


















































King County - Kent 0.10 1.59 0.60 2.70 . 0.21 - 5.20
Covington 0.14 0.01 0.14
Total Kent "0.10 - 1.59 0.60

King County - Seattle

KCDC Jury Add Ex Parte Total Assigned

Allocation Allocation KCDC to City Contract KCDC Ex Parte Allocation
Covington 0.11 0.03 0.00 0.14 Location Program Need
Believue 0.83 0.17 0.03 1.03 KCD Ex Parte 0.94
Beaux Arts 0:00 0.00 0.00 0.00 Total 0.94
Mercer Island 0.00 4.13%
issaquah ) ' 0.00
North Bend 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.05] .
Sammamish 0.05 0.03 0.00 0.08 * |Special Assignment Judges
Snoquaimie 0.05 0.01 0.00 0.06 DWLS Court Burien 0.50
Camation 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.03 DWLS Court Seattle 0.25
Duvall 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.03 MH Court 0.35
Redmond 0.78 0.07 0.03 0.87 DV Court Redmond 0.50
Skykomish . 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 : DV Court RJC 1.00
Woodinville 0.05 0.01 0.00 0.06 Old city work done by King count 0.48
Newcastle . ‘ 0.00 Superior Court Assistance S 1.20
Kenmore ' 0.13 0.05 0.01 0.18 JaillFelony/Expediteds RJC 0.50
Shoreline i 0.43 0.07 0.02 0.51 Jail/Felony/Expediteds Seattle 1.00
Burien 0.39 0.04 0.02 0.45 Inquests 0.12
Normandy Park 0.00 . Total 5.90

2.89 0.49 0.12 3.49

*NOTE: AOC judge need projected for 2004 based on
1999-2003 data is 22.30 judges

Note: The attachments in this exhibit are examples for the purpose of demonstrating the methodology for reconciliation pursuant to Section 4.3 of the Agreement,
Exhibit A - Final.xls (Tab: Judical Allocation)
3/13/2006 2:42 PM



2005 - KING COUNTY DISTRICT COURT CLERICAL ALLOCATION
Total ,
Caseload % of 118.24 Passport Specialty Centralized Total
118.24 Weight % of Weight  Clerk FTEs FTEs FTEs FTEs Allocation
JURISDICTION

State/County 373,837 75.10% 88.80 2.51 12.25 11.26

Vashon Island 648 0.02

Beaux Arts 0 0.00% 0.00 : 0.00 0.00
Bellevue 59,933 12.04% 14.24 1.81 16.04
Burien 8,838 1.78% 2.10 0.27 2.37
Carnation 880 0.18% 0.21 0.03 0.24
Covington ' 2,591 0.52% 0.62 0.08 0.69
Duvall . 1,727 0.35% 0.41 0.05 0.46
Issaquah : 249 0.05% 0.06 0.01 0.07
Kenmore 5,458 1.10% 1.30 0.16 1.46
Mercer Island 30 0.01% 0.01 0.00 0.01
Newcastle 51 0.01% 0.01 0.00 0.01
Normandy Park 12 - 0.00% 0.00 0.00 0.00
North Bend 994 0.20% 0.24 0.03 0.27
Redmond . 21,260 4.27% 5.05 ‘ 0.64 5.69
Sammamish 3,521 0.71% 0.84 0.11 0.94
Shoreline . 13,616 2.74% 3.23 0.41 3.64
Skykomish ' .5 0.00% 0.00 - - 000 - 0.0
Snoqualmie 2,286 0.46% 0.54 0.07 0.61
Woodinville 1,869 0.38% . 0.06 0.50

Note: The attachments in this exhibit are examples for the purpose of demonstrating the methodology for reconciliation pursuant to Section 4.3 of the Agreement.
Exhibit A - Final.xls (Tab: Clerical Allocation 2005)
3/13/2006 2:42 PM :



PASSPORT FEES PROJECTED 2005

Passports Clerk
Court Dollars issued ‘Minutes Clerk Value

Total Dollars 480,476 16,016 213,331 2.51
Passport Fee is $30
Clerk Minutes per passport is 13.32

Clerk Minutes per year is 85,006.56

Total FTES as Clerks 148.00 Clerks at Location
Passport Clerks 2.51 Bellevue 18.00
Specialty FTEs 12.25 Burien 20.50
Centralized FTEs 15.00 Issaquah 13.50
Clerks by % 118.24 Kent 16.50
Redmond 22.00
RJC 9.00
Seattle 21.00
Shoreline 12.50
Call Center 11.00
Payment Ctr 5.00
Total 148.00

SPECIALTY FTEs
Court Program Clerks
Kent DV Court 2.25
Seattle DV Court 1.75
Seattle DWLS Court 0.75
RJC Jail 2.00
Seattle Jail 2.00
Burien DWLS Court 1.50
Seattle MH Court 1.00
Kent Video Clerk 1.00
12.25
CENTRALIZED FTEs
Court Program Clerks
OPJ Payment Ctr 4.00
OPJ SPT/Phones 11.00
15.00

Note: The attachments in this exhibit are examples for the purpose of demonstrating the methodology for reconciliation pursuant to Section 4.3 of the Agreement,

Exhibit A - Final.xis (Tab: Clerical Allocation 20085)
3/13/2006 2:42 PM




FACILITY RATES

Burien, Kemmond, Shoreline, and Support Services FacilityJR;es
InfTation Escalation Total Facili
FMD RATE  Capped Rate multiplier  Contract Rate* Rent Rate Charge
2007 & a5 12.65 12.65 11.80 2% 24.45
2008 13.03 1.030 - 12,04 2% 12.04
2009 13.42 - 1.061 - 12.28 2% 12.28
2010 This rate is a 13.83 1.093 - s 12.62 2% 12,52
2011 placeholder 14.24 1.126 - 12.77 2% 12.77
2012 pending calculation | 14.66 1.159 ' - 13.03 2% 13.03
2013 in accordance with | 15.10 1.194 - 13.29 2% 13.29
2014 Exhibit B. 15.56 1.230 - 13.55 2% 13.55
2015 ' 16.03 1.267 : - 13.83 2% 13.83
2016 16.51 1.305 - 14.10 2% 14.10
Footnote:

* Per Exhibit B, the rate each year following 2007 is the lesser amount between the actual rate provided by King County's
Facilities Management Division and the capped rate determined by muitiplying the 2007 rate by the inflation multiplier.

Issaquah Facility Rate
" Inflation - Total Faci
FMD RATE  Capped Rate multiplier  Contract Rate* Lease Charge
2007 & 4 12.65 12.65 17.00 29.65
2008 13.03 1.030 - 17.51 17.51
2009 13.42 1.061 - 18.04 18.04
2010 This rate is a 13.83 1.093 - 18.58 18.58
2011 placeholder 14.24 1.126 - 19.13 19.13
2012 pending calculation | 14.66 1.159 - 19.71 19.71
2013 in accordance with | 15.10 1.194 - 20.30 20.30
2014 Exhibit C. 15.56 1.230 - 20.91 20.91
2015 ' — 16.03 1.267 - 21.54 21.54
2016 16.51 1.305 - 2218 22.18
Footnote:

* Per Exhibit C, the rate each year following 2007 is the lesser amount between the actual rate provided by King County's

Nedlitieranagrmpn ﬂth@%@P&ﬁﬂ@%‘HQw WPSQSW@HMH&%QQ% Fﬁtﬂr‘bﬂ%}@d?ﬂ%ﬁ?@d@hm%n pursuant to Section 4.3 of the
Agreement,

Exhibit A - Final.xls (Tab: Facility Rates) '

3/13/2006 2:42 PM



EXHIBIT B
ANNUAL FACILITY CHARGES FOR DISTRICT COURT FACILITIES
IN THE CITIES OF BURIEN, KENT, REDMOND, AND SHORELINE

This Exhibit is attached to the Interlocal Agreement for the Provision of District Court Services
between the County and the City. The terms and conditions described in this Exhibit are a
further description of the obligations of the parties regarding the calculation of annual facility

charges for existing District Court facilities in the cities of Burien, Kent, Redmond, and
Shoreline at commencement of this Agreement.

1. Beginning in 2007and continuing through 2016, the annual facility charge is the net rentable
square footage in each facility pursuant to Section 3.2 multiplied by the rate per square foot.
The rate per square foot is the sum of the rate for Operations and Maintenance (Paragraph
#2) and the Rental rate (Paragraph #3).

2. King County’s Facilities Management Division determines the cost per square foot for
erations and Maintenance for facilities owned and maintained by the County. The

Facilities Management Division will provide the rate for Operations and Maintenance for the

the cappe.d rate determined by multiplying the 2007 rate by the multiplier for the
corresponding year shown in the following table.

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
Inflation 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3%

Multiplier 1.030 1.061 1.093 1126 1.159 1.194 1230 1.267 1.305

3. The Rent beginnihg in 2007 shall be $11.80 per square foot. This rate will be increased by
2% per year for nine years thereafter.

4. Beginning in July 2014 and ending no later than March 3 1, 2015, the Cities and the County
shall determine a methodology for an annual facility charge for existing facilities referenced
in this exhibit for 2017 and subsequent years. This methodology shall take into account a
reasonable fair market value for existing court facilities.



EXHIBIT C

ANNUAL FACILITY CHARGES FOR THE DISTRICT COURT F ACILITY IN THE

CITY OF ISSAQUAH

This Exhibit is attached to the Interlocal Agreement for the Provision of District Court Services
betw i

1.

een the County and the City. The terms and conditions described in this Exhibit are a

Beginning in 2007 and continuing through 2016, the annual facility charge for the existing
Issaquah facility is the net square footage pursuant to Section 3.2 multiplied by the rate per

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
Inflation 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3%
Multiplier 1.030 1.061 1.093 1126 1159 1.194 1.230 1.267 1.305

rate (Option C). The final negotiated lease rate, which is shown below, is calculated based
on a 3% annual escalation factor and includes major maintenance.

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
$17.00 $17.51 $18.04 $18.58 $19.13
2012 _ 2013 2014 2015 - 2016
$19.71 $20.30 $20.91 $21.54 $22.18

Beginning in July 2014 and ending no later than March 31, 2015, the Cities and the County
shall determine a methodology for an annual facility charge for existing facilities referenced
in this exhibit for 2017 and subsequent years. For 201 7,2018, and 2019, this methodology

thereafter, this methodology shall take into account a reasonable fair market value for
existing court facilities.



YT'PTS
£5°€7$
S8°778.
81778
pS1T

00°LIS

poueayurem
ofew

knid g uopdo
O NOLIJO

Horen
flewse
Aiss09)
Aoz Le)

150°6%)
A@969)
4@81°018)

(L 01%)
[CIaTEy)

2 (A1)
Loz

P1S woy
ononpay
®0]

6151
0961

o¥'szs
66223

67618
ST61S
6v'618
6£°618
9T'61S
L0°8TS

yuamied
3nperedsy

% [Enpisa1 oN
-4 NOILdO

v. | “op*

6151
0961

0S'61S
(€61
61

Tenpisal oN
- ¥ NOLLdO

$60'792'¢$

1erizes

920'vpS'1S 9U'SIPYS  658'8T1'S Ad 0230 pug

970'pvS'1S 18000808 AdN |0 pue] Smpmg sonfe, [enpisay
“ZZ0!6s1 095'¢8#S. $0Z'66€'LS 0pS5'686'1S  $99'60P'SS  £¥9'909°CS LO1'910'6S 0z
‘6! $9'085$ L1LTHES 1EE9TEES . 61

18°18p8

b

- zzoest

T98'pLY'0S 998'p61°'1$
160'12€$ 956 - 720681 £11'08v$ PEC'P6E'9S 016'sp1'1S
90¥°07ES 95'6 720651 8TH'6LYS LOT'EIE'9S 1ZL'p01°18
£6T'YTES .omd TT0°651 SI1E'E8ys 28T'1€T'98 TET'T90'1S
8L9'7TES 95’6 2T0'681 00L'18$ 9L6'8¥1'08 LLE'120'1S
89+'02¢8 220'651 06p°6LYS $97'990'98 £60'786%
pLI'LOYS T20'6S1 961°9798 SHZ'ER6'SS 0ZE'vp6s

usmAeq pastady pauD enpisoy EY PIS wduikeq 180], pue]
fenuury piepumg
1mok O

%00°¢

%00’

%0t

L00Z

114

0002

Tr9'91

0s
000'266'v$
0008068

s8uipimq asoys.md sa asa) 21DIST 1V5Y DY 40f SISAIDUD PAOPUDIS U} Y45 01 S40dWOD SIYT %0'S

966'6LT'SS  pES6S8S 0565108

PIY'SPT'SS  S8TSILS 60L°096'S$
LBE'S0T'SS  O1L'8LSS 960°L8L°SS
LSO'691'SS  €8p'6HYS 0vS'819'sS
009°L21'SS  P6T'LIES £68'¥Sp'SS
TLI'P8O'SS  1PS'1ITS £10'962's$
ST6'8E0'SS  SEB'ZOIS 09L°1p1°s$

onjea uonerardaq 3upying 804

Smpimg N pere[nmnooy

SISRE ONjRA, WBIN € UQ - SN[BA [ENPISTY

oaidde onjeA Supying

oa1dde onjep puey

L 10)8[EISS JuswIKe J

Teaf up Suprmaaq uswmAed Sumereosy
sisAeury 10 S1Ba & JO JoqumN

Teox oseq

1904 arenbg s3urpmg

Suprng Jo 9517 2iqetoRdeq

anjeA 3mpng
an[eA pue]
=2)R11UN00S1(] {8y

D LIGTHXA OL I INTWHOVLLY

N O = N T N W~ oo
— et e e o 4 e e

—_ &N D I~ oo




EXHIBIT D
ONE-TIME COSTS FOR TECHNOLOGY IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS

This exhibit is attached to the Interlocal Agreement for the Provision of District Court
Services between the County and the City. The terms and conditions described in this
Exhibit are a further description of the obligations of the parties regarding the one-time
costs for technology improvement projects. -

1.

The District Court shall present its five-year technology plan and annual update to the
DCMRC beginning in 2007. The technology plan shall be consistent with the
Technology Plan Template published by the King County Office of Information and
Resource Management. The technology plan shall describe the projected business
needs of the District Court, assess the ability of current technology systems to meet
these needs, and outline overall technology strategies and potential projects to support
the projected business needs of the District Court. The District Court shall present
the business case for each proposed technology improvement project. The business
case shall identify: (1) capital, operations and maintenance costs for each technology
Improvement project, (2) the benefits to the court system and users, and (3) potential
impacts to cities associated with implementing each technology improvement project.
The Cities shall have an opportunity to provide input on the five-year technology plan
and business cases for proposed technology improvement projects. One-time costs
for technology improvement projects shall be identified separately from operating and
capital costs as part of reconciliation.

For 2007, 2008, and 2009 only, the amount of Cities’ annual contribution to the
reserve (sinking fund) for funding their share of the one-time costs for technology
improvement projects shall be equivalent to the Cities’ share of $100,000. Beginning
in 2010, the amount of their annual contribution shall be equivalent to the Cities’
share of $300,000. The Cities’ share is defined as the multiplier calculated in
Attachment A of Exhibit A (percentage of salaries and benefits for contract cities).

- The Cities’ contribution would be adjusted or waived in any year where the reserve is

projected to exceed the equivalent of the Cities’ share of $900,000 increased by 2%
per year beginning in 2008. Annually, the net interest earnings attributable to the
balance of funds in the Cities’ reserve shall accrue to their reserve, :

Funds from the reserve shall not be used until a business case for the technology
improvement project has been presented to the DCMRC and the technology
improvement project has been implemented. The amount of funds used for any one
project shall be based on the Cities’ share. If the funds in the reserve are not
sufficient to cover the Cities’ share of an implemented technology improvement
project, the contributions of Cities to the reserve fund in subsequent years may be
used to cover this shortfall. :

If this Agreement is terminated, the City shall receive its portion of the fégerve
remaining on January 1% following the date of termination. ’





