Regala Vice Chair Democrat The 27th District represents
Corrections portions of Tacoma and Fife in
Pierce County.
Human Serv. & | Stevens Ranking Republican | The 39th District represents
Corrections parts of Snohomish, Skagit,
Whatcom and King counties.
Human Serv. & | Carrell Republican | The 28th District represents
Corrections Fircrest, University Place,
Lakewood, Steilacoom,
Tillicum, West Tacoma
Anderson, Ketron, and McNeil
Islands in Pierce County.
Human Serv. & | Ericksen Republican | The 42nd District represents the
Corrections western half of Whatcom
County.
Human Serv. & | Harper Democrat The 38th District represents
Corrections parts of Snohomish County
including Everett, Marysville,
and the part of the Snohomish
Valley west of Highway 9.
Human Serv. & | McAuliffe Democrat The 1st District represents
Corrections portions of northeast King
County and south Snohomish
County, including areas of
Bothell, Woodinville,
Mountlake Terrace, and Brier.
Transportation | Haugen Chair Democrat The 10th District represents all
of Island County and portions
of Skagit and Snohomish
counties, including the cities of
La Conner, Oak Harbor, and
Stanwood.
Transportation | White Vice Chair Democrat The 46th District represents the

Seattle neighborhoods of
Greenwood, Northgate, Lake
City and Laurelhurst in King
County.
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Transportation

King

Ranking

Republican

The 14th District represents
parts of Yakima County.

Transportation

Fain

Asst.
Ranking

Republican

The 47" District represents
parts of southeast King County
from the Renton Highlands to
Kent to Black Diamond.

Transportation

Delvin

Republican

The 8th District represents most
of Benton County, including
Kennewick, Richland, West
Richland, Benton City and
Prosser.

Transportation

Eide

Democrat

The 30th District represents
Federal Way, Milton, Algona
and Pacific in King County.

Transportation

Ericksen

Republican

The 42nd District represents the
western half of Whatcom
County.

Transportation

Hill

Republican

The 45th District represents
parts of Kirkland and
Woodinville, Redmond, Duvall,
Carnation and the Upper
Snoqualmie Valley in King
County.

Transportation

Hobbs

Democrat

The 44th District represents
Lake Stevens, Mill Creek, and
Snohomish, and parts of Everett
and Marysville, in Snohomish
County.

Transportation

Litzow

Republican

The 41st District represents
Bellevue, Mercer Island,
Newcastle, west Issaquah and
northeast Renton in King
County.

Transportation

Nelson

Democrat

The 34th District represents
West Seattle, Burien and
Vashon and Maury Islands in
King County.

Transportation

Prentice

Democrat

The 11th District represents
parts of South Seattle, Burien,
Sea-Tac, Tukwila and the
southern part of Renton.

Transportation

Ranker

Democrat

The 40th District represents San
Juan, eastern and northwestern
Skagit and southwestern
Whatcom counties.

Transportation

Sheldon

Democrat

The 35th District represents
Mason and portions of Grays
Harbor, Kitsap, and Thurston
Counties.
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Transportation

Shin

Democrat

The 21st District represents
parts of Snohomish County,
including Edmonds, Mukilteo
and portions of Lynnwood and
Mountlake Terrace.

Transportation

Swecker

Republican

The 20th District represents all
of Lewis County and part of
south Thurston County.

Ways & Means

Murray

Chair

Democrat

The 43rd District represents
parts of Seattle including
Capitol Hill, University District,
Madison Park, Washington
Park, Broadmoor, Montlake,
Wallingford, Madison Valley
and parts of Fremont,
Laurelhurst, Ravenna, Denny
Regrade and downtown Seattle
in King County.

Ways & Means

Kilmer

Vice Chair

Democrat

The 26th District represents
parts of Pierce and Kitsap
Counties.

Ways & Means

Zarelli

Ranking

The 18th District represents
parts of Clark and Cowlitz
counties.

Ways & Means

Baumgartner

Republican

The 6th District represents part
of the cities of Spokane, Airway
Heights and Nine Mile Falls,
Whitworth, and portions of
Spokane County including
Moran Prairie, Fairwood,
Country Homes, Deer Park and
the northern portion of the West
Plains.

Ways & Means

Brown

Democrat

The 3rd District represents the
heartland of the downtown
Spokane area, extending to the
North Side and South Hill.

Ways & Means

Conway

Democrat

The 29th District represents
South Tacoma, Parkland, and
portions of Lakewood and
University Place in Pierce
County.

Ways & Means

Fraser

Democrat

The 22nd District represents the
northern portion of Thurston
County, including all of
Olympia and portions of Lacey
and Tumwater, and the
unincorporated communities of
Johnson Point, Cooper Point,
Tanglewilde, Thompson Place,
and Boston Harbor.
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Ways & Means

Hatfield

Democrat

The 19th District represents
Pacific, Wahkiakum, and parts
of Grays Harbor and Cowlitz
counties.

Ways & Means

Hewitt

Republican

The 16th District represents
Walla Walla and Columbia and
parts of Benton and Franklin
counties.

Ways & Means

Honeyford

Republican

The 15th District represents all
of Klickitat County and parts of
Yakima, Skamania and Clark
counties.

Ways & Means

Kastama

Democrat

The 25th District represents the
cities of Puyallup, Milton, and
portions of Fife and Edgewood,
and the communities of
Midland and Summit/South
Hill.

Ways & Means

Keiser

Democrat

The 33rd District represents
SeaTac, Des Moines,
Normandy Park, large parts of
Kent and Burien, and parts of
Renton in King County.

Ways & Means

Kohl-Welles

Democrat

The 36th District represents
parts of Seattle including
Magnolia, Queen Anne,
Phinney Ridge and parts of
Ballard, Crown Hill, Denny
Regrade, Fremont, Greenwood,
Lake Union, Loyal Heights,
Sunset Hill in King County.

Ways & Means

Parlette

Republican

The 12th District represents
Chelan and Douglas Counties
and parts of Grant and
Okanogan Counties.

Ways & Means

Pflug

Republican

The 5th District represents East
King County, including North
Bend, Snoqualmie, Issaquah,
and portions of unincorporated
King County.

Ways & Means

Pridemore

Democrat

The 49th District represents
parts of the city of Vancouver
in Clark County.

Ways & Means

Regala

Democrat

The 27th District represents
portions of Tacoma and Fife in
Pierce County.

Ways & Means

Rockefeller

Democrat

The 23rd District represents
Kitsap County, including
Bainbridge Island, Silverdale,
Poulsbo, Kingston, and parts of
Bremerton.
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Ways & Means | Schoesler Republican | The 9th District represents the
counties of Whitman, Adames,
Asotin and Garfield and parts of
Spokane and Franklin.

Ways & Means | Tom Democrat The 48th District represents

portions of King County
including parts of Bellevue,
Kirkland, Redmond, and all of
Medina, Clyde Hill, Yarrow
Point and Hunts Point.
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Administrative Office of the Courts

Information Services Division

Accomplishments for 2010

Transformation and Modernization Plan

Change in Leadership: AOC experienced a positive change in leadership of the Information
Services Division (ISD) that resulted in a new organization structure including a number of new
staff possessing the knowledge, skills and ability to complete the modernization plan.

AOC Completed Seven Major Transformation Initiatives: In the first year of the six-year
plan, seven initiatives were completed, along with other ongoing work increases the capabilities
of the organization and demonstrates a significant increase in the capacity to handle the IT needs
of the courts and workload associated with IT projects.

Completed initiatives;
Develop Organizational Change Strategy

Implement New Organization Structure
Implement IT Governance

Implement Enterprise Architecture Management
Implement Project Management Office
Implement Relationship Management

O O OO0 OO

Implement Portfolio Management

New Enterprise Architecture: The internal ISD team at AOC developed a new enterprise future
state architecture which will be the basis on which the Washington State Judicial Information
Systems (JIS) will be modernized. This new architecture guides AOC’s IT investment decision
making and creates a holistic perspective of information technology strategies and its
infrastructure support for state services and business functions.

New IT Governance: At the direction of JISC, AOC developed and implemented a new IT
Governance process to deliver greater transparency, accountability and customer participation in
the IT decision making process. Centralizing IT authority under one governance structure
improves oversight, coordinates strategic planning, creates cost-effective program management,
eliminates duplication and saves costs.

New Project Management Office: AOC implemented the Project Management Office (PMO)
which now provides standardized methods to increase IT efficiency, cut project costs and
improves project delivery in terms of time and budget.

Improved Decision Making with Portfolio Management: IT Portfolio Management provides
a structure for strategic portfolio planning and IT decision making to manage, monitor and





Administrative Office of the Courts

Information Services Division

measure prioritization, costs and performance of IT assets. The new Portfolio Management
discipline at AOC provides the information necessary to make informed decisions on what IT
investments to continue to invest in and what to divest in to save costs and improve
performance.

Better Understanding of Customer Needs: AOC implemented a new Business Relations
discipline to provide dedicated ISD liaisons to work directly with the court community and
communities of interest to identify customer business needs and help AOC better align ISD
services, projects and outcomes with customer business needs.

ISD Projects and Operations

Improved Service and Delivery: AOC has taken key actions to improve service delivery and
efficiency. These actions include; implementing IT Governance, establishing Portfolio
Management, Enterprise Architecture and establishing Solution Management.

AOC Completed the First New IT Governance Request. The operations team completed the first
IT request to come through the new IT Governance process. This request created a cause of
action code for Committed Intimate Relationship (CIR) as a SCOMIS case type 3 (Domestic). The
new CIR cause of action code became available in SCOMIS on January 1, 2011. The cause of
action code for Meretricious Relationships (MER) under SCOMIS case type 2 (Civil) is no longer
available for use after December 31, 2010.

AOC Fixed Known Errors and Completed New Releases: The ISD Operations team
completed 24 JIS Releases; installing legislation, fixing known errors and resolving nearly 1,500
incidents. They eliminated the JIS change request and known error report backlog. There were
over 2,000 change requests and known errors. All requests were reviewed, classified, sorted and
action was taken.

E-Ticketing Stabilized: The Java Team took the newly developed e-Ticketing application into
maintenance support. It took extraordinary time and effort to monitor to keep this important
service running smoothly for our law enforcement partners and courts.

Providing a Strong Infrastructure: The ISD Infrastructure team upgraded 12 different software
applications and services. They completed 5 major hardware upgrades and implemented a
Disaster Recovery Plan for the COA. Additionally, they migrated the JCS application to new
hardware, completed a Virtual Desktop Proof of Concept, provided support to Blackberry’s for
AOC, COA and TOJ users and continued to maintain excellent availability for the JIS systems while
keeping virus’s out and maintaining hardware reliability.
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Continue Research for New Superior Court Case Management System: ISD began and
continues to work on a Superior Court case management feasibility study, using the Information
Services Board (ISB) feasibility model to research and plan implementation of improvements to
existing court case management systems statewide. The feasibility study will ensure that any
decision made on implementation will best meet the needs of Washington State Superior Courts,
facilitate court-public interactions, and improve internal court processes.
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Background

In 2008, the Judicial Information System Committee (JISC) directed the Administrative Office of the Courts
(AOC) to modernize and integrate the Judicial Information System. For the 2009-2011 biennium, the
Legislature approved funds to fulfill that direction. The budget proviso stipulated that a portion of those funds
was for the development of a comprehensive Information Technology (IT) strategy and detailed business and
operational plan. This strategy included the development of a fully operational Project Management Office
(PMO), the implementation of IT Governance, the establishment of an Enterprise Architecture (EA) Program,
the implementation of a Master Data Management (MDM) solution, and a focus on Data Exchanges.

To plan the modernize-and-integrate strategy, AOC contracted with two industry leaders, Ernst & Young and
Sierra Systems. The firms performed analysis of the current business problems, the organization’s capability
and maturity to successfully implement the modernization and integration strategy, and planned a detailed IT
strategy to guide the modernization over the next several years.

Upon the completion of an IT strategy and business plan, AOC’s Information Services Division (ISD) began
implementation of a multi-year operational plan with the launch of five transformation initiatives in September
2009: Project Management Office (PMO), IT Portfolio Management (ITPM), Enterprise Architecture
Management (EAM), Information Technology Governance (ITG), and Organizational Change Management
(OCM).

In addition to the transformation initiatives, AOC ISD continues to work on other approved priorities including
data exchanges, e-ticketing stabilization, equipment replacement, disaster recovery and on-going maintenance
and operations of legacy systems.
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JIS Transformation Plan Overview

Oriainal Roadmap per IT Strateav June 19 - 2009

November 2010 Actual
Revised
STATUS KEY . = active/on track = Changes w/ Moderate impact ‘ = Significant rework/risk e = Not active v = Completed

8 RoR A CY09 CY09 CY10 CY10 CY10 CY10 Cy11 Cy1i1 Cy11 Cy1i1l
JIS Transformation Initiatives Status 03 Q4 o1 Q2 03 04 o1 Q2 03 04

1. 0 Organizational Change Management - Phase |

Planned

1.1 Develop Organizational Change Strategy S}

Actual v

Planned

1.2 Implement New Organization Structure S o v

2.0 Capability Improvement — Phase |

2.1 Implement Change Management & Planned

Communications © Actual
Planned

2.2 Implement IT Governance (ITG) e v
2.3 Implement Project Management Office Py Planned
(PMO) Actual v
2.4 Implement IT Portfolio Management o :Icat::d
3.0 Capability Improvement — Phase I
3.1 Implement Enterprise Architecture Py Planned
Management Actual v
3.2 Implement Solution Management () zlca‘::d

. . Planned
3.3 Implement Relationship Management o v
3.4 Implement IT Service Management — o Planned

change, configure, release Actual

4.0 Capability Improvement — Phase llI

Planned

4.1 Establish Vendor Management

Actual

4.2 Mature Application Development o Planned
Capability Actual
4.3 Establish Enterprise Security o :':t::d
5.0 Capability Improvement — Phase IV

5.1 Implement IT Service Management — PY Planned
Service Catalog, Incident, Problem Actual
5.2 Implement Performance Reporting P Planned

Actual

(formally Financial Management Reporting)

6.0 Capability Improvement — Phase V

6.1 Establish Custom Development o Planned

Capabilities Actual

7.0 Master Data Management

7.1 Develop Data Governance Model () Z':‘::d
. Planned

7.2 Implement Data Quality Program o

Actual
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STATUS KEY . = active/on track

= Changes w/ Moderate impact

’ = Significant rework/risk

Oriainal Roadmap per IT Strateay June 19 - 2009

Actual

Revised

e = Not active

V- Completed

Initiatives JIS Transformation

Status

CY09
Q3

CY09
Q4

CY10
Q1

CY10
Q2

CY10
Q3

CY10
Q4

Cy11
Q1

Cy1l
Q2

Cy11
Q3

Cy1l
Q4

7.3 Develop Unified Data Model

Planned

Actual

7.4 Implement MDM Tool

Planned

Actual

7.5 Optimize Data Warehouse

Planned

Actual

8.0 Migrate Data Exchanges

8.1 Develop Migration Strategy

Planned

Actual

8. 2 Develop File Based Exchanges

Planned

Actual

8.3 Develop Transactional Transfers

Planned

Actual

8.4 Migrate Exchanges Including JIS Link

(ON ON ON N0

Planned

Actual

9.0 Migrate Web Sites

9.1 Develop Migration Strategy

Planned

Actual

9.2 Redirect Web Application Data Sources

Planned

Actual

10.0 JIS Application Refresh

10.1 Superior Court Case Management
Feasibility Study

Planned

Actual

10.2 Purchase, Configure and Deploy
Superior Court Case Management

Planned

Actual

11.0 Organization Change Management — Ph

ase Il

11.1 Change Management in Support of JIS

Planned

Actual

12.0 Other Projects & Activities

12.1 Natural to COBOL Conversion

Planned

Actual

12.2 Superior Court Data Exchange

Planned

Actual

12.3 E-ticketing stabilization

Planned

Actual

12.5 Conduct Market Study — Superior Courts

Planned

Actual

12.6 Conduct Feasibility Study — Road to Toll
Support

Planned

Actual

12.8 Equipment Replacement — External

Planned

Actual

12.8 Equipment Replacement — Internal

oj0o|0|j0(0|e]|O

Planned

Actual
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STATUS KEY . = active/on track

= Changes w/ Moderate impact

‘ = Significant rework/risk

Original Roadmap per IT Strateay June 19 - 2009
Actual

Revised

e = Not active v = Completed

Initiatives JIS Transformation

Status

CY09
Q3

CY09
Q4

CY10
Q1

CY10 CY10 CY10 Cy11 Cy1l Cy11 Cy1l
Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4

Other Projects and Activities

ISD — Feasibility Workgroup — Superior Court
Adult Risk Assessment

Planned

Actual

ISD- Records Management (RMS)

Planned

Actual

ISD-Knowledge Management

Planned

Actual

ISD-Capability & Maturity Model

Planned

Actual

ISD-Compliance Monitoring

Planned

Actual

ISD-Clarity Implementation

O|lO0O|® O|@®]| O

Planned

Actual

Vehicle Related Violations (VRV)

Planned

Actual

ISD — Software Quality Assurance (SQA)

Planned

Actual
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Summary of Activities
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Major Changes Since Last Report

This section provides a quick summary of initiatives or projects that have begun or been completed during the
reporting period. This section also highlights any major changes to the status of an initiative, project, or ISD
operational area or staffing that impacts the work, timeline, or budget.

Initiatives or Projects Started

e None during this reporting period

Initiatives or Projects Completed

¢ Initiative 2.3 Implement Project Management Office completed

Status Changes

e Approved Project: Superior Court Management Feasibility Study: The scope was
defined by the Executive Sponsor Committee for the feasibility study with the Superior Court
Judges, Administrators and County Clerks and the project is on schedule.

e Approved Project: Superior Court Data Exchange: The project has moved to a “red”
status because it is at a major crossroads. The Data Management Steering Committee is
working with AOC to identify how best to proceed with the project.

e Approved Project: Vehicle Road Violations (VRV): The first on-boarding for pilot courts
for VRV will be delayed until March 2011. The delay is due to a dependency with other
agencies, specifically DIS and their available resources and RMS efforts. The pilot courts
have been notified of the delay and AOC is working with them to manage the delay.

Staffing Changes in ISD

o Project Manager: Kathy Wyer accepted a position within the Judicial Services Division of
AOC and will be leaving ISD.

e Project Manager: Bill Burke was hired as a new project manager in ISD — he will be the PM
for the Superior Court Data Exchange

o Project Manager: Mike Walsh was hired as a new project manager in ISD — he will be the
PM for Vehicle Relations Violations.

e Project Manager: Kate Kruller was hired as a new project manager in ISD — she will be the
PM for the Superior Court Management Feasibility Study.

Staff Recognitions
e The Project Management Office (PMO) Initiative completed this month. Devin Zipp received

thanks and recognition from several ISD staff for her expertise and skills as a Project
Manager on this effort. In addition, we would like to recognize and thank the following staff
who participated on this project for their unique contributions to the effort: Jody Graham,
Manny Najarro, Kathy Wyer, Martin Kravik, Mike Zanon, Verne Smith, Matt Rein, Shairus
Palotil, Harpreet Kaur, Virginia Neal, Jim Herrera, Becky Grauman, and the ISD Leadership
Team.
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IT Governance Update

IT requests continue to come itto the governance process. There are now eight JIS project that are authorized or in-
progress, plus one non-JIS project that has been approved under AOC’s governance process.

The chart below demonstrates the volume of requests currently in the IT Governance process for Sept-Dec.

ITG Status Report
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Active Requests from Court Level User Group
12

cu Superior Court Appellate Multi-level Non-JIS

Scheduled JIS IT Requests

Request ID: #002 — Superior Court Case Management System Feasibility Study

Description: Conduct feasibility study to examine COTS caseflow and calendaring systems, plus LINX, to
support potential acquisition and deployment of a system for the state’s Superior Courts.

CLUG: Superior Court (pilot) | Authorized By: JISC

Schedule: Nov 1, 2010 — Jun 30, 2011

Request ID: #004 — Change Meretricious Relationship Cause of Action Code and Case Type

Description: Create Committed Intimate Relationship cause of action code under case type 3 in SCOMIS and
remove Meretricious Relationship cause of action code under case type 2 to comply with Supreme Court decision
from 2007.

CLUG: Mandated | Authorized By: CIO

Schedule: Oct 17 — Dec 31, 2010

Request ID: #012 — Adult Risk Assessment Feasibility Study

Description: Examine the feasibility of using the STRONG assessment tool from Assessments.com for Superior
Courts and CLJs.

CLUG: Multi-level| Authorized By: CIO

Schedule: Nov 15, 2010 — Jan 31, 2011

Request ID: #019 — Display Judgments (SCOMIS Case Type 9) as Part of Original Case

Description: Change the way SCOMIS case types 9s (judgments) are displayed on public case search by
making these cases appear as a link under the original case. This was part of the Public Case Search Workgroup
report adopted by the JISC.

CLUG: Superior Court | Authorized By: CIO

Schedule: Dec 1, 2010 —Jan 31, 2011

Request ID: #022 — Total on CAR Screen When it Echoes Back

Description: Changes the behavior of the Create Accounts Receivable screen in JIS.
CLUG: Multi-level | Authorized By: CIO

Schedule: Dec 16, 2010 — Feb 11, 2011

Request ID: #023 — For TPSC to Make a Docket Entry

Description: Changes JIS so that more details of Time Pay agreements are recorded on the docket.
CLUG: CLJ | Authorized By: CIO

Schedule: Jan 5 — Mar 31, 2011
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Request ID: #033 — Auto Fill Date for BDK Screen

Description: Reduces the number of times dates have to be entered on the Batch Docket screen in JIS.
CLUG: CLJ | Authorized By: CIO

Schedule: Dec 20, 2010 — Mar 31, 2011

Request ID: #050 — JRS Windows 7 Compatibility Upgrade

Description: Upgrade JRS so that it can be used on PCs with the Windows 7 operating system.
CLUG: Multi-level | Authorized By: Administrator

Schedule: Dec 16, 2010 — Feb 11, 2011

Authorized JIS IT Requests Pending Scheduling

Request ID: #036 — Accounts Payable Put On Hold Make a Docket Entry
Description: Change JIS so that a docket entry is automatically made when an accounts payable is put on hold.
CLUG: CLJ | Authorized By: CIO

Page 11 of 50
November 2010 ISD Monthly Report to the JISC





Summary of Activities for November 2010

Transformation Initiative Summary

Initiative: 2.4 — Implement IT Portfolio Management (ITPM)

Activities Impact/Value
v" Reports and dashboards developed. Provides executive-level views of portfolio performance to
management.

v First portfolio review cycle conducted by the | Allows the Portfolio Manager to test drive the new portfolio
new Portfolio Manager. review process. Gives management the first full exposure
to the review process outputs. Aids us in discovering
process and data gaps.

v' Completed the mapping of the manual Provides the requirements for configuring Clarity.
Portfolio Management process to the Clarity
portfolio management tool.

Initiative: 3.2 — Implement Solution Management

Activities Impact/Value

v'  Re-aligned Project Leadership role and Rework of the Project Leadership role will make better use
brought new Business Analyst onto the of scare resource’s time and expertise. Orientation of new
project. project resources shortens the learning curve, accelerating

their productivity, contributions.

v Clarified Solution Management context Assists with project planning, especially in defining project
within Enterprise Architecture Management | scope, inter-dependencies with other ISD Transformation
and Solution Governance. initiatives.

Initiative: 5.1 — Implement Service Management — Service Catalog, Incident, Response

Activities Impact/Value

v' Refined the structure and approach for the This approach ensures the initial Service Catalog is now
initial Service Catalog, to reflect the known aligned with the ISD’s known requirements, and is capable

needs of the AOC ISD. of enhancement as the ISD’s needs and knowledge change.

v" Began the Service Level Process work It is critical to maintain realistic, achievable, appropriate
stream, to provide a capability for ISD to service level commitments. This process framework will
capture and maintain the service level provide ISD with the “tool set” to maintain this critical aspect
characteristics of its cataloged services. of its service catalog entries.

Initiative: 5.2 — Implement Performance Reporting

Activities Impact/Value
v ldentify the performance measures that will Identifies the measures which ISD finds most value for
be tracked. tracking, reporting, and informed decision-making.

v' Developed the calculations for the identified
performance measures.

Initiative: 7.1 — Develop Data Governance Model

Activities Impact/Value

v Kick-off meeting held for project team. The purpose of a “Kick-off Meeting” is to educate the team
and ensure that everyone is operating from the same page.
It provides insight into the project purpose, how it will assist
improved customer support, and helps to build team
commitment to its success.
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v' Conduct Data Interviews. Develop interview protocol and provided to interviewees, in
advance of second set of interviews.

v' Conduct Data Workshops. Building organizational awareness of Data Governance,
Data Environments, assessing current data issues and
requirements ownership.

Initiative: 7.2 — Implement Data Quality Program

Activities ‘ Impact/Value

v' Data Cleansing Environment for InfoSphere | Necessary step in getting the environment ready for

was created. production to begin implementation for moving data to test
rules.

v" Training resources for Master Data Key resources identified for training and continued Proof of
Management tool. Concept of Data Quality Environment.

v" Court Case Resolution Data selected for the | Ready to proceed with actual implementation of data rules,
Data Cleansing and Rules working once training is completed on using the toolset.
sessions.

Initiative: 7.3 — Implement Unified Data Model

Activities Impact/Value
v" Project initiation completed. Deliverable expectation document completed.
v' Kick-off of project team scheduled.

v' Subject matter expert from Sierra Systems
on board.

Initiative: ISD — CIO Communications

Activities Impact/Value

v' Summary of staff interviews was presented | Allows ISD to see what the collective responses were to the
to leadership and to staff. communications interviews and to vet the information.

v' Based on the information from the Improving communications for staff and stakeholders
interviews, work continues on a new ensures the overall success of the transformation effort at
Communications Plan. AOC.

Initiative: ISD - Capability & Maturity Model (CMM)
Activities ‘ Impact/Value
v" Project Charter under development. Project Charter creates a common understanding and

approval of what the project will produce and how it will
produce it. It identifies the responsible parties and the scope
of the project.
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Summary for November 2010

Approved JIS Projects Summary

Note that VRV Data Services and e-Ticketing Stabilization have moved from a development project into maintenance and therefore are not being

reported under approved projects but are now reported under the ISD operational area; Standards & Policies.

JIS Project: Superior Court Data Exchange (SCDX)

Activities | Impact/Value
v' Completed the evaluation of options to Identified options that would enable the project to support interfacing
interface SCOMIS DX to the LINX System. near-term to the LINX System utilizing the planned strategic
architecture as much as possible, to avoid re-work.
v' Completed Delivery 5 for Docketing. This delivery provides system requirements and service specifications
for Docketing.
v' Currently looking at project scope and Project may need to change course as current methodology will not
methodology. work within expected timeframe.
JIS Project: Superior Court Management Feasibility Study (SCMFS)
Activities Impact/Value

v" The Executive Sponsor Committee (ESC) has | The committee will provide support and oversight for the project so as

been formed to include superior court county | to keep the project aligned with customer expectations.
clerks, judges, and court administrators. The

ESC began meeting this past month to

finalize scope.

v" The vendor contract with MTG has been MTG brings expertise to the project that will allow the project team to

signed and MTG is now on sight. complete initiation documents and progress in developing and
completing the project feasibility study.

v' Business process mapping sessions with the Mapping business processes provides the framework for identifying
county clerks, court administrators and judges | relevant business requirements against which potential products will

will be completed end of November this year. | be identified and evaluated.

Maintenance Projects & Activities Summary

Note that VRV Data Services and e-Ticketing Stabilization have moved from a development project into maintenance and therefore are not being

reported under approved projects but are now reported under the ISD operational area; Standards & Policies.

Maintenance Project: Parking Module Enhancement — VRV Data Services

Activities ‘ Impact/Value
v" Final Project Results Report. Complete lessons learned meetings
Final review of Closeout phase deliverables.

v' Project Closeout Report. Verify the connection to the new RMS centric test environment.
Maintenance Project: Parking Module Enhancement — eTicketing Stabilization (ETP)
Activities | Impact/Value

v' Finalize closeout DED deliverables. Complete lessons learned meetings.

Final review of Closeout phase deliverables.

v' Connect to DIS environment. Verify the connection to the new RMS centric test environment.

Other Activities: Adult Risk Assessment (ARA) Feasibility Workgroup

Activities | Impact/Value

v Met with AOC Leadership to discuss
approach and staff resource commitment for
conducting the feasibility study.

v' Feasibility work group proposal was signed by
Judge O’Connor.

v' Team kickoff meeting occurred on 11/15.
v" Technical team is pointed toward finishing an | Validate amount in budget decision package.
implementation cost analysis by 12/31.
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Summary for November 2010

ISD Operational Area Summary

Area: Associate Director

Includes: Business Relationship Management, Portfolio Management, Governance, Communications and IT Service Delivery

Activities
Governance / IT Service Delivery

v

v

v

Presented ITG activity update to the
JISC.

Completed analysis and OCB approval
on six ITG requests.

Worked with Solutions Architect to
establish the initial process for requests
going through Solutions Architecture for
analysis.

Business Relations

v

Communicated extensively with
endorsing groups on over 20 IT
Governance requests and facilitated
endorsing group meetings.

Facilitated CLUG meeting and
coordinated CLUG activities.

Attended meetings and provided liaison
reports to the SCJA, WACJA, WACC,
AWSCA, WAJCA, DMCJA, DMCMA,
Gender & Justice, Minority and Justice
Commission Evaluation and
Implementation Committee, and Access
to Justice Technology Committee.
Completed draft of Budget Proviso Bill to

the legislature and ISD Monthly Report to

the JISC.

Portfolio Management

v
v

Published Key Performance Reports.
Refined prototype reports & dashboards.

Impact/Value

Communication with the JISC on actual governance requests
for their decision.

Moving more requests through governance in order to
complete the request process for customer change requests.
Process will be used to propose how to improve flow of
complex requests.

Facilitating the governance process for endorsing groups and
court level user groups empowers them to make better
decisions and builds better overall communication with our
customer community.

Direct communication and interaction with broader customer
groups increases their understanding of ISD services and
activities, and builds trust in AOC.

The reports demonstrate the status of the JIS modernization
and integration efforts of AOC.

Visibility of key performance areas.
Completed process of selecting meaningful reports from the
portfolio for initial launch.

Area: Architecture & Strategy

Includes: Enterprise Architecture, Solution Management & Business Analysts

Activities
EA Team

v

JISC Workgroup on Baseline Services — EA
team facilitated meetings held on November
30" and December 14". The EA team also
drafted JIS baseline services for review and
comment by the workgroup.

Superior Court Management Feasibility Study
(SCMFS) — EA team provided review and
feedback for the Feasibility Study and the
subsequent Technical Requirements to be
included in the anticipated RFP.

Business Analysts completed first round of
meetings with Judicial Officials and Court
Administrators for review of business
processes and high level business
requirements review for the SCFMS project.

Solution Management

November 2010 ISD Monthly Report to the JISC

‘ Impact/Value

The output from the workgroup would impact all of the Washington
State judicial system as it would establish the baseline services that
would be supported centrally and those that need to be managed
locally. The goal is to produce a draft report by the end of January
and a final report in March.

The SCMFS Study needs to include the architecture requirements so
that solutions acquired will be aligned with the desired future state.
Documenting the business requirements and process flows for use in
the SCFMS feasibility study deliverables.
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v" Work on the Solution Management Solution Management supports a standardized solution

initiative has started — The awareness lifecycle for the Information Technology Governance (ITG)
workshop for the initiative will be held on | solution process and the IT system lifecycle.
Dec 16.

v Initial review of ITG request 003 (has Providing information to user groups so they can make better
been completed and the information informed decision.

provided to the user group for their
consideration.
Business Analysts
v Legislative Bill Reviews — Business Give a high level time estimate on how much work is needed to
Analysts reviewed proposed bills and implement proposed bills, if passed.
attended scheduled meetings.

Area: Infrastructure

Includes: Desktop Unit, Network Unit, Server Unit, Support Unit & System Database Unit

Activities | Impact/Value
v" Completed the Proof of Concept for Had the potential of increasing the lifespan of the desktops
virtual desktops. delivered to staff, however increased Microsoft licensing fees

and lack of support from 3 party vendors do not make this a
viable solution at this time.
v/ Continue with Equipment Replacement Replace aged (5 year old) equipment with new hardware and
for the Superior Courts and Courts of operating systems.
Limited Jurisdiction.

Area: Data Management

Includes: Database Unit, Development Unit, Data Warehouse Unit

Activities Impact/Value

Data warehouse Unit
v' Completed 4 requests for information from | Completing requests for information assists the courts in being
courts, AOC staff, and outside entities. more efficient in their work, aids research into a variety of
issues by WSCCR and outside research organizations,
provides information to the legislature in their work to craft bills,
and provides the courts and AOC with information regarding
the efficiency and effectiveness of the judicial process.
v' Continued analysis of Positive
Achievement Change Tool (PACT) The PACT implementation will improve the juvenile
reporting and working with the Washington | departments’ ability to choose the most effective diversion
Center for Court Research (WSCCR) and programs for juveniles.
Assessments.com to implement the
juvenile risk assessment data mart.

Database Unit

v' Completed 2 database design review The work of the database unit supports the ongoing
requests. maintenance and improvement of the courts’ applications (JIS,
SCOMIS, ACORDS, JABS, e-ticketing, etc.)
v' Continue PACT report analysis and The PACT implementation will improve the juvenile
participate in user acceptance testing of the | departments’ ability to choose the most effective diversion
PACT software. If a test environment is programs for juveniles.

made available by Assessments.com,
begin development of reports. Planned
implementation is March 2011.

Data Management Team

v' Continued work on the Data Quality The data quality implementation will allow analysis on the
initiative, including completion of the quality of data, and present means for improving that quality.
analysis of business rules surrounding The immediate benefits will be seen around person and case
superior court case and charge resolution management, making better data available to judges and
processing. administrators to support court decisions such as pre-trial

bail/custody decisions.
v' Continued work on the Data Governance
initiative. Data governance will provide oversight of data as an enterprise
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asset, resulting in more consistent, timely and quality data.

Area: Operations

Includes: All applications; Web team, Java team, Legacy team and JCS team

Activities
Applications / Maintenance

v

v

Worked 149 Right Now Incidents.

Completed project to allow PET and RSP
names to show on the calendar for cases
with a TDR or TRS cause type.
(Scheduled for release on 12/20)
Completed work on phase 2 of the ETP
stabilization project.

Complete the enhancement request to
allow litigants to display on Superior
Court cases with cause code TDR and
TRS.

Juvenile Corrections Team

v

Installed a correction to the Referral
Status procedure to properly end-date
responsible officials when a referral is
closed.

Installed new JCS release in Production.
This release included several minor
enhancements, as well as a major
change to the Diversion Destruction
Eligibility report.

| Impact/Value

Each Right Now incident represents a request from a customer
either internal or external, therefore 149 customer requests
were attended to in the month.

Courts will no longer have to manually enter names for these
cases on the calendar.

This will bring the same performance and maintainability
benefits to the court user experience with the system that
phase 1 provided for the infrastructure portion of the system. It
also reduces our ongoing licensing costs by eliminating
reliance on the HATS tool.

Eliminating the need for clerks to enter the names of the
litigants manually.

This will alleviate the need for the courts to update this
information manually.

This change is designed to allow the courts to better control
their quarterly work flow for juvenile diversion destruction.

Area: Standards & Policies

Includes: Quality Assurance and Test Group and the Project Management Office (Projects are reported under project section)

Activities
Quality Assurance and Test Groups

v

Completed eTicketing, Phase II.

Continued Vehicle Related Violations (VRV)
Performance Testing.

Continue eTrip RMS.

Continue BZT/SQL.

November 2010 ISD Monthly Report to the JISC

Impact/Value

E-Ticketing will decrease the amount of paper and manual
processes needed while increasing efficiencies and access to
data.

Improve performance for the VRV pilot application with the goal
of handling anticipated increased workload and transaction
capacity, perform infrastructure cleanup and ensure optimal
environment configuration for ongoing support and
maintenance.

RMS is a multi-agency state initiative that will return case
disposition information to law enforcement agencies once a
case is completed.

Provide additional capacity and ensure vendor support for the
AOC BizTalk server solution which is used to support
eTicketing, VRV, and data exchanges.
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Detailed Status Reports
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Status Update Key

Green = Progressing as planned.

Yellow = Changes with moderate impact.

Red = Severe changes or significant re-work is necessary.
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Transformation Initiative Status Reports
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Transformation Initiative Reports

JIS Operational Plan: Capability Improvement Phase |

Executive Sponsor(s)

Vonnie Diseth, CIO

Business Area Manager:

Standards & Policies Manager (open)

Initiative: 2.4 Implement IT Portfolio Management (ITPM)

Reporting Period 11/01/10 — 11/30/10

IT Project Manager:

Martin Kravik
Consultant/Contracting Firm:
Sierra Systems

Description: IT Portfolio Management (ITPM) provides a structure for strategic portfolio planning and IT
decision making to manage, monitor and measure prioritization, costs and performance of IT assets. IT
investments are measured using both financial and non-financial measurements and ITPM specifically provides
information on what to continue investing in verses what to divest from. IT Portfolio Management provides risk
profile analysis, how to decide on diversification of projects and how to provide continuous alignment with
business goals and standardization of investment procedures, rules and plans.

improve performance.

Business Benefits: IT Portfolio Management when implemented will provide the information necessary to
make informed decisions on what IT investments to continue to invest in and what to divest in to save costs and

Status Notes: project on schedule to close in December

. Improve Decision Improve Improve Service Manage
Bu_smess Making - Information Access or efficiency - Risks O
Drivers Increase

Maintain the Manage . Regulatory compliance
X O (J | organizational X J
business the costs - or mandate
capability
JISC Approved Allocated (thru November 30% 2010) Actual (thru November 30 2010)
Budget $645,000 $319,500
Current Status Scope o Schedule o Budget o

November - 90%

Progress ] ] 20
Phase (D Initiate (J Planning X Execute (J) Close
Planned Start Date: September 2009 Planned Completion Date: December 2010
Schedule Actual Start Date: September 2009 Actual Completion Date:
Activities Completed Impact/Value
v"  Reports and dashboards developed. Provides executive-level views of portfolio performance

to management.

Portfolio Management process to the Clarity
portfolio management tool.

v First portfolio review cycle conducted by the | Allows the Portfolio Manager to test drive the new
new Portfolio Manager. portfolio review process. Gives management the first full
exposure to the review process outputs. Aids us in
discovering process and data gaps.
v' Completed the mapping of the manual Provides the requirements for configuring Clarity.

Activities Planned
Transition project to ISD Portfolio Manager.

Project closeout.

Impact/Value

The lessons learned exercise informs iterative process
improvements.

November 2010 ISD Monthly Report to the JISC
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Executive Sponsor(s)

Vonnie Diseth, CIO

Business Area Manager:

Standards & Policies Manager (open)

Initiative: 3.2 Implement Solution Management
JIS Operational Plan: Capability Improvement Phase II

Reporting Period 11/01/10 — 11/30/10
IT Project Manager:
Eric Wuolle
Consultant/Contracting Firm:
Sierra System Consulting

Description: This initiative will define a standard solution lifecycle that can be tailored to ISD-supplied
applications and services, and develop processes to support product planning, requirements prioritization and
conducting periodic environmental scans for related solutions and technologies; and define a Governance Model
that describes the roles and responsibilities to guide solution management while establishing and documenting
key interface points with IT Governance, IT Portfolio Management, Solution Management, Security, PMO, Vendor
Management, Application Development and Enterprise Architecture.

Improve Decision Improve Improve Service Manage

Business | Making = Information Access or efficiency - Risks -
Drivers I Increase .
Mal_ntaln the O Manage O organizational Regulatory compliance O
business the costs - or mandate
capability
JISC Approved Allocated (thru November 30" 2010) Actual (thru November 30" 2010)
Budget $125,000 0
Current Status Scope o Schedule Budget o

e Project was temporarily in hiatus due to staffing and leadership constraints, re-initiated in October.

e Scope is being finalized. Resource constraints for AOC staff are being addressed through detailed planning of
deliverables and project activities.

e Adecision on Scope-versus-Schedule may be required in the next month, if detailed delivery planning forecasts a
significant extension of the projected completion date.

October -8 %

Progress

100%

Project Phase Initiate

(J Planning

() Execute () Close

Planned Start Date: 01-July, 2010
Actual Start Date: 14-October 2010

Schedule

Planned Completion Date: 30-March, 2011
Actual Completion Date:

Activities Completed

v"  Re-aligned Project Leadership role and
brought new Business Analyst onto the
project.

v' Clarified Solution Management context within
Enterprise Architecture Management and
Solution Governance.

Impact/Value

Rework of the Project Leadership role will make better use of
scare resource’s time and expertise. Orientation of new project
resources shortens the learning curve, accelerating their
productivity, contributions.

Assists with project planning, especially in defining project
scope, inter-dependencies with other ISD Transformation
initiatives.

Activities Planned Next Reporting Period

° Detailed elaboration of the project schedule
and assignment of tasks and deliverables.

°  Prepare to conduct a Solution Management
Awareness workshop.

Impact/Value

Provides critical information to Project Management Team, for
scope-schedule decision-making. Enables “what-if” scenarios
regarding project resources and scope.

This will be an opportunity to key ISD stakeholders to provide
input on key aspects of the project, and to develop ownership of
the key benefits of Solution Management (cost-
saving/avoidance, faster time-to-market, better responses to
customer requests).

November 2010 ISD Monthly Report to the JISC
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Response
JIS Operational Plan: Capability Improvement Phase IV

Executive Sponsor(s)

Vonnie Diseth, CIO

Business Area Manager:

Jody Graham, Standards & Policies Manager

information on all the IT services and the formal service levels
roles, usage costs, and how the service is provided.

Business Benefit: The service catalog benefit is a single

Initiative: 5.1 Implement IT Service Management —Service Catalog, Incident,

Description: The Service Catalog portion of the initiative describes each of the IT services provided by AOC to its
customers. The objective of the service catalog is to facilitate communication with AOC customers as the single source of

description of the service itself, the service level agreement for the service, descriptions of the authorized user and requestor

customers that are aligned with the strategic view for AOC and the enterprise business functions. It promotes improved
relationships between ISD and its customers by ensuring that service levels are defined and services are managed against
those. The service catalog guides all the strategic and operational work in the enterprise.

Reporting Period 11/01/10 — 11/30/10
IT Project Manager:
Eric Wuolle (Service Catalog)
Consultant/Contracting Firm:
Sierra Systems

associated with each of those services. The catalog includes a

source for reference for the menu of IT services available for

Work on the Requirements work stream is delayed, but expect

Improve Decision O Improve Improve Service O Manage O
Business | Making Information Access or efficiency Risks
Drivers L Increase .
Malrltaln the O Manage organizational Regulatory compliance O
business the costs - or mandate
capability
JISC Approved Allocated (thru July 31° 2010) Actual
Budget $ 497,000 $0
Current Status Scope o Schedule Budget o

Status Update: Scope of the work related to Requirements was further reviewed and a schedule for resolution agreed upon.

ed to begin in late December.

November 30
Progress

%
100%

Project Phase @ (] Initiate

(J Planning

Execute (D Close

Planned Start Date: 01-July, 2010

Schedule
Actual Start Date: September 2010

Planned Completion Date: 30-March, 2011
Actual Completion Date:

Activities Completed

v" Refined the structure and approach for the initial
Service Catalog, to reflect the known needs of the
AOC ISD.

Began the Service Level Process work stream, to
provide a capability for ISD to capture and
maintain the service level characteristics of its
cataloged services.

Impact/Value

This approach ensures the initial Service Catalog is now aligned
with the ISD’s known requirements, and is capable of
enhancement as the ISD’s needs and knowledge change.

It is critical to maintain realistic, achievable, appropriate service
level commitments. This process framework will provide ISD with
the “tool set” to maintain this critical aspect of its service catalog
entries.

Activities Planned

Continue populating the initial Baseline Service
Catalog.

Continue development of the Service Level.
Process framework.

Impact/Value

Ensures there will be a comprehensive initial working catalog,
with which to begin molding and maintaining critical information
on the ISD’s “live IT services”.

This framework will provide the tools, processes, and policies for
maintaining the “service” aspect of ISD’s services. This ability is
essential to maintaining a current, accurate catalog of services.
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Initiative: 5.2 Implement Performance Reporting

JIS Operational Plan: Capability Improvement Phase IV
Reporting Period 11/01/10 — 11/30/10

Executive Sponsor(s) IT Project Manager:

Vonnie Diseth, CIO Martin Kravik

Business Area Manager: Consultant/Contracting Firm:
Standards & Policies Manager (open) Sierra Systems

Description: This project will develop the policies, processes, tools, and governance for implementing
the reporting of twelve to fifteen ISD performance measures.

Business Benefits: Performance reporting provides ISD the ability to measure and demonstrate its
progress in terms of improving overall process maturity and value to the business.

Improve Decision O Improve Improve Service O Manage O
Business | Making Information Access or efficiency Risks
Drivers Maintain the O Manage O Ionrci:rﬁigtional X Regulatory compliance O
business the costs ganiz: or mandate
capability
JISC Approved Allocated (thru November 30° 2010) Actual (thru November 30° 2010)
Budget $85,000 $0
Current Status Scope o Schedule o Budget o

Status Notes: Project is proceeding on schedule

November - 75%

Progress B [ 1004

Phase J  Initiate (J Planning X Execute (J Close
Schedul Planned Start Date: September 2010 Planned Completion Date: December 2010
chedule
Actual Start Date: September 2010 Actual Completion Date:
Activities Completed Impact/Value
v Identify the performance measures that will be Identifies the measures in which ISD finds most value in tracking.
tracked.

v Developed the calculations for the identified
performance measures.

Activities Planned | Impact/Value
°  Develop templates, process, and deployment plan | Provides a repeatable process for reporting performance
for tracking ISD performance measures. measure data.
°  Develop processes and procedures for managing | Provides overall governance for the management of the
performance reporting. performance reporting process.
°  Conduct first iteration of performance reporting. Allows the Performance Reporting Coordinator to test drive the

new performance reporting process. Gives management the first
full exposure to the process outputs. Aids ISD in discovering
process and data gaps.
°  Transition performance reporting process to ISD
Performance Reporting Coordinator.
°  Close project. The lessons learned exercise informs iterative process
improvements.
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JIS Operational Plan: Master Data Management
Executive Sponsor(s)
Vonnie Diseth, CIO

Business Area Manager:
Standards & Policies Manager (open)

data.

improves data management strategy and delivery and i

Initiative: 7.1 Develop Data Governance Model

Description: The Data Governance Model will ensure effective management of data through defined processes,
policies, and standards and will result in increased accuracy, consistency and confidence in underlying enterprise

Business Benefit: Data that is maintained by business applications is viewed as an enterprise asset. In
addition to supporting business operations, this data, when consolidated into a data warehouse, is used to support
strategic decisions and business process improvements. A Data Governance Model provides the decision-making
framework to support the management of data as an enterprise asset and streamlines data domain ownership,

Reporting Period 11/01/10 — 11/30/10
IT Project Manager:
Wendy Loewen
Consultant/Contracting Firm:
Sierra Systems

mproves data standards across applications.

anticipated to be mid-December

Improve Decision X Improve X Improve Service X Manage O
Business | Making Information Access or efficiency Risks
Drivers L Increase .
Mamtam the O Manage O organizational X Regulatory compliance O
business the costs - or mandate
capability
JISC Approved Allocated (thru November 30 2010) Actual (thru November 30% 2010)
Budget $ 70,000 $0
Current Status Scope o Schedule Budget o

Status Notes: Project schedule is yellow due to a two week delay in project start however the closing for this project is still

November - 95%

Conduct Data Interviews.

Conduct Data Workshops.

Activities Planned
Complete Charter.

Conduct Data Management Responsibilities
Workshop.

Develop interview protocol for third set of
informational interviews.

Progress - e
Phase X Initiate X Planning (J Execute (] Close
Schedul Planned Start Date: September 2010 Planned Completion Date: November 2010
chedule
Actual Start Date: September 2010 Actual Completion Date: December 2010
Activities Completed Impact/Value
v Kick-off meeting held for project team. Provided insight into the project purpose, how it will assist

improved customer support, and also helped to build team
commitment to its success.
Develop interview protocol and provided to interviewees, in
advance of second set of interviews.
Building organizational awareness of Data Governance,
Data Environments, assessing current data issues and
requirements ownership.

Impact/Value
Identifies the scope, timeline and responsibilities in the
initiative.
Workshop with core team to determine data management
responsibilities on 10/21/2010.
Develop interview protocol and provided to interviewees
10/18/2010.
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Initiative: 7.2 Implement Data Quality Program
JIS Operational Plan: Master Data Management
Reporting Period 11/01/10 — 11/30/10
Executive Sponsor(s)
Vonnie Diseth, CIO
Business Area Manager:
Jennifer Creighton, Data Management Manager

IT Project Manager:

Wendy Loewen
Consultant/Contracting Firm:
Sierra Systems

Description: A Data Quality Program for AOC will ensure effective creation, maintenance and enrichment of
data through defined processes, policies and standards throughout the data life cycle. A data quality program
results in increased visibility of the quality and integrity of enterprise data.

Business Benefit: Data quality management is one component of an overall enterprise Data Management
program. It will receive direction, policies and standards, and be subject to oversight from the Data Governance
Body. The Data Quality Program must establish data quality requirements, monitor enterprise data quality, correct
data quality defects, implement procedures to improve data quality and demonstrate to the Data Governance body
how it is achieving its mandated objectives and providing a return on investment.

was created.

Training resources for Master Data
Management tool.
Court Case Resolution Data selected for the
Data Cleansing and Rules working
sessions.

Activities Planned

Complete the toolset training.

Sierra to engage a technical resource to
assist AOC with rules profiling expertise.

Improve Decision X Improve X Improve Service X Manage O
Business | Making Information Access or efficiency Risks
Drivers L Increase .
Mamtam the X Manage O organizational X Regulatory compliance O
business the costs - or mandate
capability
JISC Approved Allocated (thru November 30% 2010) Actual (thru November 30* 2010)
Budget $ 240,000 $0
Current Status Scope ) Schedule o Budget o
Status Notes:
November - 25%
Progress | | 100%
Phase X Initiate X Planning (J Execute (] Close
Schedul Planned Start Date: October 2010 Planned Completion Date: May 2011
cheaule
Actual Start Date: October 2010 Actual Completion Date: December 2010
Activities Completed Impact/Value
v' Data Cleansing Environment for InfoSphere | Necessary step in getting the environment ready for

production to begin implementation for moving data to test
rules.

Key resources identified for training and continued Proof of
Concept of Data Quality Environment.

Ready to proceed with actual implementation of data rules,
once training is completed on using the toolset.

Impact/Value
Ready to move into testing of rules and the testing
environment with a better understanding of how to use the
toolsets.
Resources within AOC are not trained in the InfoSphere
tool suite and best practices. A technical lead with the
“hands on” capabilities will benefit the team.
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Initiative: 7.3 Implement Unified Data Model
JIS Operational Plan: Master Data Management
Reporting Period 11/01/10 — 11/30/10

Executive Sponsor(s) IT Project Manager:

Vonnie Diseth, CIO Wendy Loewen

Business Area Manager: Consultant/Contracting Firm:
Jennifer Creighton, Data Management Manager Sierra Systems

Description: The Unified Data Model will define a single, common and consistent structure of court data and its
agreed meaning and relationships. It will be created using a structured design approach that identifies subject
areas and the associated rules to align with the business needs. Cycle 1 of the UDM initiative, will define the
scope and methodology of the overall UDM initiative..

Business Benefit: The need for a Unified Data Model (UDM) arises from a fundamental business goal: using

data to drive decisions. It is common that data will come from many sources, and if the data from these sources is
consistent, there will be good data from which to make decisions.

. Improve Decision X Improve X Improve Service Manage O
Business @ Making Information Access or efficiency Risks
Drivers L Increase )
Mal_ntaln the Manage O organizational X Regulatory compliance O
business the costs o or mandate
capability
JISC Approved Allocated (thru November 30% 2010) Actual (thru November 30° 2010)
Budget $ 298,000 $0
Current Status Scope () Schedule Budget o

Status Notes: Project schedule is yellow due to a two week delay in project start however the closing for this project is still
anticipated to be mid-December.:

November - 25%

Progress | 100%

Phase X Initiate X Planning (J) Execute () Close
Schedul Planned Start Date: September 2010 Planned Completion Date: November 2010
chedule
Actual Start Date: December 2010 Actual Completion
Activities Completed Impact/Value
v' Project initiation completed. Deliverable expectation document completed.

v" Kick-off of project team scheduled.

v' Subject matter expert from Sierra Systems
on board.

Activities Planned Impact/Value
°  Project Charter and Schedule.
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Initiative: ISD — CIO Communications
JIS Operational Plan: Capability Improvement Phase |

Executive Sponsor(s)

Vonnie Diseth, CIO

Business Area Manager:

Bill Cogswell, Associate Director

Description: .

Reporting Period 11/01/10 — 11/30/10
IT Project Manager:
Chris Lavin
Consultant/Contracting Firm:
Sierra Systems

The purpose is to develop a communications strategy, along with communications messaging and tools that will
assist ISD in effectively communicating with staff and our stakeholders about not only the ISD Transformation but
other initiatives within the organization, now and in the future.

Business Benefits: This initiative is to help build an organization where trust, open communications, and

and effective messaging to communicate our values to clients, engage in open and transparent communications
with staff and other stakeholders, and help shape our organizational culture.

inclusiveness are ingrained behavior and value that is exemplified from the top down. It is intended to create clear

Improve Decision O Improve X Improve Service O Manage O
Business | Making Information Access or efficiency Risks
Drivers L Increase .
Malntam the O Manage O organizational X Regulatory compliance O
business the costs - or mandate
capability

JISC Approved

Allocated (thru November 30° 2010)

Actual (thru November 30 2010)

Actual Start Date: October 2010

Budget $ 85,000 $0
Current Status Scope ) Schedule o Budget o
Status Notes:
November - 50%

Progress . | 100
Phase X Initiate X Planning (J Execute (] Close

Planned Start Date: October 2010 Planned Completion Date: December 2010
Schedule

Actual Completion

Activities Completed

v' Summary of staff interviews was presented
to leadership and to staff.

v' Based on the information from the
interviews, work continues on a new
Communications Plan.

Activities Planned
°  |dentify solutions for communications.

°  Complete a Communications Strategy and
detailed plan.

Impact/Value

Allows ISD to see what the collective responses were to the
communications interviews and to vet the information.
Improving communications for staff and stakeholders
ensures the overall success of the transformation effort at
AOC.

Impact/Value

Understand the best short-term and long-term methods for
communications within ISD and with its clients.
Determine the ideal future state of the organization.
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Initiative: ISD — Capability & Maturity

JIS Operational Plan: Capability Improvement Phase |l

Executive Sponsor(s)

Vonnie Diseth, CIO

Business Area Manager:

Standards & Policies Manager (open)

Description: Implement structured and repeatable processes for measuring the maturity level of ISD relative
to the Software Engineering Institute Capability Maturity Model (CMM).

Business Benefit: The business benefits of implementing (CMM) are managed processes with a foundation
for continuous process improvement based on metrics. Establishing these processes and measurements lead to
improved employee satisfaction, the ability to set goals with realistic targets, fostering a proactive culture that
uses disciplined processes and gives ISD the structure of fact-based decision making with predictable consistent

Model

Reporting Period 11/01/10 — 11/30/10
IT Project Manager:
Martin Kravik
Contractor/Consultant:
n/a

Actual Start Date: October 2010

processes.
] Improve Decision O Improve Improve Service Manage O

Business | Making Information Access or efficiency Risks
Drivers L Increase .

Mamtaln the O Manage O organizational X Regulatory compliance O

business the costs - or mandate

capability
JISC Approved Allocated (thru November 30" 2010) Actual (thru November 30" 2010)
Budget (Staffed internally) (Staffed internally)
Current Status Scope o Schedule o Budget o
Status Notes:
November - 5%
Progress M | 100%
Phase X Initiate (J Planning (J Execute (J) Close
Planned Start Date: October 2010 Planned Completion Date: TBD

Schedule

Actual Completion Date:

Activities Completed

v" Project Charter under development.

Impact/Value

Project Charter creates a common understanding and
approval of what the project will produce and how it will
produce it. It identifies the responsible parties and the scope of
the project.

Activities Planned |
Project Charter complete.

o

Impact/Value
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Approved Project Status Reports

Executive Sponsor(s)

Data Management Steering Committee
Rich Johnson, Chair of Committee
Business Manager:

Standards & Policies Manager (open)

Description:

for sharing data.

Approved Project: Superior Court Data Exchange

The Superior Court Data Exchange project will build and implement computer services and other
infrastructure components to exchange data necessary for creation and maintenance of information in the Judicial
Information System (JIS) database for the Washington Superior Courts. The project will produce a consistent, defined set of
standards and standard technology solutions for sharing data between Judicial Information System (JIS) applications
supported by the AOC and its customers (Courts and Justice Partners) to eliminate redundant data entry, improve data
accuracy, provide real-time information for decision making and to reduce support costs through a common technical solution

Business Benefit: The Data Exchange will eliminate redundant data entry, improve data accuracy, provide real-time
information for decision making and reduce support costs through a common technical solution for sharing data. At the end
of Phase | (Detailed Analysis and Design), AOC will have a complete list of business requirements driven by the customer
groups and established a list of services based on these requirements. At the end of Phase Il (Implementation), Superior
Court data will be available for both query and updates using the nationally recognized NIEM standard and SOA.

Reporting Period 11/01/10 — 11/30/10
IT Project Manager:
Bill Burke

Consultant/Contracting Firm:
Cayzen

Improve Decision O Improve X Improve Service X Manage O
Business | Making Information Access or efficiency Risks
Drivers L Increase .
Maintain the O Manage () | organizational X Regulatory compliance O
business the costs - or mandate
capability

JISC Approved

Budget $1,600,000

Allocated (thru November 30" 2010)

Actual (thru November 30" 2010)
$ 410,568

Current Status Scope

Schedule ¢

Status Notes: Project scope is being reviewed to identify the requirements for a near-term interface between the SCOMIS
Data Exchange and the LINX System. This project is significantly behind schedule and is being re-planned.

Budget L

November - 21%

Actual Start Date: May 2009

Progress e 100%
Phase X Initiate O Planning (J Execute (O Close

Planned Start Date: May 2009 Planned Completion Date: June 2011
Schedule

Actual Completion Date: TBD

Activities Completed

Impact/Value

v' Completed the evaluation of options to interface
SCOMIS DX to the LINX System.

Identified options that would enable the project to support
interfacing near-term to the LINX System utilizing the planned
strategic architecture as much as possible, to avoid re-work.

v' Completed Delivery 5 for Docketing.

This delivery provides system requirements and service
specifications for Docketing.

Activities Planned

Impact/Value

°  Conduct review meeting with CodeSmart on
Jagacy product.

Jagacy is being evaluated as a near-term option to
encapsulate the business logic in the SCOMIS screens for
supporting an interface to the LINX System.

°  Schedule a review meeting with IBM on the RDZ
product.

RDZ is being evaluated as a near-term option to encapsulate
the business logic in the SCOMIS screens for supporting an
interface to the LINX System.

°  Schedule meeting with Pierce County to discuss
design options for interfacing the LINX System to
the SCOMIS DX.

A design on how these systems will interface is needed to
identify the scope of work that Pierce County and the AOC will
each implement.
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Executive Sponsor(s)

Superior Court Judges Association (SCJA)

Judge Steve Warning, President of Association
Washington State Association of County Clerks (WSACC)
Kevin Stock, President of Association

Association of Washington Superior Court Administrators
(AWSCA)

Delilah George, President of Association

decision making and scheduling.

Approved Project: Superior Court Case Management Feasibility Study

Description: The Superior Court Case Flow & Calendaring Feasibility Study (SCMFS) is intended to provide
the research and analysis needed to make informed decisions on which software applications would meet the
business needs of the Superior Courts for managing case flow and calendaring functions in support of judicial

Business Benefits: A feasibility study of the available software vendors and how their products align with
customer business needs will allow the courts and JISC to make informed decisions on which software
applications would meet the business needs of the Superior Courts for managing case flow and calendaring
functions in support of judicial decision making and scheduling.

Reporting Period 11/01/10 — 11/30/10
IT Project Manager:
Kate Kruller
Consultant/Contracting Firm:
MTG (Management Technology Group)

Business Manager
Standards & Policies Manager (open)

_ Improve Decision X Improve Improve Service X Manage O
Business @ Making Information Access or efficiency Risks
Drivers L Increase .
Mal_ntaln the O Manage O organizational O Regulatory compliance O
business the costs . or mandate
capability
JISC Approved Allocated (thru November 30" 2010) Actual (thru November 30" 2010)
Budget $0.00 (Note JISC approved $250,000) $0.00
Current Status Scope Schedule o Budget [

Status Notes: The clerks have joined the project as members of the project Executive Sponsor Committee (ESC). The ESC
has finalized the project scope and the requirements gathering with subject matter experts is underway.

November -5 %

Progress

100%

Project Phase | (] Initiate

X Planning

(D Execute () Close

Planned Start Date: April /2010
Actual Start Date: June 2010

Schedule

Planned Completion Date: June 2011
Actual Completion Date:

Activities Completed
v' The Executive Sponsor Committee (ESC) has
been formed to include superior court county
clerks, judges, and court administrators. The ESC
began meeting this past month to finalize scope.
v' The vendor contract with MTG has been signed
and MTG is now on sight.

v' Business process mapping sessions with the
county clerks, court administrators and judges will
be completed end of November this year.

Impact/Value
The committee will provide support and oversight for the
project so as to keep the project aligned with customer
expectations.

MTG brings expertise to the project that will allow the project
team to complete initiation documents and progress in
developing and completing the project feasibility study.
Mapping business processes provides the framework for
identifying relevant business requirements against which
potential products will be identified and evaluated.

Activities Planned
°  Define project scope and interdependent projects.

°  Complete project initiation documents now that
MTG is on board.

°  Complete high level business requirements
documentation and begin next level of
requirements detail gathering.

Impact/Value
A finalized scope will provide the proper guidelines.

Project initiation document include project charter, work plan,
and schedule. These documents allow project progress to be
more formally measured.

The requirements provide the framework against which
potential products will be identified and evaluated.

November 2010 ISD Monthly Report to the JISC

Page 32 of 50





Maintenance Projects & Other Activities
Status Reports

Page 33 of 50
November 2010 ISD Monthly Report to the JISC





Maintenance Project Status Reports

Maintenance Project: Parking Module Enhancement —VRV Data Services
Reporting Period 11/01/10 — 11/30/10

Executive Sponsor IT Project Manager:

Data Management Steering Committee Michael Walsh

Rich Johnson, Chair of Committee

Business Area Manager Consultant/Contracting Firm:
Standards & Policies Manager (open) CodeSmart

Description: Vehicle Related Violations (VRV) was designed to automate the input and submittal of parking
violations as received by local courts through local enforcement agencies (LEAs). The VRV website provides a
service for jurisdictions to get access to the technical information and data needed for them to setup and build
data exchanges for use on the jurisdictions side. The AOC has successfully implemented VRV DX solution with
Everett Municipal Court and is now preparing to execute the final two planning steps required before making
VRV broadly available statewide. The focus of this engagement between CodeSmart Inc. and AOC is to enable
VRV Operational Readiness inclusive of performance tuning, infrastructure setup, and transition to ISD
Operations for ongoing support and maintenance.

Business Benefit: The VRV Operational Readiness Project will prepare a solution for extended pilot use and
eventual statewide implementation. The ongoing work will improve performance for the VRV pilot application
with the goal of handling anticipated workload and transaction capacity, perform infrastructure cleanup and
ensure optimal environment configuration for ongoing support and maintenance. The Customer Website for
Data Services is ready for the extended pilot.

Improve Decision X Improve Improve Service O Manage O
Business | Making Information Access or efficiency Risks
Drivers Maintain the O Manage O Ionrci:rﬁigtional X Regulatory compliance O
business the costs ganiz: or mandate
capability
JISC Approved  Allocated (thru November 30" 2010) Actual (thru November 30" 2010)
Budget $0.00 $0.00
Current Status Scope o Schedule Budget o

Status Notes: The clerks have joined the project as members of the project Executive Sponsor Committee (ESC). The ESC
has finalized the project scope and the requirements gathering with subject matter experts is underway.

November -85 %

Progress )

Project Phase | (] Initiate X Planning (J Execute () Close
Schedul Planned Start Date: March 2010 Planned Completion Date: March 2011
cheaule
Actual Start Date: March 2010 Actual Completion Date:
Activities Completed | Impact/Value
v' Final Project Results Report. Complete lessons learned meetings.
Final review of Closeout phase deliverables.
v" Project Closeout Report. Verify the connection to the new RMS centric test
environment.
Activities Planned | Impact/Value
°  Review and Approve Project Closeout Audit and verify that all Execution and Monitoring project
Deliverables. deliverables were met and that documents were reviewed and

approved in accordance with the Delivery Expectations
Document (DED) .
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Stabilization (ETP)

Executive Sponsor

Vonnie Diseth, CIO

Business Area Manager

Standards & Policies Manager (open)

Maintenance Project: Parking Module Enhancement —eTicketing

Description: E-Ticketing is a Statewide Electronic Collision & Ticket Online Records (SECTOR) data-

Reporting Period 11/01/10 — 11/30/10
IT Project Manager:
Michael Walsh
Consultant/Contracting Firm:
CodeSmart

collection system that provides Law Enforcement Officers with the ability to create and submit tickets & collision
reports electronically from their patrol car or other agency computer. SECTOR provides an automated, fully
electronic process in place of current paper-based processes for issuing tickets and collision reports. This effort,
supported by the eTRIP Governance Committee and program endorsers, is a joint venture of the Department of
Information Services (DIS), Washington State Patrol (WSP), Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC),
Washington Traffic Safety Commission (WTSC), the Department of Licensing (DOL) and the Washington State

Department of Transportation (WSDOT).

increasing efficiencies and access to data.

Business Benefit: E-Ticketing will decrease the amount of paper and manual processes needed while

_ Improve Decision O Improve Improve Service X Manage O
Business @ Making Information Access or efficiency Risks
Drivers L Increase .
Mal_ntaln the O Manage O organizational X Regulatory compliance O
business the costs . or mandate
capability
JISC Approved  Allocated (thru November 30" 2010) Actual (thru November 30" 2010)
Budget $255,000 $3,228
Current Status Scope o Schedule o Budget o

Status Notes: There is risk that the testing target dates will slide due to problems establishing connection to the DIS test
JINDEX server and the resources available to support testing during last week of December.

Progress

November -95 %
100%

Project Phase | (J Initiate (J Planning

(D Execute X Close

Planned Start Date: March 2010

Planned Completion Date: December 2010

Connect to DIS environment.

Schedule -
Actual Start Date: March 2010 Actual Completion Date:
Activities Completed Impact/Value
v' Finalize closeout DED deliverables. Complete lessons learned meetings.

Final review of Closeout phase deliverables.
Verify the connection to the new RMS centric test
environment.

Activities Planned
°  Summit closeout report .

°  Close out project.

Impact/Value
Audit and verify that all closeout project deliverables were met
and that documents were reviewed and approved in
accordance with the project Statement of Work.
Remove project from active project list.
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Other Activities: Adult Risk Assessment (ARA) Feasibility Workgroup
Reporting Period 11/01/10 — 11/30/10

Executive Sponsors IT Facilitator:

-Superior Court Judges' Association (SCJA) Martin Kravik

Judge Warning, President

-District & Municipal Court Judges’ Association (DMCJA)

Judge Brown, President

Business Area Manager Consultant/Contracting Firm:

Standards & Policies Manager (open) n/a

Description: The purpose of the Adult Static Risk Assessment Feasibility Workgroup is to provide an analysis
of the feasibility to implement an Adult Risk Assessment tool for statewide use. Superior Courts and Courts of
Limited Jurisdictions are interested in implementing a validated, actuarially based risk assessment tool to
provide trial courts standardized calculations of adult defendants’ risk to commit future violations. Additionally,
there is the possibility of developing, in partnership with the Department of Corrections, a broad-based system
that leverages the efforts of both agencies.

Business Benefits: An Adult Risk Assessment tool would allow judicial officers to receive an assessment
score for each defendant that represents a weighted evaluation of defendant attributes such as demographics,
criminal history, commitments, and supervision violations. This provides judges a streamlined, consistent, and
reliable representation of a defendant’s background during the pre-trial process to improve decision making.

; Improve Decision Improve Improve Service Manage
Bu'smess Making X Information Access or efficiency - Risks -
Drivers |

Maintain the Manage nerease Regulatory compliance
. ) (J | organizational J J
business the costs - or mandate
capability
JISC Approved Allocated (thru July 31 2010) Actual
Budget $0 $0
Current Status Scope o Schedule [ ) Budget ()

Status Notes: The Adult Risk Assessment was submitted and started prior to the IT Governance process being in place. The
current status of the ARA request in relation to the IT Governance process is that it is now in the Analysis stage.

November - 10%

Progress M 100%
Project Phase | () Initiate X Planning (J Execute (J Close
Schedul Planned Start Date: November 2010 Planned Completion Date: January 2011
chedule
Actual Start Date: November 2010 Actual Completion Date:
Activities Completed Impact/Value

v' Met with AOC Leadership to discuss approach and staff resource commitment
for conducting the feasibility study.
v' Feasibility work group proposal was signed by Judge O’Connor.

v' Team kickoff meeting occurred on 11/15.
v" Technical team is pointed toward finishing an implementation cost analysis by Validate amount in budget
12/31. decision package.
Activities Planned ‘ Impact/Value
° ITG request to be reviewed and voted upon by the Multi-level Court Level Users
Group.

°  Start both business and technical analysis activities, in parallel where possible.

°  Meet with Robert Barnoski, the developer of the tool used by DOC and
Thurston County Pre-Trial Services and finalize technical implementation costs.
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ISD Operational Area Reports

v

v
v
v

v

v

AN

v

v

Activities Completed this Reporting Period
Portfolio Management

Received AOC Budget Overview from
Comptroller. Understand GL and cost
structure/tracking for IT projects.

Learned ITPM Dashboard Reporting.

Received AOC Strategic Planning Overview from
Administrator Jeff Hall.

Updated Resource Utilization Plan.

Developed Project Schedule spreadsheet for JIS
Re-baseline effort.

Developed process flowchart for resource/project
scheduling.

Received Infrastructure Overview from Mgr.
Published Key Performance Reports.

Refined prototype reports & dashboards.

Service Delivery Management and Governance

Presented ITG activity update to the JISC.

Completed analysis and OCB approval on six ITG
requests.

Worked with Solutions Architect to establish the
initial process for requests going through
Solutions Architecture for analysis.

Met several times with various parties regarding
the COA E-filing request.

Routed seven analyses through the OCB.
Developing half-day ITIL class.

Received two incidents that were clearly
ACORDS enhancements. Contacted the
originator, got them into the Portal, analyzed, and
through the OCB in only seven days.

Business Relations

Facilitated the first Multi-Court Level User Group
(MCLUG) meeting to decide upon IT Requests.

Joined the Advisory Board as the ISD
representative for AOC’s eCCL online
collaboration and learning program.

Operational Area: Associate Director Group (Policy and Planning)
Bill Cogswell, ISD Associate Director
Includes: Service Delivery Management, IT Governance, Portfolio Management, Business Relations and Communications

Description: The Associate Director group is responsible for providing strategic level functions within I1SD.
The functions provided by the group include service delivery management, governance, business relations,
portfolio management and communications.

Impact/Value

Reporting of ITPM cost of ownership.

Visibility of IT investments will improve the overall
planning and decision making for ISD.
Understanding of agency goals & objectives to
assess alignment of IT investments.

OCB Project/Resource Scheduling.

Project / funding prioritization by AOC & JISC.
OCB Project/Resource Scheduling.

Prerequisite for developing infrastructure portfolio.
Visibility of key performance areas.

Completed process of selecting meaningful
reports from the portfolio for initial launch.

Communication with the JISC on actual
governance requests for their decision.

Moving more requests through governance in
order to complete the request process for
customer change requests.

Process will be used to propose how to improve
flow of complex requests.

Helped steer the direction for answering the
reguest.

Keeping the ITG process moving.

Broaden knowledge to AOC while saving money.

Showed that the process can move quickly on
requests.

The Multi-Court Level User Group ensures that
the IT Governance process incorporates input and
decisions from multiple court levels on IT requests
that impact more than one court level.

eCCL provides online meeting rooms and
educational platforms for extending meetings and
classrooms through the internet. My participation
on this advisory board ensures that the needs of
ISD are also addressed within the program.
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Completed the draft of the Budget Proviso Bill
Report from the JISC to the Legislature.

Managed 6 IT requests through the endorsing
group and Court Level User Group stages.

Produced the ISD Monthly Report to the JISC.

Produced the ISD Monthly Activity Rollup for the
Supreme Court.

Continued participation in the ongoing efforts to

complete and automate the final steps of the IT

Governance framework and website.

Visited on-site with Superior Court Customers:
Pierce County Superior Court, Thurston County
Superior Court.

Provided ISD Liaison Reports to Court
Associations & Commissions: SCJA, Gender &
Justice Commission, AWSCA, WSACC, WAICA,
CMC.

Worked with the research team to identify risk
assessment projects and contacts within ISD for
each project.

Worked with internal project teams on Superior
Court projects to ensure that input from key
customer stakeholders is incorporated into
projects and project status is communicated to all
customer groups.

Worked with JSD staff and Adult Risk Assessment
Feasibility Study project team on including CLJ
considerations in project.

Communicated extensively with endorsing groups
on over 20 IT Governance requests and facilitated
endorsing group meetings.

Facilitated CLUG meeting and coordinated CLUG
activities.

Worked with ISD staff to help move IT governance
requests through the process.

Coordinated activities and communication with
JSD staff for court community meetings.

The report demonstrates the status of the JIS
modernization and integration efforts of AOC in
the first year of the six-year plan, along with how
those efforts align to state architecture and the
shared services model.

Assisting customer groups with their IT requests
helps to ensure that customers understand and
are able to navigate the IT Governance model and
helps to facilitate the outcomes of the process.
This monthly report details the status of all the
transformation initiatives, approved projects and
ongoing maintenance efforts of AOC’s Information
System Division. The report is designed to work
with the IT Governance model to provide the JISC
and customer groups with greater transparency
and accountability for IT investment decisions.
Part of the agencies routine reporting on activities
to the Supreme Court.

Making the IT Governance process as automated
as possible will ensure greater efficiency and
accountability for IT requests and decision
making.

Establishing relationships with individual members
of the Superior Courts will enhance the abilities for
ISD to fully understand customer needs and for
the customers to understand what projects ISD is
working on, how to locate information on those
projects and provide overall greater transparency
and involvement for the customers.

Providing reports to associations on ISD activities
and projects that they care about ensures that
customer groups are kept up to date with key
projects that impact them and that they feel that
AOC is transparent and helps to build credibility.
Collaboration between JSD and ISD is critical to
ensuring alignment between divisions, efficiencies
and overall positive work environment. Assisting
research helps them to be more efficient in their
work.

Ensuring that key customer stakeholders on
projects are involved and that they are
communicated with regularly helps to build
transparent, trust and credibility. Having key
customers involved also ensures that the project
aligns with customer expectations.

The pre-trial risk assessment needs of courts of
limited jurisdiction will be addressed in the
feasibility study.

Facilitating the governance process for endorsing
groups and court level user groups empowers
them to make better decisions and builds better
overall communication with our customer
community.

Good internal communication and cooperation on
IT governance requests ensures a smooth IT
governance experience for customers and gives
them the decision-making tools they need.

Good cross-division communication and
coordination ensures consistent customer
communication and better responsiveness to our
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v' Attended meetings of the DMCJA, DMCMA,
Minority and Justice Commission Evaluation and
Implementation Committee, and Access to Justice
Technology Committee.

v" Prepared IT Governance Stakeholder Review
Process for approval by JISC.

v" Worked with ISD web developer to set up the
stakeholder notification and review process.

v Briefed JISC members and debriefed AOC
Executive Leadership and JISC Chair prior to
JISC meeting.

Activities Planned
Portfolio Management
°  Attend Clarity Foundations Training | & II.

°  Meet w/ Dexter to build out AOC applications
portfolio.

°  Kick-off ITPM review cycle for Project investments
— based on JIS Re-baseline results.

° Update Resource Utilization Plan

°  Update Performance Measure data back 6 mos. &
establish benchmarks.

°  Publish Key Performance Report.

° Received Infrastructure Overview from Mgr.

°  Published Key Performance Reports.

°  Clean up data in current portfolios & republish
dashboards.

°  Prepare JISC presentation — would like to target
the March meeting if possible.

Service Delivery Management and Governance
°  Present next ITG report at JISC meeting.
°  Continue to work on IT requests as they come in.
Business Relations

°  Work with the Appellate Courts to get their e-
Filling request to the JISC for the January 21st
JISC meeting.

°  Produce the ISD Monthly Report to the JISC.

°  Provided ISD Liaison Reports to Court
Associations & Commissions: SCJA, Gender &
Justice Commission, Superior Court
Administrators, County Clerks, WAJCA, CMC

°  Visit on-site with Superior Court Customers:
SCJA, WSACC, WAJCA and AWSCA

customers.
Direct communication and interaction with broader
customer groups increases their understanding of
ISD services and activities, and builds trust in
AOC.
Enabling representatives of the larger court
stakeholder community to view and comment on
IT governance requests ensures transparency of
ISD’s work to customers and enables the
community to be involved in the IT investment
decision process, both of which build trust in the
community.
Briefing JISC members gives them an opportunity
to ask questions and bring up issues in an
informal setting and enables AOC and the Chair to
better prepare for the meeting.

Impact/Value

Process improvement for PMO, ITPM, Resource
Mgmt.
Visibility of IT investments & costs.

Visibility of IT investments.

OCB Project/Resource Scheduling.
Measure performance against benchmark.

Pre-req for developing infrastructure portfolio.
Visibility of key performance areas.
Visibility of IT investments.

Visibility of IT investments.

By working closely with the customers it will help
to strengthen the relationship and help move them
towards a successful outcome of their request.
This monthly report details the status of all the
transformation initiatives, approved projects and
ongoing maintenance efforts of AOC’s Information
System Division. The report is designed to work
with the IT Governance model to provide the JISC
and customer groups with greater transparency
and accountability for IT investment decisions.
Providing reports to associations on ISD activities
and projects that they care about ensures that
customer groups are kept up to date with key
projects that impact them and that they feel that
AOC is transparent and helps to build credibility.
Establishing relationships with individual members
of the Superior Courts will enhance the abilities for
ISD to fully understand customer needs and for
the customers to understand what projects ISD is
working on, how to locate information on those
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Manage IT requests through the endorsing group
and Court Level User Group stages.

Work with internal project teams on Superior
Court projects to ensure that input from key
customer stakeholders is incorporated into
projects and project status is communicated to all
customer groups.

projects and provide overall greater transparency
and involvement for the customers.

Assisting customer groups with their IT requests
helps to ensure that customers understand and
are able to navigate the IT Governance model and
helps to facilitate the outcomes of the process.
Ensuring that key customer stakeholders on
projects are involved and that they are
communicated with regularly helps to build
transparent, trust and credibility. Having key
customers involved also ensures that the project
aligns with customer expectations.
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security and business continuity planning.

Activities Completed this Reporting Period
v" JISC Workgroup on Baseline Services — EA team
facilitated meetings held on November 30" and
December 14", The EA team also drafted JIS baseline
services for review and comment by the workgroup.

v" Natural to COBOL Conversion - EA team
recommended that a Proof of Concept (POC) be
performed so that the intangible costs and benefits can
be confirmed.

v' JIS Service Catalog — EA team assisted with the draft
Service Catalog Definition.

v' Superior Court Management Feasibility Study (SCMFS)
— EA team provided review and feedback for the
Feasibility Study and the subsequent Technical
Requirements to be included in the anticipated RFP.

v' Business Analysts completed first round of meetings
with Judicial Officials and Court Administrators for
review of business processes and high level business
requirements review for the SCFMS project.

v' Superior Court Data Exchange (SCDX) — EA team
provided alternatives development strategies for
implementing the data exchanges.

v' Data Governance Model — Identified existing policies for
data governance. Analyzed policies to determine need
for revision or new policy. Drafted policy proposals.

v/ Data Quality Project — Data Quality sub-group identified
the data rules for the data subset that will be used in the
quality assessment POC. Defined rules at the business
and data level.

v'  Legislative Bill Reviews — Business Analysts
reviewed proposed bills and attended scheduled
meetings.

v" Work on the Solution Management initiative has
started — The awareness workshop for the
initiative will be held on Dec 16.

v Initial review of ITG request 003 (has been
completed and the information provided to the
user group for their consideration.

Activities Planned for Next Reporting Period

°  EA team will continue to facilitate JISC baseline
service level workgroup and will hold a meeting on
January 4" to complete the identification of
services and to document draft central vs. local
criteria.

° EA team will provide an estimate for resources
and planning information to complete a Natural to

Operational Area: Architecture & Strategy
Kumar Yajamanam, Architecture & Strategy Manager

Includes: Enterprise Architecture, Solutions Management & Relationship Management

Description: Architecture & Strategy is a group within ISD that is responsible for providing strategic
technology guidance in support of all services provided by ISD. The functions provided by the group include
enterprise architecture, solution management, service catalog development, vendor management, enterprise

Impact/Value

The output from the workgroup would impact all of the
Washington State judicial system as it would establish
the baseline services that would be supported centrally
and those that need to be managed locally. The goal is
to produce a draft report by the end of January and a
final report in March.

The POC will provide information that will be used in
making a decision to proceed with a full conversion.

A well-designed Service Catalog is essential in
providing effective, business-aligned IT Services.

The SCMFS Study needs to include the architecture
requirements so that solutions acquired will be aligned
with the desired future state.

Documenting the business requirements and process
flows for use in the SCFMS feasibility study
deliverables.

The existing plan for implementing data exchanges
does not provide customer value for several years. The
proposed alternatives will provide customer value in the
short term (est. 6 months) and support long term
objectives.

The proposed policies will be part of the overall
deliverable on Data Governance. Having well defined
and inclusive policies is essential to implementing the
data governance process.

The data rules will be used in the tools for testing the
quality of data. This POC will serve if successful will
serve as the foundation for the process of testing the
quality of al data in the database.

Give a high level time estimate on how much work
is needed to implement proposed bills, if passed.

Solution Management supports a standardized
solution lifecycle for the Information Technology
Governance (ITG) solution process and the IT
system lifecycle.

Providing information to user groups so they can
make better informed decision.

Impact/Value

A draft JIS Baseline Services report will provide
information that constituents can review and
comment on so that a final report can be created
in March.

Factual information is needed so an informed
decision can be made.
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COBOL conversion POC.

EA Team will assist with the finalization of the
Service Catalog.

Business Analysts will continue work on SCFMS
project including completion of a first draft of the
high level business process documents and
associated high level business requirements.
Data Quiality Project — receive training in the tools
that will be used to test data quality.

Adult Risk Assessment — document the business
and technical processes for use of a static risk
assessment tool in the CLJ and Superior Courts.
Continue work on defining the BA Processes,
Templates, and interactions with all the functional

As a source of consistent, accurate information
regarding production IT services, the Service
Catalog adds significant value by documenting
and maintaining the relevant details of each
service. .

Allows the team participants to review and provide
feedback on the documented processes and
requirements.

The tools are essential to the evaluation of data
quality.

These documents are crucial in determining the
feasibility of implementing a risk assessment tool.

The documentation will define a consistent
process, templates and identified touch-points

areas.

°  Continued support of applications by the Business

Analysts.

°  Legislative review by Business Analysts.

across functional areas for a project lifecycle. The
goal is have a defined process that is consistent,
repeatable, and focuses on the ability to
continually improve.

Collaboration with technical team to provide
business knowledge in support of the ongoing
application support.

Participate in the legislative bill review to provide
time estimates for work on proposed bhills.

Operational Area: Infrastructure

Dennis Longnecker, Infrastructure Manager

Includes: Desktop Unit, Network Unit, Server Unit, Support Unit & System Database Unit

Description: AOC ISD operates and supports the computer related operational needs of the AOC, Temple of
Justice, and Court of Appeals, along with the Judicial Information System (JIS) applications, the Judicial
Receipting System (JRS), Superior Court Information System (SCOMIS), Juvenile and Corrections System
(JCS), Appellate Court System (ACORDS), JIS Calendaring (CAPS), e-Ticketing and web services, and
applications. The infrastructure team in ISD supports the servers (hardware and operating systems) that run
all the necessary software applications. Although existing user systems are dated, the systems they run on are
current and state of the art. Having a state of the art infrastructure and a team dedicated to maintaining it
ensures that the courts and partners throughout Washington State have access to the JIS systems, the data is
secure and that downtime for system users is minimized.

Activities Completed
v' Completed the Proof of Concept for virtual
desktops.

v" Continue with Equipment Replacement for
the Superior Courts and Courts of Limited
Jurisdiction.

Activities Planned

°  Start Equipment Replacement for the Court
of Appeals and Supreme Court.

°  Start Migrating Court of Appeals to new
Exchange Servers.

Impact/Value
Had the potential of increasing the lifespan of the
desktops delivered to staff, however increased Microsoft
licensing fees and lack of support from 3 party vendors
do not make this a viable solution at this time.

Replace aged (5 year old) equipment with new
hardware and operating systems.

Impact/Value
Replace aged (5 year old) equipment with new
hardware and operating systems.
Existing e-mail servers at the Court of Appeals are over
6 years old, causing maintenance and operational
concerns.
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Operational Area: Data Management
Jennifer Creighton, Data Management Manager

Includes: Database Unit, Development Unit, Data Warehouse Unit

Description: The Data Management Section is comprised of three separate units:

Data Warehouse Unit: The enterprise data warehouse is a repository of historical information that allows courts to query
data for managerial and historical reporting. Case and person data is consolidated from SCOMIS, JIS, ACORDS, and JCS
for reporting across all court levels. Court specific data marts provide users the ability to query information by specific court
level. The information in the warehouse is accessed using a query tool called Business Objects Xl (AKA BOXI). The ability

to run queries and reports on historical information on court data provides business intelligence and insight into patterns,
trends, issues and gaps in that data that can be used for research analysis, improvement of business functions, risk
assessment and other business needs. Reports from the enterprise data warehouse can be run on demand or scheduled
on a preset basis and the output can be sent to the desktop, or sent to an email address or a file folder making the

information easy to share and obtain.

Development Unit: The development team is tasked with staffing active projects. They complete requirements analysis,
coding, unit testing, and implementation to production of new applications. Work performed by the Development Unit is
reported separately under the project(s) to which the staff is currently assigned.

Database Unit: The database unit provides a support role to the data warehouse team, the development team, and the
operations section (legacy maintenance). They are responsible for reviewing and approving the design of underlying table
structures, creating indices to improve performance, maintaining data dictionaries, providing review of proposed changes
and additions to the database tables, and creating standards for the creation and maintenance of the databases.

Data Management Team: The data management team is comprised of individuals from each of the three units in the Data
Management section. They have the responsibility of managing data from an enterprise perspective, including data quality
and tracking compliance to data policies. Their activities are reported separately rather than repeating the work for each

specific unit..

Activities Completed
Data Warehouse Unit

v' Continued analysis of Positive Achievement
Change Tool (PACT) reporting and working with
the Washington Center for Court Research
(WSCCR) and Assessments.com to implement
the juvenile risk assessment data mart.

v' Completed 4 requests for information from
courts, AOC staff, and outside entities.

°  Continue addition of vehicle and e-ticketing
information into the Courts of Limited
Jurisdiction data mart.

v" Completed COA Time-in-Process case listing
report.

v' Released new detention episode, detention
reason, and alert data into the Juvenile Referral
data mart.

v/ Added several new objects to the data marts,
including attorney email information, event
comments, and date fields.

Database Unit
v' Completed 2 database design review requests.

Impact/Value

The PACT implementation will improve the juvenile
departments’ ability to choose the most effective
diversion programs for juveniles.

Completing requests for information assists the courts
in being more efficient in their work, aids research into
a variety of issues by WSCCR and outside research
organizations, provides information to the legislature
in their work to craft bills, and provides the courts and
AOC with information regarding the efficiency and
effectiveness of the judicial process.

Added at the courts’ request, to increase their ability
to track e-ticketing cases and analyze the impact of e-
ticketing on caseloads.

Provides caseload tracking for the Courts of Appeal to
ascertain that cases are being moved through the
system in a timely manner.

Provides additional reporting capabilities and more
information for juvenile departments to track cases.

“Objects” redefine database fields so that they can be
easily selected and used by courts in creating queries
and reports. For example, adding “first day of prior
week” and “last day of prior week” allows users to
create a report that will run automatically for the prior
week without having to manually change the dates
each time the report is run. This way reports can be
scheduled and courts do not have to remember to
submit the report each time period.

The work of the database unit supports the ongoing
maintenance and improvement of the courts’
applications (JIS, SCOMIS, ACORDS, JABS, e-
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v' Continue PACT report analysis and participate
in user acceptance testing of the PACT
software. If a test environment is made
available by Assessments.com, begin
development of reports. Planned
implementation is March 2011.

Data Management Team

v/ Continued work on the Data Governance

initiative.

v" Continued work on the Data Quality initiative,
including completion of the analysis of business
rules surrounding superior court case and
charge resolution processing.

Activities Planned
Data Warehouse Unit

°  Continue addition of vehicle and e-ticketing
information into the Courts of Limited
Jurisdiction data mart. Planned implementation
is April 2011.

°  Added additional participants for probate and
estate case public search.

° Continue PACT report analysis and participate
in user acceptance testing of the PACT
software. If a test environment is made
available by Assessments.com, begin
development of reports. Attend training. Planned
implementation is March 2011.

° Respond to data dissemination requests
including a research project for Harborview
Injury Prevention Research Center on domestic
violence during dissolution proceedings.

°  Support fiscal note analysis through analysis of
proposed legislation on the data warehouse and
public data mart.

° Respond to increased data requests from other
state agencies and the Legislature.

Database Unit
°  Support data base design review requests.

Data Management Team
°  Continue data quality initiative work:
= attend training on the tools selected
= jdentify future areas of data quality
investigation.

ticketing, etc.)

The PACT implementation will improve the juvenile
departments’ ability to choose the most effective
diversion programs for juveniles.

Data governance will provide oversight of data as an
enterprise asset, resulting in more consistent, timely
and quality data.
The data quality implementation will allow analysis on
the quality of data, and present means for improving
that quality. The immediate benefits will be seen
around person and case management, making better
data available to judges and administrators to support
court decisions such as pre-trial bail/custody
decisions.

Impact/Value
Added at the courts’ request, to increase their ability
to track e-ticketing cases and analyze the impact of e-
ticketing on caseloads.

Allows the public to more efficiently track probate and
estate cases through the public website, alleviating
their need to call the courts or the AOC for
information.

The PACT implementation will improve the juvenile
departments’ ability to choose the most effective
diversion programs for juveniles.

Completing requests for information assists the courts
in being more efficient in their work, aids research into
a variety of issues by WSCCR and outside research
organizations, provides information to the legislature
in their work to craft bills, and provides the courts and
AOC with information regarding the efficiency and
effectiveness of the judicial process.

This work allows AOC to provide data based
responses to the impact of proposed legislation.

As other agencies prepare fiscal notes, and the
Legislature proposed legislation, they rely on AOC to
provide data for them to respond to the notes or to
create legislation.

The work of the database unit supports the ongoing
maintenance and improvement of the courts’
applications (JIS, SCOMIS, ACORDS, JABS, e-
ticketing, etc.)

The data quality implementation will allow analysis on
the quality of data, and present means for improving
that quality. The immediate benefits will be seen
around person and case management, making better
data available to judges and administrators to support
court decisions such as pre-trial bail/custody
decisions.
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°  Complete work on the Data Governance Data governance will provide oversight of data as an

initiative. enterprise asset, resulting in more consistent, timely
and quality data.
°  Begin work on the unified data model. Creating a unified data model will allow the structure

of the business data to be uncoupled from the
physical implementation of the data, which promotes
effective data management as business needs evolve.
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Operational Area: Operations
Bill Cogswell, Operations Manager

Includes: All application units; Web team, Java team, Legacy team, Juvenile & Corrections System team along with Service

Delivery Management and Portfolio Management.

Description: AOC ISD Operations teams support new projects and the ongoing maintenance of legacy
systems including the Judicial Information System (JIS) application, the Judicial Receipting System (JRS),
Superior Court Information System (SCOMIS), Juvenile and Corrections System (JCS), Appellate Court
System (ACORDS), JIS Calendaring (CAPS), e-Ticketing and web services.

Activities Completed
Applications
v" Worked 149 Right Now Incidents.

v' Completed project to allow PET and RSP
names to show on the calendar for cases with
a TDR or TRS cause type. (Scheduled for
release on 12/20)

v' Completed the King County Case Restore
Request.

v' Added a ‘Confidential — Not For Release’
message to seven screens in JIS.

v" Modified behind the scenes processing of
CIVD (Civil case screens).

v'  Legacy team continued work on JIS
Application programming efforts for changes
mandated by ESHB 2464 Vehicles in
Emergency Zones, effective 01/01/2011.

v' Corrected the Parking Ticket Batch Entry
screen in JIS to not allow Vehicle License
Numbers to be entered with leading spaces.

v'Java team successfully installed phase one of
eTicketing stabilization.

v' Completed work on phase 2 of the ETP
stabilization project.

v" Complete the enhancement request to allow
litigants to display on Superior Court cases
with cause code TDR and TRS.

Juvenile and Correction System Team

v" Installed a correction to the Referral Status
procedure to properly end-date responsible
officials when a referral is closed.

v" Installed new JCS release in Production. This
release included several minor
enhancements, as well as a major change to

Impact/Value

Each Right Now incident represents a request from a
customer either internal or external, therefore 149
customer requests were attended to in the month.
Courts will no longer have to manually enter names
for these cases on the calendar.

Over 600,000 cases are online and available for use
by King County, saving the court the time it would take
to manually restore them one by one.

Reminds operators that the screen is not available to
the public, further protecting sensitive information.
Improves data quality.

Legislative mandate due 1/1/2011 ready to go.

Vehicle license numbers will now be available at the
Department of Licensing during the Vehicle Owner
Look-Up process, and the entries with the error will no
longer appear on the exception report. Also, locating
the ticket from the Parking Ticket Payment screen and
Batch Parking Ticket Payment screens will now be
easier because the license number can be used.

This resulted in a significant reduction in mainframe
workload for processing incoming tickets, and
simplified the infrastructure that it is dependent on.

This will bring the same performance and
maintainability benefits to the court user experience
with the system that phase 1 provided for the
infrastructure portion of the system. It also reduces
our ongoing licensing costs by eliminating reliance on
the HATS tool.

Eliminating the need for clerks to enter the names of
the litigants manually.

This will alleviate the need for the courts to update this
information manually.

This change is designed to allow the courts to better
control their quarterly work flow for juvenile diversion
destruction.
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the Diversion Destruction Eligibility report

v" Installed an expanded version of the Firearm Improves data accuracy.
Revocation/Notification condition code that
will allow for its use in a wider set of
circumstances.

Activities Planned Impact/Value
Applications

° End —date cause code MER for case type 02 | Approved ITG request number 4. This change will
and implement replacement cause code CIR | allow these cases to be characterized in a manner

for case type 03. and case type which more closely align with their
nature.
° Implement Docket Code TSO, Trial Status Assist the courts in locating and tracking cases with
Hearing Order. orders for speedy trial and case management
purposes.

° Test DOL ADR changes for Leg — Estimated Ensure that the courts have a correct ADR.
install 01/09/2011(RN 101203-000026)
°  Begin development required to support the Modifying the disposition send process to provide all
eTrip RMS project. appropriate dispositions to participating Law
Enforcement Agencies, while ensuring that DOL
continues to receive only those dispositions that are
needed for the driving record.
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Operational Area: Standards & Policies:
Jody Graham, Standards & Policies Manager

Includes: Project Management Office, Software Quality Assurance

Description: Standards & Policies (S&P) is comprised of the Project Management Office (PMO) and the
Software Quality Assurance (SQA).

Project Management Office: The PMO provides oversight on all ISD projects. Oversight includes reviewing
and approving feasibility of projects, creating and maintaining project plans (schedule, issues, and risks), and
managing projects from inception to implementation. Through the use of a standard project management
methodology, the PMO adds critical value that improves the probability of project success. Work performed by
the PMO is reported separately under the project(s) to which the staff is currently assigned.

Software Quality Assurance: SQA consists of a means of monitoring the software engineering processes and
methods used to ensure quality. This encompasses the entire software development process and product
integration. SQA is organized into goals, commitments, abilities, activities, measurements, and verification.
The Testing Group is part of Quality Assurance and is responsible for ensuring a testing process is followed on
all development efforts, including projects, defect correction, and application enhancements. All testing, test
cases, and test scenarios created, test results, and defect work is documented, tracked, monitored, and
prioritized. Tester involvement is critical for upholding quality control standards throughout all phases of testing.

Activities Completed Impact/Value

Quality Assurance

e Completed eTicketing, Phase | E-Ticketing will decrease the amount of paper and manual processes
I needed while increasing efficiencies and access to data.

e  Continued Vehicle Related Improve performance for the VRV pilot application with the goal of
Violations (VRV) Performance | handling anticipated increased workload and transaction capacity,
Testing. perform infrastructure cleanup and ensure optimal environment

configuration for ongoing support and maintenance.

e Continue eTrip RMS RMS is a multi-agency state initiative that will return case disposition

information to law enforcement agencies once a case is completed.

e Continue BZT/SQL Provide additional capacity and ensure vendor support for the AOC

BizTalk server solution which is used to support eTicketing, VRV, and
data exchanges.

e Ongoing ACORDS support Support enhancements and defect resolution for the appellate court case
management system.
e Ongoing JCS support Support enhancements and defect resolution for the juvenile department case
management system.
*  Ongoing BOXI - support Support reporting solutions created by the data warehouse team.
Activities Planned Impact/Value
Quality Assurance
°  Complete VRV performance Improve performance for the VRV pilot application with the goal of
testing handling anticipated increased workload and transaction capacity,

perform infrastructure cleanup and ensure optimal environment
configuration for ongoing support and maintenance.

v Continue eTrip RMS RMS is a multi-agency state initiative that will return case disposition
information to law enforcement agencies once a case is completed.
v Continue BZT/SQL Provide additional capacity and ensure vendor support for the AOC

BizTalk server solution which is used to support eTicketing, VRV, and
data exchanges.

v" Ongoing ACORDS support Support enhancements and defect resolution for the appellate court case
management system.
v" Ongoing JCS support Support enhancements and defect resolution for the juvenile department case

management system.
v" Ongoing BOXI - support

Support reporting solutions created by the data warehouse team.
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WASHINGTON

COURTS

ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE COURTS

1206 QUINCE STREET SE
P.O. BOX 41170
OLYMPIA, WA 98504-1170

Contact Information

Vonnie Diseth, Information Services Division (ISD) Director
Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC)

PO Box 41170

Olympia, WA 98504-1170

(360) 705-5236

vonnie.diseth@courts.wa.gov

Bill Cogswell, ISD Associate Director
Administrative Office of the Courts
PO Box 41170

Olympia, WA 98504-1170

(360) 704-4066
bill.cogswell@courts.wa.gov
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% ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE COURTS

WASHINGTON

COURTS Information Services Division

Superior Court Management
Feasibility Study (SCMFS)

Completed Activities:

v December 2010

» Completed project Charter, Work Plan and Schedule
» Completed County Clerk business process sessions 1-3

« Completed Executive Sponsor Committee (ESC) member
interviews (Judges, Administrators and Clerks)

v’ January 2010

» Completed County Clerk business process sessions 4-6
» Completed High Level Business Requirements
» Completed High Level Technical Requirements

» Conducted Review of the Initial Draft of the High Level Cost
Estimate
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COURTS Information Services Division

Superior Court Management
Feasibility Study (SCMFS)

Activities Underway:

— Executive Sponsor Committee (ESC) reviewing Project
Charter update and High Level Cost Estimate update

— (Jan-Mar 2011) Finalize Refined Business Requirements
validation with Superior Court Subject Matter Experts
(Judges, Court Administrators, and County Clerks)

— (Jan-Mar 2011) Refined Technical Requirements gathering is
underway

— The vendor questions have been approved and MTG
(vendor) is meeting with vendors
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Superior Court Management
Feasibility Study (SCMFS)

Next Steps:
— Complete requirements gathering activity.
— Complete the analysis and other elements of the
Feasibility Study.
— Estimated Completion Dates are:

* Phase 1 (Feasibility Study) — March 2011
* Phase 2 (RFP Preparation) - June 2011
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Superior Court Data Exchange
Revised Project Plan

Purpose:
* Present a revised Superior Court Data Exchange project plan

* Request JISC approval of this plan

Agenda:
* Project Description

e Current Status
* Issues with Original Plan
* Replan Guidelines

 Revised Plan:
— Detalils
— System Architecture
— Cayzen
— Assumptions
— Hours, Cost & Schedule

 Next Steps
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Superior Court Data Exchange
Revised Project Plan

Project Description:

« Aproject to implement a Data Exchange using web services and
industry standard messaging that enable the sharing of data between

the Superior Court Management Information System (SCOMIS) and
local court information systems.

» The current scope includes three Data Exchange components:
— Docketing (Pilot Court — Pierce County)
— Calendaring (Pilot Court — Kitsap County)
— Document Indexing (Pilot Court - Chelan County)
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Superior Court Data Exchange
Revised Project Plan

Current Status:

- Completed Data Exchange system requirements and service specifications in
November 2010

- At JISC meeting in December, the AOC provided the following update:
-~ Project was significantly behind schedule and over budget
— Proposed evaluating both a near-term & long-term solution

- AOC currently recommends a single solution that can be implemented in
approximately 12 months and would represent the long-term solution

- Met with Pierce County LINX System team in December:

— ldentified initial (4) Docketing services for deployment that will reduce dual data
entry between the LINX and SCOMIS systems by approximately 30%

— ldentified how the LINX System will interface to the Data Exchange
— Targeted 2"d Quarter 2011 for preliminary testing of initial (4) Docketing services
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Superior Court Data Exchange
Revised Project Plan

Issues with Original Plan:

- Significant software redesign would be required:

— Project would require an additional 18 — 24 months from original planned completion
date (Original: June 2011 to March 2013)

— Project would require an additional $1.1M to complete from original planned project
budget (Original: $1.6M to $2.7M)

* Project Financial Summary:
— JISC Authorized Funding: $1.6M
— Commitments To Date: $500K  (Through January 2011)
— Remaining: $1.1M
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Superior Court Data Exchange
Revised Project Plan

Replan Guidelines:

 Deploy a Data Exchange that can be used by all local Superior Court systems
to interface to SCOMIS via web services

» Leverage existing SCOMIS Data Exchange project design work
* Minimize software redesign

 Deploy a Data Exchange that is aligned to the planned JIS future state
architecture

e Stay within current funding authorization ($1.6M)

» Deliver Docketing Data Exchange services as soon as possible, to eliminate
the dual data entry for the Pierce County LINX System
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Superior Court Data Exchange
Revised Project Plan

Revised Plan - Details:

» Develop web interface between SCOMIS and local court systems using industry
standard messaging for (58) Docketing services & (2) misc services

« Implement the Superior Court Data Exchange on a BizTalk server (also used by
Vehicle Related Violations (VRV) program)

— Message routing
— Error handling

« Utilize a commercial software product to push/pull data between SCOMIS and
the BizTalk server

— Minimizes software redesign
— Reduces risks & costs

« Defer Calendaring (4 Services) & Document Indexing (2 Services) until the
completion of the Docketing Data Exchange solution (Not in Revised Plan Scope)

— Additional work required to better understand business requirements
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Superior Court Data Exchange
Revised Plan — System Architecture

Local
Courts AOQC
Superior
Local " Court .
Superior Court |- ol
Web Interf; Utilizi
Sl Industry Stancard System
Messaging Formats (SComis)

L R Y PR TR

. - Color denotes areas of development for Superior Court Data Exchange Project
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Superior Court Data Exchange
Revised Project Plan

Revised Plan - Cayzen:

» The contract with Cayzen on the Superior Court Data Exchange project has
been terminated.

The initial Cayzen contract (PSC 09627) was awarded following a competitive
procurement in April 2009

Contract scope was revised (PSC 10302) in February 2010

A second significant revision in contract scope was not considered a viable option,
based upon State procurement regulations.

Cayzen was formally notified of contract termination on January 6, 2011
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Superior Court Data Exchange
Revised Project Plan

Revised Plan - Assumptions:

 AOC resources will perform 30% of development, the remainder of the
development will be performed by contractors

» The following contractor resources will be available to complete the project:
— (3) BizTalk Developers with significant development and architecture experience
— (1) XML Designer with extensive experience with the industry standard web
messaging
— Contractors with experience using the selected commercial product for developing
data pushes/pulls
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Superior Court Data Exchange
Revised Project Plan

Docketing - Work Package Totals
Work Packages / Resources Status Labor Hours Cost ($)
Create Final Web Message Formats:
(2) AOC Developers - NIEM o In-Work
(1) Contractor - NIEM Expert o Contractor resource required to 2,800 $120,000
\validate approach
System Design:
(2) AOC Developers - BizTalk
(3) Contractor Devel BizTalk o On-hold; requires contractor resources 3,400 $270,000
ontractor Developers - BizTa
(2) AOC Quality Assurance
System Implementation:
(2) AOC Developers - BizTalk
o On-hold; requires contractor resources 4,550 $370,000
(3) Contract BizTalk Devel
ontractors - BizTalk Developers
(2) AOC Quiality Assurance
Push/Pull Software Development:
(2) AOC Developers o Selection of commercial product in
progress
(4) Contractor Team 1,280 $120,000
(2) AOC Quality Assurance o Development work on-hold requires
contractor resources
Total: 12,030 $880,000
Contingency (10%) $90,000
Grand Total (Budget Accuracy +/-30%) $970,000
JISC Authorized Funds Remaining $1,100,000
Margin $130,000
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Superior Court Data Exchange

Revised Plan — Schedule Template

Work Packages

Supernor Court Data Exchange Project
Docketing - Schedule Template (Months)

1 | 2 | 3 4 | 5 | 6 7 | 8 | 9 | 10 | 11 | 12 13

Create Web Msg Formats: Docketing NIEM Schem a Development
Push / Pull Sofiware Develop: Design/implement QATest
System Development:

Increment 1: Design /Implement QATest

increment 2: Design /Implement| QATest

increment 3: Design / Implement| QATest

Increment 4: Design /Implement| QATest

Increment 5: Design /Implement| QATest
Production Releases:

b { b4 b 4 1%
Release 1 Release 2 Release 3 Release 4

Release 5

Note: The project will be deployed in {5) production releases with each release representing approximately 20% of the wark. Each release will deliver a set of
production ready Docketing senices. Individual release details will be identified following detalled planning.
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Superior Court Data Exchange
Revised Project Plan

Revised Plan - Summary:

 Summary of plan changes:

— Eliminate need for significant software development by installing a commercial
software product that enables data pull / push to SCOMIS

— Defer Calendaring & Document Indexing until Docketing solution completed

« Based on the revised project plan, the project can be completed within 12
months for $970K (+/-30%) and is expected to be within the remaining JISC
authorized funding ($1.1M)

* Revised project plan start date is dependent upon acquiring contractor
resources

» Detailed project planning is required:
— Track all significant project activities
— ldentify the contents of each production release
— Reduce the uncertainty in the estimated cost for the revised plan
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COURTS Information Services Division

Superior Court Data Exchange
Revised Project Plan

Next Steps:
 Request JISC approval of the revised project plan

« Begin detailed project planning

« Select the commercial product for developing data push/pull to SCOMIS

» Acquire the necessary contractor resources to complete the project
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Vehicle Related Violations (VRV)

 Last Period Status

— Pilot Groups delayed due to DIS JINDEX upgrade and the
RMS readiness project.

— On board target dates:
* Group 1 — April 2011 (Issaquah, Kirkland, Lakewood)
 Group 2 - May 2011 (Fife, Tacoma, Lynnwood)
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Vehicle Related Violations (VRV)

e Current Status VRV

— Operational readiness testing completed.
— Challenges with AOC resource availability.

e Current Status RMS

— Integration Testing of E-trips.

« Touch points with WSP, LESA, Issaquah PD, Everett Parking, DOL,
DOT, DIS, AOC

— Challenges with multi-agency collaboration.
— RMS project approximately one month behind schedule.
— Revised Go-Live target date is April 15t
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Vehicle Related Violations (VRV)

 Next steps:

Implement AOC VRV Operational Readiness improvements.

Work with DIS on JINDEX/RMS Release Management and
on boarding schedule.

Revise AOC VRV data exchange portal to include updates to
Overall Sign Up Process.
« WSDL

Communicate data exchange specification changes to pilot
courts and their technical partners.

Revisit VRV on board target dates.






		Vehicle Related Violations (VRV)

		Vehicle Related Violations (VRV)

		Vehicle Related Violations (VRV)




p 3

ISD Transformation

JIS Baseline Service Level Work Group

Status Update Report to JISC
January 21, 2011 | %‘l _
COURTS






1.

Workgroup Purpose

To determine which services (business functions)
should be provided and funded centrally at the
state level and made available to all courts vs.
which services should be maintained and funded
at a local level;

and

To develop a set of criteria that will be used in the
future to decide in which category new requests
for services fall into.





Workgroup Members

Linda Bell Jeff Hall
William Holmes Dirk Marler
N.F. Jackson Vonnie Diseth

Rich Johnson





Last JISC Update

At the December 3, 2010 JISC meeting, we reported
that a draft of the services and criteria would be

presented at the next JISC meeting on January 21,
2011.





Current Status

@ Draftreportis notyet available.
@ Five meetings have been held since Nov.

@ The workgroup is having good discussion. But, it is
taking longer than anticipated.

@ The workgroup is on Step 3 — Establish Criteria.





s+ Workgroup Progress

7.JISC
Approval &
Adoption

6. Gather & e Adopt
Incorporate
Feedback

5. Publish Draft * Refine Report

Baseline
Services

e Produce Report
4. Apply
Criteria

e Apply criteria to services identified

3. Establish
Criteria

e Complete criteria definition

2. Identify
Services

1. Define AOC Provide Starter Set of Services and
Objectives & example criteria

Workgroup Identifies Services Needed

. Scope regardless of central or local provisioning
e Objectives

Scope






Next Steps

@ Step 3 (January): Continue to work on establishing
the criteria for local vs. centralized services.

» Next meeting is on 01/25/11.

@ Step 4 (February): Apply the criteria to the services
identified.

@ Step 5 (March): Publish a Draft of the Baseline
Services Report for review and comment (allow 2-3
weeks).





Next Steps (continued)

@ Step 6 (April): Gather and Incorporate feedback
(refine report).

@ Step 7(May): Present the Final Report at the May
5, 2011 JISC meeting to obtain JISC approval and
adoption.
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Customers

Appellate Courts

Superior Courts

District Courts

Municipal Courts

X

(/ﬁ

f

-(

JIS CLJ Case
Management

JIS Accounting

JIS Person

JIS SCOMIS Integration

Juvenile
Departments

Probation
Departments

]
eTicketing and VRV
]

Assessments.com

Applications |

N
Repli

Data (ODS

Data Marts

Other Data
Sources

Assessment

Database
e 1

Seattle Municipal
Court

S;\?;Viogiiiﬁsﬂggf' Screen Entry, Database Logic, Databases, Data Data Exchanges, .
Interfa(?e Apblication Validation and Retrieval and Warehouse, Data | Data Security and Information
Re;;or’:i?'\g Business Logic Storage Marts Reporting Consumers
and
Providers
- > WsP
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', SCOMIS = DSHS
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/
JRS <
) &
I DOL
Transaction
I' CAPS Database for €}— | DOC

Pierce Superior

Secretary of
State

DIS

AOC Research

N S

Courts

Public

1. JRS transactional data is not reflected in the data warehouse due

to JIS financial data not being loaded.
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JIS Services by Application

Manage Court

[ Manage Calendar

[ Manage Case Flow

CLJ Case Mgmt, CAPS

Administration

Manage Financial [ WENES e

Policy

Manage Entities

Manage Jurors Manage' Service
Providers

Manage Identified Manage Business
Persons Names
JIS Person
Manage Organizations Manage Entity
Relationships
JIS Person, JCS

JIS Person, JCS

Manage Court

Officials

Manage Entity Search

JIS Person, ACORDS,
SCOMIS

)
)

[ Manage Attorney

ACORDS

JIS Person, ACORDS

JIS Person, JCS, JABS,

Manage Finances

Manage Accounts
ManageCashiering

JIS Accounting, JRS

JIS Accounting

Manage Payables

|
|
|
|

Man

[Manage Case Initiation]

CLJ Case Mgmt, SCOMIS,
ACORDS, JCS

Manage Case
Participants

ACORDS

Manage Documents ]

ACORDS

Manage Docket ]

CLJ Case Mgmt, SCOMI

[
(
[ anage Events
:
[

Manage Sentence )

CLJ Case Mgmt, SCOMIS

Manage Judgment

CLJ Case Mgmt
[ Manage Orders ]
@

LJ Case Mgmt (protection)

[ Manage Motions ]

age Case

Manage Schedule/Case
Flow

ACORDS

Y

Manage Procedings ]

CLJ Case Mgmt, CAPS

Manage Disposition

Y

CLJ Case Mgmt, JCS
[ Manage Compliance )

CLJ Case Mgmt, JCS

Manage Case Status

CLJ Case Mgmt, JCS, SCOMIS,
S ACORDS

[ Manage Bail/Bond )

CLJ Case Mgmt

Manage Warrants ]

CLJ Case Mgmt

Manage Nbotices/
Letters

CLJ Case Mgmt, JCS, SCOMIS,
ACORDS

[Manage Case Search

CLJ Case Mgmt, JCS, SCOMIS,

Manage Records

[ Manage Documents ] [ Manage Identity }

JIS Person

[ Manage Case File ] [ Manage Exhibits )
[ Manage Social File ] [Manage Record Searc@

Manage Confinement

[ Manage Population ] [ Manage Facility ]
Manage Property Manage Alternative
Programs

JCS for All
Services

Manage Probation

[ Manage Programs ] [ Manage Caseload ]
[ Manage Complaince ]

JIS Accounting ACORDS, JABS
[ Manage Receivables) Manage Non-Case Activity
Manage Collections Manage Non-Case Manage Referrals
JIS Accounting Events
JIS Accounting Jcs
Manage Billing Manage Unclaimed . .
[ Money Manage Diversion Manage Referrals
YIS ACIIT JIS Accounting JCS, SCOMIS e

Manage Judicial Programs

[Manage Guardianship] [ Manage Interpreter ]

Guardianship Interpreter

Manage Judicial
Education

Key

[ Not Supported ]
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COURTS Administrative Office of the Courts

Judicial Information System Committee Meeting January 21, 2011

DECISION POINT — IT Governance Recommendations - JISC Decision
Schedule

MOTIONS:

| move to adopt the AOC recommendations for scheduling of JISC decisions on IT
governance requests, as described in the attached documents: “Policy
Recommendations on IT Governance Requests for JISC Decision” and
“Recommendations for JISC Scheduling of IT Governance Decisions.”

FACTS

The JISC adopted the Final IT Governance Framework and a formal JIS IT
Governance Policy in 2010 to provide a consistent and structured process for
making effective IT investment decisions. The JIS IT Governance process went into
effect in July, 2010.

The JISC has approval authority for IT investments over the thresholds set in the
Delegation Matrix incorporated into JIS IT Governance Policy 1000 — P1. Approval
authority for requests under those thresholds is delegated to the Administrator for
the Courts or the Chief Information Officer (CIO). There are several IT governance
requests currently awaiting a decision from the JISC.

DISCUSSION

The JISC does not have a set policy that sets aside a portion of resources for the
smaller, delegated projects. If available resources are not allocated between larger
JISC projects and smaller delegated projects, there is a risk of either category of
project using up all of the available resources in a given year.

The JISC also does not have a set policy for scheduling its review of IT governance
requests. Because requests over a certain size require a budget request to the
Legislature, the JISC may wish to review large requests annually in concert with the
legislative budget cycle. Smaller requests could be reviewed more frequently.
Setting different decision schedules can allow for optimization of AOC resources for
completing projects.

The JISC has not set a policy for when requests will no longer be prioritized. If
requests are allowed to be re-prioritized once projects are underway, there is a risk
of inefficient use of AOC resources and potential contract implications.
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PROPOSAL

If the JISC sets clear policies in these areas, it will promote balance in the use of
available resources, stability in the work flow for projects underway, and consistency
in the approval process for all participants in the governance process.

OUTCOME IF NOT PASSED -

If the JISC does not adopt a clear policy on this issue, AOC and the court user
community will not have clear guidelines and the assurance of consistency in the
JISC’s decision making process.
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Recommendations for
JISC Scheduling of IT
Governance Decisions

JISC Meeting
January 21, 2011
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Information Services Division

Goals for this Meeting

» Determine policy for scheduling JISC review of
ITG requests

» Determine if funding allocations between
legislative, JISC and delegated authority are
beneficial

» If they are beneficial, recommend appropriate
allocations

» Answer additional questions from October 2010
Tabletop exercise
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Scheduling IT Governance Reviews
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Information Services Division

Scheduling Reviews of JISC Governance Requests

» Need to consider size of request and apply criteria
to request

» Requests over $150,000 require a decision package
based on AOC Budget Office Guidance

» Projects greater than 12 month duration require a
decision package due to the greater risk level on
long projects

» Projects which introduce a new service (outside of
baseline) require a decision package.
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Information Services Division

Recommended JISC Project Funding Breakdown

JIS Funds

Legislative
Project Funding
via Decision
Packages

Recommendations

JIS Project
Funding

JISC Strategic
Projects Allocation

Projects greater thanl
year duration and/or
over
$150K and/or are
introducing a service
outside the AOC
baseline services.

I

JISC Standard
Governance
Request Allocation

Projects less than 1
year duration and/or
under
$150K

State Court Administrator/
ISD CIO Allocation

All projects under
the delegation
matrix threshold
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Recommended Review Schedule

_ Project Size (Delegation Matrix)

Decision JISC State Court
Package Level Standard Administrator/CIO
Level Level
Review Cycle
When received v
Every JISC Meeting
Every other JISC v

Meeting (3X per year)

Annually v
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Current Budget (2011-2013)
Recommended Funding Allocations

JIS Funds

Specific Project
Funding via
Decision
Packages

[~

JIS Project
Funding

Allocation for the
Biennium

Q

JISC Strategic
Projects

Placeholder for SC CMS

MTG estimate $6m to
$15M

$10,030,322

JISC Standard
Governance
Request Allocation

Leaves $6,463,443

$3,603,443

State Court
Administrator/
ISD CIO Allocation

$960,000

$1,900,000

$16,493,665 *

Required Reserve

* Estimated Available Funds

$16,493,665 *
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Decision Package Planning Steps
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Schedule for Requests Needing Decision Packages

Quarter 1 Quarter 2 Quarter 3 Quarter 4

Gather ITG Requests

JISC preliminary

approvals
Final cut
off for ITG
Requests DP ready
as DP for
Legislature

Same schedule applies to supplemental budget years.

Minimum of 12-18 months required before work can begin on a request
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This page intentionally left blank,

refer to updated step x step timeline
of DP process

1/14/2011 10
- Page 10
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COURTS Information Services Division

Supplemental Budget (for 2012)

» Judiciary has better success than Executive

with supplemental appropriations because of JIS
fund

» Planning now through June

»Follow same steps and timeline this year as
regular biennium request

2013 [ 2015 Biennium Budget planning starts January 2012
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Policy Recommendations on IT Governance Requests

November 17, 2010
Revised January 14, 2011
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These questions came from the IT Governance Tabletop exercise on October 1, 2010
with the JISC. The questions are about the funding and review process for IT
Governance Requests from the newly developed Governance framework that went into
effect in August of 2010. The AOC agreed to provide feedback and recommendations
for discussion for the JISC.

Funding/ Allocation
1. Does the JISC want to set a policy to designate a certain proportion of resources
and funds for smaller projects (authorized by State Court Administrator/CIO)?

Review Process
2. On what cycle does JISC want to review requests — annually, quarterly or as they
come in?

3. Does the JISC need to consider smaller change requests on a different cycle
from larger strategic investment decisions?

4. At what point will the JISC choose not to re-prioritize the existing projects priority
list for new projects coming in—after work has started on a project?

5. Does the JISC want to limit its review to requests that a CLUG ranks medium or
low priority?

6. What additional information does the JISC need in order to make decisions?
Possible information:

e Potential cost savings as well as cost on each request, and cost savings
to whom—state or local?

e What are the potential non-technology costs—court staff, judges’ time

e Does the request require a change in law, court rule, or an exception to
JISC principles or approved Enterprise Architecture?

e Number of each type of resource available — to prioritize projects
accordingly

¢ Amount of funds remaining for the year

1/14/2011 draft Page 2 of 15
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Funding/ Allocation
1. Does the JISC want to set a policy to designate a certain proportion of resources
and funds for smaller projects (authorized by the State Court Administrator or
ClO)?

Discussion/ Analysis

Currently, there is no budgetary distinction made between types or sizes of projects
other than what is specified in the delegation matrix.

There are advantages and disadvantages to sorting the requests into different
categories.

The benefits of this are:

- Provides a balance between requests of different sizes and types; ensures
that not all the small projects get approved to the exclusion of doing larger
projects and vice-versa.

- Enables some continual improvements throughout the cycle rather than one
or a few at substantially longer intervals

The disadvantages of this are:
- Requires JISC/AOC Time: Fund allocations are estimated and the JISC will
likely need to spend time re-estimating throughout the year.
- It may take several cycles to gain accuracy in the estimates.

The types of ITG Requests could be sorted into three main groups:
- Large Strategic Requests requiring a decision package
- JISC Standard Requests which are above the State Court Administrator / CIO
delegation but not big enough to require a decision package
- State Court Administrator / CIO Requests

There should be an estimate for how much funding each one of these categories may
need from the JIS fund. A large dollar strategic JISC investment defined as one that
requires over a certain dollar amount, introduces a new service above the current AOC
baseline, and/or has an expected duration of greater than one year.

The estimate for large strategic requests (those not funded by decision packages)
should be estimated to include any strategic projects underway or planned. Initially, this
could be targeted at a specific percentage of the JIS funding.

Currently, the ISD Transformation efforts are strategic and funded by JIS. The initiatives

are multi-year, and offer new services above the baseline. They fall squarely into this
JISC Strategic Projects Allocation category.

1/14/2011 draft Page 3 of 15
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By example, the Superior Courts Management System Implementation (~$10M) is
planned to be funded from a decision package submitted to the 11-13 biennium which
hopefully triggers a legislative appropriation to do the work. In contrast, the Superior
Courts Management feasibility study ($250K) was funded from JIS funding without an
appropriation.

When AOC submits a decision package, we identify the fund account (general fund, JIS

fund) that we want the funding to come out of. But the Legislature has the ability to
change that. Most of the funding does come out of the JIS account.

AOC Recommendation

AOC recognizes the advantages for this idea and recommends for the budget
allocations. This will address the need that projects have different resource needs and
protect a certain level of funding for project size differences.

Recommendation 1
Sorting requests into categories will be helpful for allocation of funds. The categories

should be based on size and type. They are:
- Legislative Funding via Decision Packages
- JISC Strategic Projects
- JISC Standard Requests
- AOC / CIO Authorized Requests

See the table below for funding source and criteria.
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Recommended JISC Project Funding Breakdown

Recommendations
J15 Funds
Projects greater than1
Legislative i year duration and/or
Project Funding I over
via Decision JISC Strategic _ $1 EUK. and/or are
Packages Projects Allocation mtrodgcmg a service
outside the AOC
baseline services.
JISC Standard Frojects less than 1
JIS Project Governance year duration and/or
Funding Request Allocation under
$150K
State Court Administrator/ ﬁllhprt;ierts L;_nder
ISD CIO Allocation € delegation
matrix threshold

Recommendation 2
For the 2011 - 2013 budget AOC recommends:

e set aside for the Administrator/CIO projects of $960,000

This assumes two requests approved per month under the State Court
Administrator / CIO delegation matrix with an average $40,000 cost per request.

¢ set aside for the Decision Packages of $10,030,222
This covers the pending decision package request for the Superior Court Case

Management and Calendaring system.

The remaining balance (about $5.5M) will be allocated by the JISC for standard work
that falls within their delegation matrix. This will have to cover continuing transformation
work efforts and new ITG requests that fall within their delegated authority.
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This assumes sufficient budget will be allocated by the current Legislature.

The allocation portions are to be tracked and reported every quarter with a true-up
scheduled twice yearly.

This allocation of funds should begin with the FY 11-13 biennium when the funding
levels are finalized for the JIS fund. This also coincides approximately with the one year
point of using the governance framework.

JISC Review Discussion

To be scheduled for the next JISC meeting.
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Review Process
2. On what cycle does JISC want to review requests — annually, quarterly or as they
come in?

3. Does the JISC need to consider smaller change requests on a different cycle
from larger strategic investment decisions?

Discussion/ Analysis

These two questions pertain to the review process and are related.

The current process is for the JISC and State Court Administrator/CIO to review
requests when received.

The JISC review process is still in the formative stage. Only one request has come to
the group as of November 2010. This, however, may not be the best approach from a
planning perspective. At this point, only a few requests have made it through the entire
governance process. As they arrive at the JISC or the State Court Administrator / CIO,
the decision to approve them without knowing what other requests are on the way
introduces a risk. Requests may be approved which appear to have a high priority
simply because there are no others to compare them against.

The project review cycle can be linked to the size and nature of the request. The
objective of doing that is to optimize the amount of work AOC can complete. In the spirit
of the ‘boulder, pebble, sand, water’ analogy, the work should be an appropriate mix
that balances the desire to complete large strategic projects against the need to
implement routine, customer requested application changes and fixes.

Using the recommendation that projects should be stratified into four sets (JISC
Legislative Decision Package Level; JISC Large Strategic; JISC-Other; and State Court
Administrator / CIO) helps visualize a way to compare advantages and disadvantages.
Different request sizes should be on a different review track.

Project Size (Delegation Matrix

Review Cycle Decision JISC State Court
Package Level Standard Administrator/
Level CIO Level

When received
JISC Meeting (six
annual meetings)
Every other JISC
Meeting (3X per
year)

Annually
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JISC Level — Legislative Decision Package

These requests require much extensive planning and long lead times. When the
decision is made to fund a request with a legislative decision package, work typically
begins a full year before the approving legislature convenes. The funding is part of the
JIS fund budget but because of the size of the investment requires a Legislative
appropriation.

For these, it makes sense for the JISC to answer the question — is this the most
effective strategy to invest in?

This question can be answered with an understanding of the AOC agency plan and
portfolio information. The decision package proposal must be persuasive not only within
the judiciary but at the broader statewide level. OFM and Legislative involvement
requires this for approval.

AOC Recommendation
For these, an annual cycle is dictated. A planning cycle process similar to what is in
place in larger agencies needs to be adopted. The process in general is:

- Submit requests for IT proposal through IT Governance portal by June

- Draft decision packages turned in to ITG by early July

- Finalize decision packages with IT Analysis by July

- AOC submits decision packages for Budget Committee review by August
- JISC Reviews by late August

- Supreme Court Budget Committee Review September/October

- Supreme Court En Banc approval by November.

See the attachment for timelines associated with this process.

JISC Level Investments (Standard Governance Request)

These requests require thought and planning. Since they are not funded by decision
package, there is more flexibility in when and how they can be reviewed and approved.
These can be reviewed either on an annual cycle, twice per year, or on a quarterly
cycle. It is important to make sure that there are enough gathered together for
meaningful review and proper allocation of resources over the near term time horizon.
The other advantage of this is that they will complete faster than the others and
resources for these will become available near the time they are reviewed.

AOC Recommendation
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The JISC is not on a quarterly meeting cycle so that option is not viable
AOC Recommendation
AOC recommends
1) Requests be placed on the agenda for review and discussion as they arrive;
2) Action on the requests should be taken every other JISC meeting or three
times per year. This means that there will be average two month stretch from
receipt to review.

The JISC may of course use their discretion to approve or hold the requests over based
on other requests, resource forecasts and other identified priorities. They may also
change this schedule based on demand.

State Court Administrator / CIO Level

The State Court Administrator / CIO requests are by definition the smallest of the
requests and should be reviewed as they arrive and checked to make sure they are
within the specific approved allocation levels.

Overall, the objective of this recommendation is to provide the following benefits:
- Balance between requests of different sizes;
- Ensure that not all the small projects get approved to the exclusion of doing
larger projects and vice-versa.
- Enables continual improvements throughout the cycle rather than one or a
few at substantially longer intervals

There are disadvantage to consider. The disadvantages of this multi-level size based

approach are:
- It will require JISC/AOC Time: Fund allocations are estimated and there will
likely need to be re-estimates made throughout the year
- It may take several cycles to gain ability to accurately estimate and timing that

works best
- There is no comprehensive long term strategy or planning to use as a budget
allocation guide

AOC Recommendation Summary

Below is the summary of review cycle periods.

| Project Size (Delegation Matrix
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Review Cycle Decision JISC State Court
Package Standard Administrator/
Level Level CIO Level

When received v

JISC Meeting (six

annual meetings)

Every other JISC v

Meeting (3X per

year)

Annually v

JISC Review Discussion

To be scheduled for the next JISC meeting.
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3. At what point will the JISC choose not to re-prioritize the existing projects priority
list for new projects coming in—after work has started on a project?

Discussion/ Analysis

On August 18", 2010 the JISC adopted the JIS Policy on IT Governance. Within that
policy under Section 7) expectations is the following:

i) The JISC will prioritize requests so that AOC may schedule and manage requests,
initiatives and projects subject to resource availability and approved budget.

k) The JISC will promote stabilization of governance efforts by carefully considering
impacts of reprioritization of projects on current work and resource efforts.

From the AOC perspective, once the JISC has prioritized a request, it is either
‘underway’ or ‘awaiting scheduling’.

Reprioritizing is a major concern when projects are underway and should be avoided.

Using subsection k) as guidance, the reprioritization of projects is to be ‘carefully
considered’ by the JISC. The disruption, loss of momentum, loss of work product, loss
of staff time and potential contract implications are just a few items on the list to
consider.

Reprioritization of requests not yet started by the AOC can be done by the JISC at any
time.

Once a request is underway in a substantial way (charter approved, resources

committed, deliverables being work on) the project priority should not change and the
project work should be halted only under the most extreme circumstances.

AOC Recommendation

AOC recommends that projects underway not be reprioritized. Requests that have been
prioritized by the JISC but not started by AOC can be reprioritized as necessary.

JISC Review Discussion

To be scheduled for the next JISC meeting.
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4. Does the JISC want to limit its review to requests that a CLUG ranks medium or
low priority?

Discussion/ Analysis

The current practice is to review all requests that are sent to the JISC. There have not
been enough requests received to determine the numbers or percentages that would
fall into the different priorities.

AOC Recommendation

AOC recommends continuing the current process. With time, enough requests will be
received to make a determination of limited the review of some requests. By viewing all
requests the JISC also has the benefit of validating the ranking made by the CLUG.

JISC Review Discussion

To be scheduled for the next JISC meeting.
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5. What additional information does the JISC need in order to make decisions?

Possible information:

e Potential cost savings as well as cost on each request, and cost savings
to whom—state or local?

e What are the potential non-technology costs—court staff, judges’ time

e Does the request require a change in law, court rule, or an exception to
JISC principles or approved Enterprise Architecture?

e Number of each type of resource available — to prioritize projects

accordingly

e Amount of funds remaining for the year

Discussion/ Analysis

The October 2010 JISC packet contained (behind tab 5) information about IT
Governance including the first actual request (ITG Request #31) sent to the JISC. The
amount of information included in an actual request placed before the JISC was not
known at the time of the tabletop exercise.

The request entitled “Combine True Names and Aliases for Time Pay” was seven pages
of material and included the following information:

- Specific description
- Analysis result

- Delegation matrix result

- Request detall

- Business problem or opportunity

- Endorsement detalil
- AOC Analysis detail

- IT Governance Request Decision from CLUG

Of the information in the question, here is a summary of what was and was not

provided:

Item

Provided

AOC Recommendation

Potential cost savings as well as
cost on each request, and cost
savings to whom—state or local?

No; however
cost savings
were not likely
to accrue to
AOC.

The ITG Intake process should be
changed to ask the AOC to
document any potential cost savings
for the request.

What are the potential non-
technology costs—court staff,
judges’ time

No

The ITG Intake process should be
changed to ask the courts to provide
a potential costs and cost savings for
their request.
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Iltem Provided AOC Recommendation
Does the request require a change Yes 2‘;2[? rg?#?;\}v\l;?rfofnrmzlgera
in law, court rule, or an exception to g' .
o exception to AOC or JISC principles,
JISC principles or approved it would be reported in the AOC
Enterprise Architecture? ) P
analysis.
Number of each type of resource No ggj’;zrcrier?]??ri%?gg ITtS\;SiIIII ij)r;der
available — to prioritize projects €lop : .
accordingly available to be used as a planning
tool at future JISC meetings.
No Budget reviews are on the agenda at

Amount of funds remaining for the
year

each JISC meeting and should
continue. In general, there is an
understanding of remaining funds for
the year. If the JISC adopts the
recommended categorizations, the
budget tracking will follow that

AOC Recommendation

To meet the request of the JISC members, AOC recommends adding information to the
intake request and analysis process as specified above.

JISC Review Discussion

To be scheduled for the next JISC meeting.
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Attachment
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Judicial Information System Committee Meeting January 21, 2011

DECISION POINT — IT Governance Policy for Supreme and Appellate
Court Requests

MOTIONS:

| move to adopt the attached JIS IT Governance Policy — Supreme Court and Court
of Appeals Requests.

FACTS

The JISC adopted the Final IT Governance Framework and a formal JIS IT
Governance Policy in 2010 to provide a consistent and structured process for
making effective IT investment decisions. The JIS IT Governance process went into
effect in July, 2010.

Under the IT Governance Policy, “IT governance applies to all persons,
organizations, or agencies that operate, manage, or use the portfolio of IT products
and services provided by AOC.” (JIS IT Governance Policy, p.2, para.1). RCW
2.68.010 gives the JISC the authority to “determine all matters pertaining to the
delivery of services available from the judicial information system.”

Services that are not part of the JIS Portfolio are local, and thus are provided and
funded by individual courts. For the Washington Supreme Court and Court of
Appeals, the Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) provides its local IT services.

DISCUSSION

Neither the IT Governance Framework nor the JIS IT Governance Policy clearly
delineate when IT investments for the Supreme Court and Court of Appeals are
considered JIS investments, subject to approval by the JISC, and when they are
considered local investments. There are multiple IT governance requests from the
Court of Appeals Executive Committee currently in the IT Governance process. A
clear policy is needed to guide governance action for current and future IT
governance requests from the Supreme Court and Court of Appeals.

PROPOSAL

If approved, the attached “JIS Information Technology Governance Policy —
Supreme Court and Court of Appeals Requests” will provide clear guidance for when
IT investment decisions will be made by the JISC and when they will be made
locally. In cases that do not clearly fall within one of the delineated rules, the policy





Z!

WASHINGTON

COURTS Administrative Office of the Courts

vests authority in the JISC to determine whether an investment is under JISC or
local authority.

OUTCOME IF NOT PASSED -

If the JISC does not adopt a clear policy on this issue, there is a risk that investment
decisions will be made inconsistently.
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JIS Information Technology
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Purpose

The purpose of this policy is to ensure that Judicial Information System (JIS) information
technology (IT) investments made through the IT Governance Framework are invested
in projects, applications, and services, and equipment that fit within the JIS Portfolio
(See Appendix B) and support the statewide court community. Investment decisions for
IT services that do not fit within the JIS Portfolio should be made by individual courts
and their funding authorities.

The JIS IT Governance Framework, approved by the Judicial Information System
Committee (JISC) in 2010, provides a consistent and structured process for making
effective IT investment decisions for JIS resources that are responsive and transparent
to court community customers.

Authority

RCW 2.68.010 gives the JISC the authority to “determine all matters pertaining to the
delivery of services available from the judicial information system.” JISC Rule 1
provides for the Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) to operate the Judicial
Information System (JIS) under the direction of the JISC and with the approval of the
Supreme Court pursuant to RCW 2.56.

JIS IT Governance Policy Page 1
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Scope

For purposes of this policy, “IT governance” is defined as a structure for the JIS
governing bodies to classify requests and apply criteria and thresholds to deliver the
most value for IT investment decisions. The “JIS Portfolio” is the portfolio of IT
products and services provided by AOC as part of the Judicial Information System (see
JIS Portfolio Management Policy 2000 — P1). For purposes of this policy, the
Washington Supreme Court and the Courts of Appeal are individual courts whose IT
services are provided by the Administrative Office of the Courts.

Policy

It is the policy of the JISC that the JISC has the authority to approve IT governance
requests from the Supreme Court or Courts of Appeal in the following cases:

1. If the investment requires integration of an IT service with existing JIS applications to
cover only the amount related to the integration costs.

2. If the investment is a replacement for an existing JIS application.

3. If the investment is for a service in the JIS Portfolio (See Appendix A).

4. If the investment is for a new service that has been determined by the JISC to be a
statewide service within the Baseline Service Level (as approved by the JISC
, 2011) (See Appendix B).

It is the policy of the JISC that IT governance requests from the Supreme Court or
Courts of appeal are under local investment authority in the following cases:

1. If the investment does not require integration of services with existing JIS
applications.

2. If the investment is an enhancement of a non-JIS service already provided to the
Supreme or Appellate courts by AOC.

3. If the investment is for a new service that has been determined by the JISC not to be
a statewide service within the Baseline Service Level (approved by the JISC :
2011) (See Appendix B).

4.

If an IT governance request from the Supreme Court or Courts of Appeal cannot be
classified under one of the rules above, a determination of whether the request is for a
JIS investment or local investment will be made by the JISC.

Maintenance

The AOC will review this policy annually and make appropriate updates after any
significant changes. Changes in this policy will require the approval of the JISC.
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FUNDING

Work performed by the AOC, to the best extent possible, will use the correct funding
source whether it be JIS or non-JIS.
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Appendix A: Current JIS Portfolio

Appendix B: Baseline Service Level
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IT Governance Update

The first governance requests that have flowed completely through the governance process and
that fall under the delegated authority of Jeff Hall and Vonnie Diseth have been authorized to
proceed. There are now eight JIS projects that are authorized or in-progress, plus one non-JIS
project that has been approved under AOC’s governance process.

The chart below demonstrates the volume of requests currently in the IT Governance
process for Sept-Dec.

ITG Request Status

D
?§ i Sep-10 k4 Oct-10 M Nov-10 M Dec-10

Completed JIS IT Requests

Request ID: 004 — Change Meretricious Relationship Cause of Action Code/Case Type
Description: Create Committed Intimate Relationship cause of action code under case
type 3 in SCOMIS and remove Meretricious Relationship cause of action code under
case type 2 to comply with Supreme Court decision from 2007.

CLUG: Superior Court (pilot) | Authorized By: CIO

Schedule: Oct 19, 2010 -Jan 1, 2011

Completed on schedule.

Scheduled JIS IT Requests

Request ID: 002 — Superior Court Case Management System Feasibility Study
Description: Conduct feasibility study to examine COTS caseflow and calendaring
systems, plus LINX, to support acquisition of a system for the state’s Superior Courts.
CLUG: Superior Court (pilot) | Authorized By: JISC

Schedule: Nov 1, 2010 — Jun 30, 2011





Request ID: 012 — Adult Risk Assessment Feasibility Study

Description: Examine the feasibility of using the STRONG assessment tool from
Assessments.com for Superior Courts and CLJs.

CLUG: Multi-level| Authorized By: CIO

Schedule: Nov 15, 2010 — Jan 31, 2011

Request ID: 019 — Display Judgments (Case Type 9) as Part of Original Case
Description: Change the way SCOMIS case types 9s (judgments) are displayed on
public case search by making these cases appear as a link under the original case. This
was part of the Public Case Search Workgroup report adopted by the JISC.

CLUG: Superior Court | Authorized By: CIO

Schedule: Dec 1, 2010 —Jan 31, 2011

Request ID: 022 — Total on CAR Screen When it Echoes Back

Description: Changes the behavior of the Create Accounts Receivable screen in JIS.
CLUG: Multi-level | Authorized By: CIO

Schedule: Dec 16, 2010 — Feb 11, 2011

Request ID: 023 — For TPSC to Make a Docket Entry

Description: Changes JIS so that more details of Time Pay agreements are recorded
on the docket.

CLUG: CLJ | Authorized By: CIO

Schedule: Jan 5 - Mar 31, 2011

Request ID: 033 — Auto Fill Date for BDK Screen

Description: Reduces the number of times dates have to be entered on the Batch
Docket screen in JIS.

CLUG: CLJ | Authorized By: CIO

Schedule: Dec 20, 2010 — Mar 31, 2011

Request ID: 050 — JRS Windows 7 Compatibility Upgrade

Description: Upgrade JRS so that it can be used on PCs with the Windows 7 operating
system.

CLUG: Multi-level | Authorized By: Administrator

Schedule: Dec 16, 2010 — Feb 11, 2011

Authorized JIS IT Requests Pending Scheduling

Request ID: 036 — Accounts Payable Put On Hold Make a Docket Entry
Description: Change JIS so that a docket entry is automatically made when an
accounts payable is put on hold.

CLUG: CLJ | Authorized By: CIO
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