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Chapter 1 - Introduction

In April, 2005 Herbert & Associates, LLC (H&A) completed Phase I of the Assessment and Evaluation of the Montana Judicial Video Network Project, a project conducted on behalf of the Court Administrator’s Office (OCA), and the Information Technology Services Division (ITSD) regarding the state’s video networks.  This project focused on the technical, cost recovery, support, and governance issues relating to the Montana Judicial Video Network (JVN), and provided a comprehensive list of recommendations to be considered by both offices.  The resulting report can be found at in its entirety at: http://www.discoveringmontana.com/itsd/techmt/metnet/Judicial_Video_Network_Project_Report.doc.

In November, 2005, the OCA engaged H&A once again to assist in the development and implementation of recommendations relating to governance that were contained in the Phase I report.   These recommendations specifically dealt with the need to create a broad based policy support group to assist the OCA in the on-going policy, funding and operational issues of the network.  This JVN Phase II Report, Development of a Formal Governance Structure and Related Recommendations, provides specific updates for three key areas:

· The status of the development of JVN Council;

· Updated information regarding 2005 JVN Cost Avoidance Estimates

· The status of current JVN Council Issues and Recommendations

Herbert & Associates wants to thank the members of the JVN Policy Council for their enthusiasm in joining the council and assisting the OCA, and specifically thanks the following OCA officials for their hard work and support during this engagement:

Karen Nelson, Director of Information Technology

Kent Sipe, JVN Coordinator

Amy O’Neal, JVN VISTA Training Coordinator

Jim Oppedahl, Court Administrator

Chapter 2 - Executive Summary

The Montana Judicial Video Network, established in 2000, has evolved into a network that now extends to all 22 Montana Judicial Districts, has 38 individual sites, and carried over 1,500 hours of court related proceedings providing over $600,000 of fiscal benefits in 2005.  The JVN has proven itself as an effective tool for the Judiciary and all participants of the judicial process, and the creation of the JVN Policy Advisory Council will help ensure the proper development and growth for the network.  This report provides a point in time recap of the status of the network and the development of its new Policy Advisory Council, and presents several recommendations to be considered by the Office of the Court Administrator and the Council as they work jointly towards the proper growth and development of the JCN.

In calendar year 2005 the JVN conducted over 2,000 separate events that totaled over 1,500 hours of usage.  Over 80% of this was specific to district court events that kept either judges, attorneys, law enforcement personnel, citizens, witnesses, prisoners, patients, or others in their home locations, thereby avoiding costs of travel and time.  It is estimated that the entities using the JVN in 2005 avoided incurring costs over $600,000 by using this resource.  This was a significant increase from the 2004 estimate of $221,000 in statewide cost avoidance due to JVN usage that year.  Chapter 4 provides detailed schedules relating to these cost avoidance estimates by the individual locations that participated in the network.

Although the network has had its growing pains, like many technology initiatives, judges and attorneys throughout the state now sing its praises, and its usefulness is predicted to grow in the years to come.  Because the benefits of the network are so great, and the participants are so broad, the creation of the JVN Policy Advisory Council has been a strategic improvement to the JVN.  16 members from different entities have agreed to work with the OCA to engage in the key issues that evolve from the network.  These individuals and their organizations can be found in Appendix A.

The JVN Policy Advisory Council has held two meetings (March and April 2006) since its inception and has begun the initiation process into JVN issues.  These issues range in scope from strategic to more tactical and consequently have varying impact on the network’s future.  Strategically the Council should provide emphasis to the following subjects:

· The Council needs to focus on the funding parameters for the network and work with the OCA in the proper development of its 2007 funding request to support the network in the next biennium.  Because the network has been grant funded in the past, the establishment of the proper base funding for 2008 and 2009 is strategic to the on-going health and well being of the network.  Also, rate changes are potentially underway within the executive that may have a significant effect on the network.

· The Council and the OCA need to work with the Chief Information Officer in his efforts to establish proper direction for statewide networking initiatives.  The Council and the OCA recognize that statewide networking initiatives are appropriate and will have direct implications to the quality and effectiveness of the JVN and its stakeholders.

· The Council and the OCA should develop a strategic vision for the JVN to guide its development concurrently with these statewide developments.  This vision should be incorporated within the Commission on Technology’s planning effort for the Judiciary.  

There are several opportunities for more tactical improvements that the OCA needs to consider that can improve user acceptance of the network and expand its functionality.  The Council should support and participate in these initiatives where appropriate:  

· The OCA should consider establishing a project to enhance the capabilities of the current logging system.  A web based system with standard and easy point-and-click entries for each event would provide improvements in the entry of data and the development of standard management reports by site, and network-wide.  

· The OCA should continue to expand its web presence regarding the JVN to be certain to centralize all the related resource data relating to the JVN.  

· The OCA should develop an Outreach Plan that can help get the message to Montanans and stakeholders that a valuable asset exists in the form of the JVN.  

· The OCA should document the specific results and conclusions from the recently conducted training survey.  Through this effort the OCA can develop a training program for future years with a better understanding of the resource requirements.

· The OCA should work closely with the new federal representative, and his colleagues, to research opportunities for synergy between the JVN and federal system needs. 

· The OCA should continue to following up on recent issues as agreed to with the Council, and on the recommendations from last year’s assessment and evaluation of the network. 
As the Office of the Court Administrator and the Council begin to work together and jointly consider appropriate initiatives, they will find that over time their efforts will significantly improve the effectiveness of the Montana Judicial Video Network and its usefulness to its users.

Chapter 3 - JVN Council Development
The Montana Judicial Video Network has been in existence since the year 2000 and has since become a tool that is relied upon from the wide spectrum of participants in the judicial process.  Because of the value represented by the network, and the diversity of the participants, H&A recommended in its Phase I report that an advisory council be created to work with the OCA in the proper development and growth of the network.  The network has matured to such an extent today that such a council is needed to help guide its growth and development into the future, and to advise the OCA in its role as JVN program manager.

In response to this recommendation, the OCA issued a directive establishing the Montana Judicial Video Network Policy Advisory Council on March 23, 2006.  The text of this order is provided in full below, and the initial membership of the council can be found in Appendix A. 

________________________________________________________________________

MONTANA JUDICIAL VIDEO NETWORK 

POLICY ADVISORY COUNCIL

COURT ADMINISTRATOR DIRECTIVE

I.  BACKGROUND

The Montana Judicial Video Network (JVN) was created in the year 2000 to provide alternative methods to conduct judicial proceedings, and now connects all judicial districts statewide with video equipment and network facilities, and supports 38 state and county judicial locations. The Montana Judicial Video Network has proven itself as an effective tool to assist county judges and attorneys, state judges and attorneys, private attorneys and clients, and clerks of court and administrators in the proper conduct of the judicial process throughout the state.

The JVN provides substantial cost avoidance for state, county and city officials in the transport of offenders and patients, and provides cost avoidance and convenience for members of the judicial system in travel to and from court proceedings statewide.  Additionally, there exists many cross jurisdictional interests including the judiciary, several agencies of the executive branch of state government, the department of justice, and local government, who have grown to rely upon the JVN in the conduct and management of their daily business.

As a result, there are multiple policy level issues regarding the on-going operation, management, and funding of the JVN.   Consequently, the creation of a Montana Judicial Video Network Policy Advisory Council is needed to represent the various interests in the network and to advise the Office of the Court Administrator regarding the development and growth of the JVN.

II. PURPOSE AND DUTIES

The purpose of the Council shall be to advise the Supreme Court’s Office of the Court Administrator regarding directional and policy level recommendations for the proper growth, development, and use of the JVN.  Specific duties of the Council shall include:

1.  Promote a spirit of cooperation among state, local agencies, and the private sector in the management and development of the JVN. 

2. Assist in the development of consistent policies, standards, guidelines, and plans for the use and management of the JVN.

3. Review and assist in establishing priorities for the growth and development of the JVN.

4. Make recommendations regarding cost sharing and collaborative funding arrangements to develop and maintain the JVN. 

5. Promote coordination of programs, policies, technologies and resources to maximize opportunities and minimize duplication of effort and systems to facilitate the effective management of the judicial process in Montana. 

6. Coordinate its recommendations and actions with the Judiciary’s Commission on Technology, the Montana Information Technology Board, and the Information Technology’s Video Users Group. 

7. Provide recommendations to the Supreme Court’s Office of the Court Administrator, the Governor, and the Legislature, when appropriate, concerning issues related to the JVN.

III. COMPOSITION

The Council shall consist of 15 members, representing the following organizations:

1. One representative from the Office of the Court Administrator

2. Two Montana District Court Judges

3. One representative of Youth Courts (Juvenile Probation Officers)

4. One Clerk of the District Court

5. One representative of Local Law Enforcement

6. One representative of the Department of Justice

7. One representative of the Department of Corrections

8. One representative of the Department of Health and Human Services

9. One representative of the Department of Administration 

10. One representative of the Reintegrating Youth Offenders Program - Galen

11. One representative of the Montana Association of Counties

12. One representative of the Montana Public Defenders Office

13. One representative of the Montana State Bar

14. One representative of the Montana Legal Services Program

The council shall be staffed by members of the Office of the Court Administrator.

IV. OPERATING PROCEDURES

The council shall develop and approve operating procedures in its first meeting which shall describe how it shall conduct its business.  

V. DURATION

This Council shall continue to exist for a period of two years, beginning January 3, 2006, unless otherwise ordered by subsequent directive.  Membership will be reviewed at renewal time.

VI. SIGNATOR

GIVEN under my hand this 23 day of March, 2006. 

____________________________________


Jim Oppedahl, Court Administrator




In the council’s first meeting it was agreed that a member from the Federal Government Video Systems Program should be invited to join the council, in an effort to improve communications between the state and federal systems.  Therefore the council’s membership has been increased to 16 members.

In the council’s second meeting it endorsed a standard set of Operating Procedures to guides its activities.  These Operating Procedures can be found in Appendix B.

As of the date of this report the council has met twice and has begun the process of acclimating itself to the issues at hand.  The group is active and energetic about the potential for the JVN and about the issues at hand, which are discussed in the balance of this report.

Chapter 4 - JVN Cost Avoidance Estimates

One goal of this phase of the project was to once again assess the value that the use of the JVN represented for 2005.  As had been done for last year’s report, H&A reviewed the logs of events that were recorded by administrators throughout the state.  There has been a significant increase in use of the JVN from 2004 to 2005, and consequently an increase in the cost avoidance estimates.  The estimated hours of use grew from 720 in to 2004 to over 1,500 in 2005, and the overall cost avoidance estimates grew from over $220,000 in 2004 to over $600,000 in 2005.

As in 2004, events were not recorded by administrators in a standard manner, and some events do not have enough information to adequately estimate the level of cost avoidance.  Furthermore, many administrators did not log any data about events.  Therefore, the figures determined in the assessment of the 2005 video log data underestimate the full cost avoidance experienced during this period of time.  

Exhibit 1 below provides a recap to the cost avoidance estimates for 2005 use of the Judicial Video Network by location.   See Appendix C for a detailed discussion of the methodology used to compute these figures.

Exhibit 2 provides a comparison of the cost avoidance estimates for 2004 to 2005 by location.   

Exhibit 1 - 2005 Judicial Video Network Use

Estimated Cost Avoidance 

	Site ID
	District Court Sites
	Logged Hours
	Estimated Logged Cost Avoidance (1)
	VisionNet Hours
	Estimated VisionNet Cost Avoidance (2)
	Total Estimated Cost 

Avoidance (3)

	18
	Beaverhead County***
	0.00
	$0.00
	0.00
	$0.00
	$0.00

	17
	Big Horn County (4)
	0.00
	$0.00 
	1.52
	$549.94
	$549.94

	        58
	Blaine County*
	0.00
	$0.00 
	16.12
	$5,843.87
	$5,843.87

	19
	Cascade County
	0.25
	$333.45 
	124.37
	$45,095.07
	$45,095.07

	21
	Custer County
	76.92
	$18,431.90 
	85.73
	$31,086.71
	$31,086.71

	22
	Dawson County
	0.00
	$0.00 
	51.22
	$18,571.05
	$18,571.05

	23
	Deerlodge County***(4)
	0.00
	$0.00 
	0.00
	$0.00
	$0.00

	24
	Fergus County
	52.83
	$38,345.43 
	15.17
	$5,499.40
	$38,345.43

	25
	Flathead County
	3.77
	$302.05 
	45.07
	$16,341.07
	$16,341.07

	26
	Gallatin County
	145.50
	$35,738.74 
	145.97
	$52,927.19
	$52,927.19

	27
	Glacier County
	0.00
	$0.00 
	4.10
	$1,486.65
	$1,486.65

	28
	Hill County
	30.33
	$10,937.89 
	88.52
	$32,095.94
	$32,095.94

	        54
	Lake County
	0.00
	$0.00 
	0.67
	$241.73
	$241.73

	29
	Lewis and Clark County
	0.00
	$0.00 
	127.43
	$46,207.04
	$46,207.04

	30
	Meagher County
	0.50
	$204.05 
	11.58
	$4,200.09
	$4,200.09

	31
	Missoula County
	0.00
	$0.00 
	58.02
	$21,036.71
	$21,036.71

	33
	Mussellshell County
	19.42
	$9,476.44 
	34.22
	$12,406.89
	$12,406.89

	53
	Park County**
	1.00
	$1,521.32 
	1.85
	$670.81
	$1,521.32

	34
	Phillips County
	11.17
	$4,510.22 
	36.85
	$13,361.73
	$13,361.73

	35
	Powell County
	0.00
	$0.00 
	4.20
	$1,522.91
	$1,522.91

	52
	Ravalli County**
	0.00
	$0.00 
	1.80
	$652.68
	$652.68

	36
	Richland County
	0.00
	$0.00 
	63.03
	$22,855.75
	$22,855.75

	37
	Roosevelt County
	0.00
	$0.00 
	63.57
	$23,049.13
	$23,049.13

	38
	Rosebud County
	0.00
	$0.00 
	17.18
	$6,230.64
	$6,230.64

	41
	Stillwater County
	0.00
	$0.00 
	0.82
	$296.12
	$296.12

	40
	Silverbow County
	0.00
	$0.00 
	44.32
	$16,069.12
	$16,069.12

	42
	Toole County
	9.58
	$32,082.25 
	18.48
	$6,702.02
	$32,082.25

	43
	Valley County
	0.00
	$0.00 
	39.10
	$14,177.57
	$14,177.57

	45
	Yellowstone County
	147.58
	$28,998.15 
	103.50
	$37,528.87
	$28,998.15

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	District Court Sub-totals
	498.85
	$180,881.89 
	1,204.38
	$436,706.69
	$487,252.75

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	# of Events
	
	
	1,636
	
	

	
	Average Minutes Per Event
	
	44.37 
	
	


	 
	Non-District Court Sites
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	49
	Attorney General
	0.00
	$0.00
	15.33
	$5,559.83
	$5,559.83

	        56
	Supreme Court (5)
	0.00
	$0.00
	0.00
	$0.00
	$0.00

	        57
	Supreme Court on Park 
	0.00
	$0.00
	138.40
	$50,183.53
	$50,183.53

	48
	Forensics Science Lab
	0.00
	$0.00
	18.72
	$6,786.62
	$6,786.62

	        47
	U of Montana Law School
	0.00
	$0.00
	28.90
	$10,479.98
	$10,479.98

	 
	Billings Juvenile Detention Center
	0.00
	$0.00
	34.60
	$12,545.88
	$12,545.88

	 
	Cascade Detention Center
	0.00
	$0.00
	84.45
	$30,621.38
	$30,621.38

	20
	Cascade Youth Detention
	0.00
	$0.00
	34.55
	$12,527.75
	$12,527.75

	 
	Hill County Detention
	0.00
	$0.00
	12.20
	$4,423.69
	$4,423.69

	 
	RYO Youth Detention  (Galen)***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Warm Springs State Hospital***
	

	
	Montana State Prison****
	

	
	Montana Law Enforcement Academy****
	

	
	Montana Board of Crime Control****
	

	 
	Non-District Court Sub-totals
	0.00
	$0.00
	367.15
	$133,128.67
	$133,128.67

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	 # of Events
	 
	 
	     370
	 
	 

	
	Average Minutes Per Event
	     59.51 
	
	

	 
	TOTALS 
	498.85
	$180,881.89
	1,571.53
	$569,835.36
	$620,381.43

	       Estimated Hourly Cost Avoidance = $362.60
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	*
	Installed in October, 2005
	 
	 
	 

	**
	Installed in December, 2005
	 
	 
	 

	***             
	InfoMine of the Rockies Sites (many events are recorded through the Silverbow statistics)

	****
	METNET sites (statistics of usage unavailable as of this printing)
	
	


(1) Computations based upon logs of data provided by administrators that recorded estimated cost avoidance through use of the JVN for each event.

(2) Computations based upon VisionNet logs of events, using the Estimated Hourly Cost Avoidance of $362.60.

(3) Uses Estimated VisionNet Cost Avoidance except for Fergus, Park and Toole counties which use Estimated Logged Cost Avoidance.

(4) Disconnected due to lack of use in July 2005.

(5) VisionNet data unavailable due to system change-out. 

(6) Estimated Percentage of Cost Avoidance by Primary User Group:



Counties: 50%

State 27%
Attorneys and Clients 23%

Exhibit 2 - Estimated Judicial Video Network Growth
2004 to 2005 

	Site ID
	District Court Sites
	2004 Estimated Hours
	2004 Estimated Cost Avoidance (1)
	2005 Estimated Hours
	2005 Estimated Cost 

Avoidance (2)
	% Increase in Estimated Hours

	18
	Beaverhead County
	21.97
	$9,111.00
	0.00
	$0.00
	-100%

	17
	Big Horn County
	0
	$0.00 
	1.52
	$549.94
	 

	        58
	Blaine County*
	0
	$0.00 
	16.12
	$5,843.87
	 

	19
	Cascade County 
	31.43
	$10,369.15
	124.37
	$45,095.07
	296%

	21
	Custer County
	37.32
	$24,668.62 
	85.73
	$31,086.71
	130%

	22
	Dawson County
	35.13
	$11,589.82 
	51.22
	$18,571.05
	46%

	23
	Deerlodge County
	0
	$0.00 
	0.00
	$0.00
	0%

	24
	Fergus County
	78.6
	$15,845.92 
	15.17
	$38,345.43
	-81%

	25
	Flathead County
	33.1
	$3,097.15 
	45.07
	$16,341.07
	36%

	26
	Gallatin County
	133.26
	$21,429.30 
	145.97
	$52,927.19
	10%

	27
	Glacier County
	23.07
	$10,884.12 
	4.10
	$1,486.65
	-82%

	28
	Hill County
	18.33
	$5,342.70 
	88.52
	$32,095.94
	383%

	        54
	Lake County
	0
	$0.00 
	0.67
	$241.73
	  

	29
	Lewis and Clark County
	38.49
	$12,698.33 
	127.43
	$46,207.04
	231%

	30
	Meagher County
	2.48
	$818.18 
	11.58
	$4,200.09
	367%

	31
	Missoula County
	40.85
	$4,229.64 
	58.02
	$21,036.71
	42%

	33
	Mussellshell County
	6.43
	$16,463.11 
	34.22
	$12,406.89
	432%

	53
	Park County**
	0
	$0.00 
	1.85
	$1,521.32
	 

	34
	Phillips County
	12.57
	$1,239.83 
	36.85
	$13,361.73
	193%

	35
	Powell County
	0
	$0.00 
	4.20
	$1,522.91
	 

	52
	Ravalli County**
	0
	$0.00 
	1.80
	$652.68
	 

	36
	Richland County
	21.93
	$2,617.19 
	63.03
	$22,855.75
	187%

	37
	Roosevelt County
	17.97
	$5,593.90 
	63.57
	$23,049.13
	254%

	38
	Rosebud County
	14.23
	$4,694.65 
	17.18
	$6,230.64
	21%

	41
	Stillwater County
	1.83
	$603.74 
	0.82
	$296.12
	-55%

	40
	Silverbow County
	75.22
	$24,816.01 
	44.32
	$16,069.12
	-41%

	42
	Toole County
	4.6
	$4,288.18 
	18.48
	$32,082.25
	302%

	43
	Valley County
	4.68
	$1,543.99 
	39.10
	$14,177.57
	735%

	45
	Yellowstone County
	42.77
	$21,832.09 
	103.50
	$28,998.15
	142%

	 
	 
	
	
	 
	 
	 

	 
	District Court Sub-totals
	696.26
	$213,776.62 
	1,204.38
	$487,252.75 
	73%

	
	
	% Increase in Estimated Cost Avoidance
	128%
	
	


	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	Non-District Court Sites
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	49
	Attorney General
	0.00
	$0.00
	15.33
	$5,559.83
	 

	        56
	Supreme Court
	0.00
	$0.00
	0.00
	$0.00
	

	        57
	Supreme Court on Park 
	0.00
	$0.00
	138.40
	$50,183.53
	 

	48
	Forensics Science Lab
	0.00
	$0.00
	18.72
	$6,786.62
	 

	
	U of Montana Law School
	4.08
	$1,346.04
	28.90
	$10,479.98
	608%

	 
	Billings Juvenile Detention Center
	17.72
	$5,846.05
	34.60
	$12,545.88
	95%

	 
	Cascade Detention Center
	2.25
	$742.30
	84.45
	$30,621.38
	3,653%

	20
	Cascade Youth Detention
	0.00
	$0.00
	34.55
	$12,527.75
	 

	 
	Hill County Detention
	0.00
	$0.00
	12.20
	$4,423.69
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	Non-District Court Sub-totals
	24.05
	$7,934.39 
	367.15
	$133,128.67
	 1,427%

	 
	 
	
	
	 
	 
	

	 
	TOTALS
	720.31
	$221,711.01
	1,571.53
	$620,381.43
	118%

	 
	 
	 % Increase in Total Estimated Cost Avoidance 
	180%
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	*
	Installed in October, 2005
	 
	 
	
	
	

	**
	Installed in December, 2005
	 
	 
	
	
	


(1)  Computations based upon VisionNet usage data for 2004, using the 2004 Estimated Hourly Cost Avoidance of $329.91 developed from administrator logs of 2004 events.  Includes estimates logged by administrators for Beaverhead and Hill counties.  See Assessment and Evaluation of the Montana Judicial Video Network Report, April 8, 2005.

(2)   Computations based upon VisionNet usage data for 2005, using the 2005 Estimated Hourly Cost Avoidance of $362.60 developed from administrator logs of 2005 events.  Includes estimates logged by administrators for Fergus, Park, and Toole counties.

Chapter 5 - Current JVN Issues

There are many issues that are important to the JVN and its development that have been discussed with the Council and the OCA.  This chapter defines the current issues that should be addressed by the Council and the OCA and provides recommendations for consideration

1.  2008/09 Budget Request and JVN Needs

As with virtually all technology programs, funding and on-going fiscal support is of primary concern, and typically an issue that is difficult to completely satisfy.  The JVN has been funded in the past years through grant monies from several sources.  These grants created the system, and helped develop it into what it is today.  In addition, current agreements exist with ITSD to provide connectivity for the JVN sites for the current biennium (FY2006/2007) at rates negotiated with ITSD and the OCA.  These agreements take into account both data and video connectivity needs for the courts.

Looking into the next biennium and the upcoming 2007 Legislature, the OCA needs to stabilize its funding circumstance.  The OCA has provided estimates to the Office of Budget and Program Planning (OBPP) for its FY2008/2009 budget needs based upon current ITSD rates.  However, ITSD is currently reviewing these rates for the next session with the potential for some significant shifts in rate methodology.  The results of these rate methodology changes will have an effect, either positively or negatively, on the OCA’s communications budget.  Ultimately these issues can have real and tangible effects on the services provided to courts for video and data connectivity.  

In the Phase I report, H&A recommended to ITSD that they consider a “blending” of their video costs with their data costs in an effort to normalize video system rates for users.  Also, H&A recommended that ITSD consider tiered subscription rates that would be based upon bandwidth used.  ITSD is still considering these, and other, important rate models as it reviews its rate methodology.

It is important that the Council be very familiar with funding and budget issues associated with the JVN so that it can provide the proper support for program development and operations.  H&A recommends that the OCA present in detail the JVN’s budget with emphasis on its significant issues to the Council at its fall meeting.  By this time decisions will have been made by ITSD and OBPP regarding connectivity rates and rate methodology, and the OCA will be better prepared to make any associated recommendations for the Council’s consideration.  ITSD should be invited to explain its rate methodology to the Council.  In future meetings the OCA should keep the Council apprised of the status of existing funding issues and needs on a regular basis.  Through this process members of the Council will be better prepared to support the needs of the JVN with fiscal policy makers in the Executive and Legislative branches, and within the Judiciary.

The current funding source for OCA’s budget request for the JVN is the state’s General Fund, the primary fund source for all OCA and court programs.  However, as pointed out in the schedules on cost avoidance in Chapter 2, the beneficiaries of the JVN are only partially state programs.  In fact in 2005 local governments were the primary benefactors of the JVN as it is estimated that 50% of the total 2005 cost avoidance was realized by local governments, mostly by not placing law enforcement personnel in a travel status to transport prisoners or patients.

2.  Statewide Network Strategies

In the Council’s first meetings, discussions ensued regarding the need for statewide strategies for all networking needs including voice, data and video, for the state.  Dick Clark, State Chief Information Officer reported that his office hopes to establish a statewide committee or council to take on the difficult task of describing what the state’s vision is for its future networks, and to help develop strategies to move the state toward that vision.  The results of this effort should be closely followed by the OCA and the Council in that the initiatives that come from the CIO’s efforts will have a dramatic effect on the quality of services issues that surround the courts, and the consequent budget required to support court needs.  H&A recommends that the OCA and the Council be prepared to assist in the creation of the needed committee or council, the development of the support needed from members of the Executive to pursue this issue, and to work closely with the CIO’s office in crafting the vision for Montana’s future networks.

3.  Strategic Vision for the JVN

As has been reported, the JVN has evolved as a system, versus being a system that had a pre-existing comprehensive plan and vision which was then executed.  Most technology systems fail without such pre-planning, and it is a credit to the individuals and their organizations that embraced the JVN early on and continue to work hard on its development that it has not suffered a similar fate.  

Now that the network has progressed to a level of use that is understood to provide value, and a high level policy council exists to work on strategic issues, a vision for the JVN’s future from this point forward needs to be developed.  Not dissimilar to the need to provide vision and direction for the state’s overall network strategy, the JVN has a similar need.  

Consequently, H&A recommends the OCA engage the Council to jointly develop strategic vision statements and objectives to lead the network over the next five to seven years.  The following types of issues, among others, should be considered:

· defining the ultimate goals for the reach and extent of the network;

· defining the quality requirements to meet court needs;

· defining the interoperability needs and requirements with other networks;

· what the support expectations are for the network;

· what the expectations are for interaction with other court technology initiatives; 

· defining the Council’s key funding expectations (needs) for the network.

This effort should be coordinated with the Commission on Technology, and ultimately be a part of the Judiciary’s overall Technology Strategic Plan.  The development of the JVN vision and the overall Strategic Plan must consider the other statewide communications initiatives that are underway in the state, including the CIO’s network strategies.  These efforts can serve as a foundation for gaining support from the Executive and Legislative branches on court technology issues in general.

4.  Enhance Administrators Logging/Billing System

The OCA currently manages a logging system which is used by administrators at courthouse to log facts about JVN events.  This system has provided data that has been useful in better understanding the usage and benefits of the system.  The cost avoidance estimates presented in Chapter 4, as an example, were substantially based upon this data, and as a result it has provided a valuable tool to the JVN.  However, the system is not used consistently, or sometimes at all, by court administrators, and therefore the value of the system and the associated data collected is not as great as it could be.  

As the JVN becomes more and more popular with courts, there is a dilemma that is created in regards to the collection of this data:

· the data becomes more important to collect and assess, in order to follow the network’s usage and make strategic decisions relating to the JVN’s growth and development, and;

· the data takes more time to enter by administrators who are extremely busy with their many existing duties.

Improvements in the ease of use of the system will create greater acceptance of the system as a whole, save time for administrators, provide for more consistent data, create more accurate results relating to use, and expand the awareness of the value of the network.

Also, it has been pointed out by some administrators and discussed at Council meetings that billing for non-court use is a burden at the local court level, and that this is not being done consistently.  Procedures and a systemic approach to billing can improve the administration of the system, and create greater acceptance of its use for court and non-court functions.

H&A recommends that the OCA establish a project to enhance the capabilities of the current logging system.  A web based system with standard and easy point-and-click entries for each event would provide improvements in the entry of data and the development of standard reports by site, and network-wide.  As an example, the system could automatically create usage and cost avoidance estimates without a significant effort on the part of staff.  Improvements in this system would provide many of the advantages discussed above.  This project should consider the capability to systemize the billing requirements for the network as well.  

To accomplish this project, H&A recommends that the OCA consider including the funding needed for this effort in its 2007 budget request, if it does not have adequate funding within its current level budget to accommodate this project.

5.  Enhance JVN and Council Web Pages

The OCA has done a good job of collecting needed data and information about the network through its web site.  As an example, a new web-page was recently created to capture the activities of the council.  Ready access to comprehensive information about the network can be useful to administrators, judges, technicians, staff, oversight entities, and others in need of data regarding the JVN.

H&A recommends the OCA continue to expand its web presence regarding the JVN to be certain to centralize all the related resource data relating to the JVN.  To accomplish this, H&A recommends the OCA interview its stakeholders regarding the expectations for this site.  Consideration should be given to what content is needed and appropriate, what data is security sensitive, what services could be sponsored via the site, other links that should be provided, and other improvements developed in the planning process.  This activity could easily blend with the development of improvements to the logging and billing systems noted above, and with the outreach recommendation below.

6.  Develop an Active Outreach Plan

To all those who are aware of the JVN there is no doubt that the development of this network has been a success, and that it is providing needed improvement to the members of the judicial community.  Furthermore, the network provides citizen benefits in lack of personal travel time, avoiding unneeded costs of travel by public employees both state and local, and security benefits by limiting the transportation of incarcerated or interned individuals throughout the state.  It is estimated that the JVN saved over $600,000 in 2005 alone in cost avoidance to state, local, and private entities, yet the mass majority of citizens are unaware of the existence of the network or the benefits that it brings.

As this network evolves to more fully meet its intended objectives, providing greater visibility to the network to the citizenry can enhance to opportunities for the JVN.  The uses of press releases, developing a regular (quarterly or semi-annually) newsletter, providing presentations at appropriate Montana conferences and events, and the coordination and advertising of certain proceedings over the network are effect ways to market the system.  Through increased outreach greater statewide awareness of the network is achieved which can result in greater acceptance of resource requirements needed to operate, maintain, and develop the network.  VisionNet and key state agencies such as Justice and ITSD are likely partners in regards to any such outreach program.

H&A recommends that OCA develop an Outreach Plan that can help get the message to Montanans and stakeholders that a valuable asset exists in the form of the JVN.  This plan should be reviewed and endorsed by the Council, and Council members should be asked to participate in outreach activities as they take place.

7.  Update Memorandum of Understanding 

H&A assisted the OCA in the development of a Memorandum of Understanding (Appendix D) to be used with district courts to help ensure the consistent and effective use of the JVN.  This MOU was reviewed with the Council at its April 28, 2006 meeting and changes were recommended by the council relating to billing support, and technical negotiations support to the district courts from the OCA when needed.  The OCA should work with the council to finalize this document and then execute this MOU with all district courts.

8.  Comprehensive Follow-up on Training Survey

The OCA recently commissioned a training survey of users of the network throughout the state.  Its primary goal was to assess training needs that exist statewide.  The survey had a significant response from those polled (96%), and developed several conclusions relating to improvements in training. 
The OCA is committed to following through on this survey and has scheduled training events to react to the users’ needs.  H&A recommends that the OCA document the specific results from the training offered, and from the conclusions drawn from the survey.  Through this effort the OCA can develop a training program for future years with a better understanding of the resource requirements needed, and the results expected.

9.  Coordination with Federal Systems 

The federal government utilizes video to conduct certain federal judicial proceedings within Montana, and to interconnect with out-of-state federal resources.  A federal representative has now joined the JVN Council and this creates an opportunity to learn from federal experiences, and to collaborate with the federal government on video initiatives, when appropriate.  H&A recommends that the OCA work closely with the new federal representative, and his colleagues, to research opportunities for synergy between the JVN and federal system needs. 

10.  Follow up on Early Council Issues

In the Council’s first meetings several issues were captured that required follow up by the OCA and/or council members.  The following issues were specifically discussed at the April 28, 2006 meeting of the Council.  The OCA is following up on these issues as agreed to with the Council and described in the April 28 Meeting Summary, which can be found in Appendix E.    

· Use in Juvenile Proceedings

· Use by Public Defenders

· Appropriate Use by Private Entities

· Connections with Private Facilities

11.  Status of 2005 Recommendations

The OCA has made significant progress on the issues and recommendation discussed in the April 8, 2005 report.  Appendix F provides a brief recap of those recommendations with the current implementation status of each recommendation.  

 Appendix A - JVN Council Members

Office of the Court Administrator 


Lois Menzies, Court Administrator

Two Montana District Court Judges


Judge John McKeon, 17th Judicial District


Judge Loren Tucker, 5th Judicial District

Youth Courts (Juvenile Probation Officers)


Gwen Massey

One Clerk of the District Court 


Phyllis Smith, Lewistown

Montana Sheriff and Police Officers, 


Sheriff Huestis, Blaine County Sheriff’s Office

Department of Justice 


Larry Fasbender, Deputy Attorney General

Department of Corrections


John Daugherty, IT Director

Department of Health and Human Services, 


Randy Veter, Warm Springs State Hospital

Department of Administration


Dick Clark, CIO 

Reintegrating Youth Offenders Program – Galen, 


Jack McCormick, Administrator

Montana Association of Counties


Sheryl Wood, MACO Assistant Executive Director

Montana Public Defenders Office


Harry Freebourn, Central Services Administrator

Montana State Bar


Chris Manos, Executive Director

Montana Legal Services Program


Allison Paul, Executive Director

Federal Government Video


Kevin Miner, Montana Video Systems Coordinator

Appendix B

Montana Judicial Video Network 

Policy Advisory Council

Operating Procedures
April 28, 2006

Purpose:  The purpose of the Advisory Council shall be to advise the Supreme Court’s Office of the Court Administrator regarding directional and policy level recommendations for the proper growth, development, and use of the Montana Judicial Video Network.  The Council shall conduct its business through the use of the following operating procedures.
1. Advisory Capacity**: The Council shall furnish advice, gather information, make recommendations, and perform such other activities as may be necessary to support the Office of the Court Administrator in fulfilling the intent of the directive creating the Council dated March 23, 2006.

2. Attendance/participation:  Members are strongly encouraged to attend. However, if a member is not able to attend, they may send a designated representative to participate in their absence. 

3. Quorum:  At least nine voting members must be present before action may be taken. 

4. Chair:  The Court Administrator shall serve as the Chair of the Council and shall conduct the meetings.  In the instance of the Chair being unavailable for the meeting, the Chair shall designate a replacement to conduct the meeting.

5. Voting:  Each member of the Council has one vote on “Action Items” noted on the meeting agenda. Proxy votes on agenda "Action Items" will be accepted when submitted through the Chair prior to the meeting. 

6. Meetings:  The Council shall meet semi-annually or more frequently as determined by the Chair. The Chair may call special meetings of the Council. 

7. Agendas:  Agendas will be prepared by the Chair and distributed to members at least one week preceding each meeting.  Items requiring Council action will be noted on the agenda as an “Action Item”. Members are encouraged to contact the Chair with suggested agenda items. 

8. Support staff:  The Information Technology Director and staff of the Office of the Court Administrator will provide technical and administrative support for the Council. 

9. Relationship with other IT Governance Entities:  The Chair shall brief the Supreme Court’s Commission on Technology (COT) on the activities of the Council at the COT’s regular meetings.  The Chair shall also provide updates as needed to the IT Board and other IT governance councils as is appropriate.

10. Meeting Notices and Summaries:  Meeting Notices and Summaries of the Council’s meetings will be published on the Court Administrator’s Website on a timely basis. 

11. Expense Reimbursement:  Mileage, meals and lodging expenses for council members will be reimbursed according to 2-15-124(7) and 5-2-302 MCA. 

** "Advisory capacity" means furnishing advice, gathering information, making recommendations, and performing such other activities as may be necessary to comply with federal funding requirements and does not mean administering a program or function or setting policy.
Appendix - C

Methodology for 2005 Cost Avoidance Computations

H&A was provided with two data sets containing information about video conferences that took place during calendar 2005.  The log of data on each conference was provided by the OCA.  This log was created by entries entered by individual JVN location administrators as they used the system.  It provided key information about each session recorded including the date, the purpose, the estimated costs avoidance, as well as a notes section for explanation.  There was a good deal of inconsistency regarding how much information was recorded and what type, and not all sessions predicted cost avoidance.  H&A interrogated this data and estimated travel distances that were avoided, and the duration of trips.  From this information, and using the following factors, H&A estimated the cost avoidance for each session where enough information was available:

· Mileage Cost 
State rate of $.445/miles

· Per Diem
State rates of $11 for a ½ day, $23.00 for a full day, $60.00 for an 


overnight stay.

· Salaries
Judges - $60.00, Attorneys - $60.00/hour, Officers - $15.00/hour

Estimates were not made for any entry that did not provide sufficient information.

Based upon this information, H&A estimated that there was $180,881 in cost avoidance to the various users of the network during 2005.

H&A was also provided a log of raw information provided by VisionNet for this same period of time.  This log provided detailed technical logs of the conferences that took place over the network as captured by VisionNet’s GMS system that automatically logs statistics on network usage.  This log showed that not all conferences were logged in the OCA’s video log, and provided an overall amount of network usage that was higher significantly than the OCA’s video log:

· OCA video log hours

   498.85

· VisionNet logged hours
1,571.73

The average savings per video session, using the OCA’s video log was $362.60.  Using this average per hour cost avoidance, applied to the hours from the VisionNet raw data, H&A estimates that the overall cost avoidance for the network in 2005 is $620,321.  This estimate is conservative for the following reasons:

· No InfoMine of the Rockies sites recorded any activity.

· There is savings attributable to the system that never was logged when an individual didn’t travel expecting to use the system, and then a postponement of a hearing or proceeding took place.  However, these saving aren’t estimated.

For these reasons H&A believes there is likely greater cost avoidance attributable to the system than estimated in this report.  See Chapter 2 for detailed cost avoidance estimates for each JVN site.

Furthermore, there has been no attempt to place a value on the benefits that the system provides to judges, court staff, law enforcement personnel, corrections personnel, attorneys, medical personnel and others in terms of improved productivity by remaining in an individual’s home office and being able to immediately begin work on other cases or projects.  Nor has there been any attempt to quantify the value received by inmates or patients through the use of the system.

Appendix D

JUDICIAL VIDEO NETWORK

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING

Between

The Office of the Court Administrator (OCA)

And

__________________________________District Court (Court)

I. PURPOSE

The purpose of this MOU is to define the relationship between the OCA and the Court for the management, funding, and use of the Montana Judicial Video Network (JVN) site located within the County.  The Judicial Video Network interconnects the District Courts throughout the state for the purposes of interactive video conferencing for various court related purposes.  The JVN also provides the ability to interconnect with other state and local agencies to conduct other county and state business. 

The OCA has developed, implemented, and provided funding for the Statewide Judicial Video Network (JVN), which currently has connections in all Judicial Districts.  A goal of the JVN is to link, via videoconferencing, all Judicial Districts across Montana.  The JVN provides the ability for District Courts to interact with other state agencies such as the Montana Crime Lab, the State Hospital, the Montana State Prison, the Department of Corrections, the Department of Justice, the UM Law School and other state and local facilities. The JVN is intended to benefit the Courts and Counties by decreasing transportation costs/time, judicial delays and by increasing security.  

This agreement defines the specific areas of responsibility for each entity in order to provide effective management of the JVN.

II. RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE OCA

The OCA shall provide general oversight, management, and development of the system installed in the Court.  

A.  The OCA shall provide the equipment required for the Court JVN site.

B.  The OCA shall specify the primary circuitry required for the Court JVN site to interconnect with other JVN sites throughout the state.

C.  The OCA shall provide funding for the equipment and circuitry required for the Court JVN site through the term of this agreement.  The OCA shall make appropriate requests to the Montana Legislature to receive needed on-going funding required to continue to fund the JVN.

D.  The OCA shall provide upgrades, where funding is available, to the equipment, software, and circuitry at the discretion of the OCA, needed for the Court JVN site to operate as an integral component of the JVN.

E.  The OCA shall provide procedures regarding the use of the Court JVN site.  The procedure (attached) may be periodically updated by the OCA.

F.  The OCA shall provide initial and periodic training to appropriate Court personnel in the use of the Court JVN site.

G.  The OCA shall provide a set of procedures to be used by Court personnel to record use of the Court JVN site.

H.  The OCA shall make periodic usage assessments to determine if the Court JVN site is being effectively used and may remove the Court JVN site if low usage warrants removal.

I.  The OCA shall provide operational assistance to the Court regarding the Court JVN site.

J.  The OCA has a relationship with the Information Technology Services Division, Department of Administration for the provision of circuitry and technical support for the JVN statewide.  Through this relationship, the OCA will provide technical support for the Court JVN site.

K.  The OCA shall define a point of contact within the OCA for operational and management issues.

L.  The OCA shall assist in the coordination of interconnection issues with other court or county telecommunication systems for the effective use and communications of local systems with the statewide JVN.

III. RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE COURT

A.  The Court shall provide oversight of the use of the Court JVN site.  

B.  The Court shall use the system within the rules and procedures provided by the OCA.

C.  The Court shall maintain trained personnel in the use and operation of the system per the OCA’s training requirements.

D.  The Court shall accurately record usage of the Court JVN site through the procedures provided by the OCA.

E.  The County may integrate local county or city video networks with JVN technologies in order to interconnect local county or city detention centers and city/justice courts.  All costs of those integrations are to be born by the local entity.  The system design of any such integration systems must be approved by the OCA prior to installation of local systems. 

F.  The Court shall define a point of contact for the management of this agreement with the OCA, and a point of contact for on-going operational and technical issues associated to the Court JVN site.  These points of contact may be court personnel, or county personnel.

G.  The Court shall communicate with local county and city personnel regarding the management and use of the Court JVN site to help ensure consistent understanding and use of the JVN.  The Court shall provide a copy of this agreement to all appropriate county and city offices.

H.  The Court shall bill for any non-court use of the system per the OCA’s billing requirements described in its operating procedures (attached).

I.  The Court shall participate in forums or discussions as requested by the OCA to determine proper planning and development of the JVN.

IV. JVN POLICY ADVISORY COUNCIL

The OCA is working to create a JVN Policy Advisory Council to assist the OCA in the development of policies and procedures regarding appropriate usage, billing, upgrades, systems analysis, and other policy issues regarding the JVN.  This committee shall make recommendations to the OCA in an effort to increase system efficiency and usage, and the Court is encouraged to participate with the JVN Advisory Committee to provide input to this process to improve upon the development, use and growth of the JVN.

IV. EFFECTIVE DATE AND TERMINATION

This MOU shall be effective __________2005, through June 30, 2007. This agreement may be terminated by either party at any time, with or without cause, upon no less than thirty (30) days written notice.

V.  RENEWAL

This MOU may be renewed for additional two-year periods upon the mutual

consent of the OCA and the County. 

VI. MODIFICATION OF MOU

This MOU may not be modified, except in writing signed by the representative of

each party.

VII. SIGNATURES

On Behalf of the Office of the Court Administrator:
_____________________________________
 Date: ______________________

Jim Oppedahl, OCA Administrator

On Behalf of the __________________________________District Court:

_____________________________________
Date: ______________________

(Signature)

_____________________________________

(Name)

_____________________________________

(Title)

Appendix E

JUDICIAL VIDEO NETWORK POLICY ADVISORY COUNCIL

MEETING SUMMARY FOR APRIL 28, 2006

The Montana Judicial Video Network Policy Advisory Council held its second meeting on April 28, 2006 at the Office of the Court Administrator in Helena.  

Attendees:

Members:

Randy Vetter, Warm Springs State Hospital

Chris Manos, Montana State Bar

Dick Clark, Information Technology Services Division

Mike Raczkowski, Department of Corrections (for John Daugherty)

Lois Menzies, Office of the Court Administrator

Phyllis Smith, Montana District Court Clerks Association (via video)

Allison Paul, Montana Legal Services

Sheryl Wood, Montana Association of Counties

Harry Freebourn, Montana Public Defenders Office



Judge McKeon, 17th Judicial District Court Judge



Judge Loren Tucker, 5th Judicial District Court Judge (via video)


Larry Fasbender, Attorney General’s Office



Jack McCormack, Reintegrating Youth Office



Kevin Miner, Federal Government Video Systems



Dave Wysoski (for Gwen Massey)

Staff:  

Karen Nelson, Office of the Court Administrator

Kent Sipe, Office of the Court Administrator

Amy Oneal, Office of the Court Administrator

Tony Herbert, Facilitator

Members Absent:

Sheriff Huestis, Blaine County Sheriff’s Office

Guests: Carl Hotvedt, ITSD


  Rick Wine, ITSD


  Amy Palmer, ITSD

The council convened at 1pm and began with a discussed action items:

Action Items:

Meeting Summary:  The meeting summary of March 30 was approved.  

Operating Procedures:  The council then approved the proposed operating procedures.  Discussions ensued regarding the need for two judges and a representative from the federal government’s video systems.  It was agreed by the group to add one district judge, Judge Tucker, and a federal representative, Kevin Miner.

Memorandum of Understanding:  The proposed MOU for district courts was reviewed and an active discussion took place regarding responsibilities for negotiating technical or other site oriented issues with the counties.  It was agreed that language would be added that would make clear that the OCA would assist in any such negotiations.  

Also a good deal of discussion took place regarding billing and recording of events, and the need for improvements in this area.  It was agreed to convene a smaller group of the council to discuss this issue and prepare recommendations for its next meeting.

Also, it was recommended to better define what is meant by “non-court use”.

Review of JVN Training Survey:

Amy O’Neal presented a review of the results of the JVN survey.  Points covered were background information of the survey, why it was conducted, questions relating to amount of use, ease of use, experiences with the technology, etc.   The procedural plan of the VISTA project was also reviewed. 

Overview of Statewide Initiatives and Plans:

Carl Hotvedt, Chief of the Network Services Bureau, Information Technology Services Division presented a discussion regarding the states network initiatives and plan regarding the evolution of SummitNet and METNET.

Kent Sipe provided a detailed discussion of the VisionNet network and how it operates statewide to provide services needed for the JVN.

Creation of Statewide Video Council:

Dick Clark explained that his office, as CIO, and the Governor’s Office are considering the creation of a statewide council that can assist in the proper support and development for the state’s telecommunications network needs, generally, not just video.  This would include data and voice, as well as video and other requirements such as wireless and broadband needs, statewide.   He felt it would take some time to convene this group and that the JVN policy council may be well served to continue to focus on its issues, versus awaiting the new council.  The group concurred, but was very supportive of the statewide initiative.  Mr. Clark indicated he would provide an update on the development of this statewide body at the council’s next meeting.

Review and Discussion of OCA 2008/09 Budget Issues and Request:

Karen explained that her focus is on “connectivity” to courthouses, not only video.  She discussed her current budget request in indicated it has increases in it for both data and video services.  Karen is participating with ITSD and the Budget Office in a review of ITSD’s network rate methods, and will make modifications to her budget request based upon the results of this effort.  She will be able to review the OCA’s budget request for video at the next meeting of the council as these rate issues are finalized for the 2007 session.

Policy Issues Discussion:

Use in Juvenile Proceedings:

Members of the council felt that the systems could be effectively used for juvenile proceedings, but greater care needs to be given to security of communications among the youth and their counsel.  It was agreed that a consistent policy on the acceptable volume of video broadcast, for either adult or youth proceedings, was needed.   Chris Manos offered to request research though the State Bar on this issue.

Use by Public Defenders:

The council discussed communications needs for public defenders, and a question arose as to whether public defenders could use secure wired phone if they were provided.  Harry Freebourn indicated he would follow up with his office on this issue.  It was suggested that consistent policies are needed, and that the OCA should work with a sub-committee of the council to assist in this effort.

Appropriate Use by Private Entities:

In reviewing this issue there was very little concern over the small amount of this use of the network facilities.  It was suggested again that the definition of “non-court use” would help in this regard.

Connections with Private Facilities:

It was agreed that there should be consistency with agreements and connections with private facilities that do business with the JVN.  It was suggested that the OCA should work with a sub-committee of the council to assist to develop a standard MOU to work with private facilities.

The Council agreed that they should meet next in the fall, and the OCA should coordinate potential dates.  The Council adjourned at 4pm.

Appendix – F 

Status of Recommendations from the 2005 Assessment and Evaluation of the Montana Judicial Video Network

	Recommendation


	Current Status

	1.  Joint management approach to court video.


	Implemented.

	2.  Retain program responsibility.


	Implemented.

	3.  Maintain full time Program Manager.


	Implemented.

	4.  Continue end system management for JVN with local users.


	Implemented.

	5.  Coordinate training with all JVN agencies.


	Training survey conducted and training program to actively begin in mid 2006.

	6.  Fund Program Manager to attend annual technical training.


	Scheduled for fall 2006.

	7.  Determine ownership of InfoMine equipment.


	Several Info Mine sites converted to VisionNet connections, providing improvements in service.  RYO and Butte Silverbow are still connected.

	8.  Consider ½ time assistant.


	Not implemented, though 2006 VISTA employee has met this role.

	9.  Perform annual on-site visits.


	Implemented with staff visiting needed sites.

	10.  Develop MOU’s with all court sites.


	Developed and being finalized with Council.

	11.  Review sites with low usage.


	Implemented.

	12.  Develop standard recording practices.


	Needing continuing work to improve recording and billing system.

	13.  Expand video conference web site.


	Implemented but needing continuing improvement to expand usefulness of web site and tie closely to recording and billing system improvements.

	14.  Improve video log and provide training.


	Needing continuing work to improve recording and billing system.

	15.  Test lower event speeds.
	Not formally completed.  Should be performed within 2006.

	16.  Review program funding with policy council.


	Underway and will be reviewed with Council at fall meeting.

	17.  Develop adequate FY2008/09 budgets.


	Underway and will be reviewed with Council at fall meeting.

	18.  Build equipment replacement costs into budgets.


	Underway and will be reviewed with Council at fall meeting.

	19.  Create Policy Management Council.


	Implemented March, 2006.

	20.  Staff Policy Management Council and meet quarterly.


	Implemented March 2006.

	21.  Review program responsibility with policy council.


	Only needing to be reviewed with Council if issues arise.  

	22.  Policy Management Council to review purchase authority.


	Only needing to be reviewed with Council if issues arise.

	23.  Review purchase authority with interim committee.


	Cancelled, interim committee never approved.

	24.  Policy Management Council to review acceptable use issue.


	Reviewed with Council at April 28 meeting.

	25.  Consider expansion of Policy Management Council.
	To be considered in coordination with Commission on Technology.
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