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SUBJECT

Recap of the Committee’s Discussion of Electronic Home Detention and Work/Education Release Options.

SUMMARY

The Executive’s Proposed 2017-18 Budget included the elimination of the Community Corrections Division’s Work/Education Release and Electronic Home Detention programs in 2018.  The King County Council revised this proposal in the 2017-18 Adopted Budget to continue Electronic Home Detention operations in 2018, but still close Work/Education Release operations in 2018. In addition, the Council included in the 2017-18 Adopted Budget a proviso in the Office of Performance, Strategy and Budget (PSB) budget to analyze options for providing WER and EHD programs as an alternative to the potential program closure in 2018. On May 28th, the Committee received a briefing on the results of the proviso study and options for continuing and improving these programs.  At its June 28th meeting, Committee members addressed several policy questions.  This is a review of the Committee’s decisions from that meeting.  
BACKGROUND

The King County Department of Adult and Juvenile Detention operates one of the largest detention systems in the Pacific Northwest.  The department is responsible for the operation of two adult detention facilities--the King County Correctional Facility in Seattle and the Maleng Regional Justice Center (MRJC) in Kent—with over 35,000 bookings a year and an average daily population of 2,171 pre- and post-adjudicated felons and misdemeanants every day.  

In 2000 (juveniles) and in 2002 (adults),
 the Council adopted as county policy that its secure detention facilities would only be used for public safety purposes. As a result, the county has developed alternatives to secure detention, provides treatment resources to offenders, and provides other community services to offenders to reduce recidivism.  Alternatives to secure detention and treatment programs for adults are administered through the department’s Community Corrections Division (CCD) that manages approximately 6,000 offenders annually.  The division also provides services to the court to support judicial placement decisions for both pre-trial and sentenced inmates.  
The Executive’s Proposed 2017-18 Budget included the elimination of the Community Corrections Division’s Work/Education Release and Electronic Home Detention programs in 2018.  The King County Council revised this proposal in the 2017-18 Adopted Budget to continue Electronic Home Detention operations in 2018, but still close Work/Education Release operations sometime in 2018. In addition, the Council included in the 2017-18 Adopted Budget a proviso in the Office of Performance, Strategy and Budget (PSB) budget to analyze options for providing WER and EHD programs as an alternative to the potential program closure in 2018. The Council also included funding for a TLT position to supervise the transition of these programs.  

The Executive transmitted the required motion and the report entitled “Work Education Release and Electronic Home Detention Options for King County Proviso Response” on April 28, 2017.  The report contained both short and long term recommendations to support these alternatives programs.  
Proviso Report The proviso report was prepared the Office of Performance Strategy and Budget (PSB) who had convened a workgroup that included representatives from a variety of affected agencies. The report notes that the workgroup established the role of the programs, who should be eligible for program participation, desired outcomes, and desired characteristics.  

The role of the programs, as stated by the workgroup is “to provide a placement alternative to secure detention.”  The workgroup defined that the programs should be available to those who “are legally eligible and have jobs, are attending school, or are participating in training programs or therapeutic courts. If program capacity is expanded, individuals that are readily employable should be eligible.”  

The group also defined the following desired outcomes: allow individuals to keep their jobs, or continue school, training, therapeutic court, and/or treatment programs; ensure that EHD and WER participants can maintain ties to their families and community; maintaining these connections is expected to improve the reentry success of participants, reduce recidivism, improve therapeutic outcomes, and conserve county resources; ensure attendance at court; and, provide detention sanction required by state law for certain crimes.
EHD Options The report shows four options for the EHD program: 

1. Continue current operations; 
2. Develop an RFP for a new vendor with expanded options; 

3. Shift responsibility for EHD to a different (non-county) agency: and, 

4. Discontinue the EHD program.  
The report shows the challenges/risks and opportunities for each of these options, along with a discussion of potential changes to the costs of the program.  The report does note that the current County EHD contract expires on December 14, 2017, providing an opportunity to re-evaluate the County’s needs.
Work Release Options The workgroup developed six options in the Proviso Report.  As part of the report there is information describing the option, the potential population that could be served with each option, challenges/risks for the option and opportunities for each option. These are the options discussed in the report:

1. Continue Current Operations;

2. Same Capacity, New Location;

3. Larger Capacity, New Location;

4. Larger Capacity, Two Locations

5. Close Work Release; and,

6. Contract for WER Services.

Additionally, the report describes seven different site options ranging from defined locations (West Wing of the KCCF) to less-defined options (Non-County Building suburban area).

Next Steps and Policy Questions The report contains as part of its Conclusion and Next Steps that “the workgroup agrees that there is value in WER and EHD programs that allow participants to continue employment, schooling, and treatment while maintaining connections with family and community. Until all viable options have been explored further, the workgroup does not support closing WER in 2018 and recommends keeping WER open through the 2017-2018 biennium.”  
Nevertheless, the same section notes that “at this point in the planning process, there are a number of outstanding questions and analysis required to fully explore each of the options so the workgroup is not prepared to make a recommendation on any preferred options.”   For example, the option to have more than one WER facility in the county entails significantly different analysis than the analysis of relocation to a single location. The work group acknowledged that more work is needed to be done in several areas, including significant policy decisions before further analysis can be completed.  
Consequently, staff identified policy questions that would appear to need Committee guidance in order for the County to develop a detailed workplan, establish milestones, and determine resource needs.   These questions were initially addressed at the Committee’s June 28th meeting.  The following is a summary of the decisions made at that meeting, along with the identification of policy areas that still need to be addressed:
Electronic Home Detention:

1. Should the County continue to offer EHD services beyond the 2017-2018 Biennium?

The Committee agreed that this program should continue beyond the current biennium.
2. Should the program be maintained as it currently operates?  Or, should the County explore technologies that expand the number of participants that can be served (even if the change results in higher costs for the participant)?

The Committee acknowledged that the program should probably be expanded to increase utilization by the courts through better functionality.  The Committee agreed that with better monitoring technologies, more individuals could be on this program rather than in secure detention.

3. Should the County explore whether the program should continue to be operated by CCD staff or should alternatives be reviewed?  This could include using the Seattle Municipal Court model of relying on the vendor to operate the program or investigating whether another governmental agency (County agency or city probation department) could operate the program. 

The Committee agreed that the program should be run by County staff.  The Committee acknowledged that the county could explore other funding options, but the overall goal of the program should be that the alternative is affordable for those it is intended for, and can be used by those individuals who are indigent.  The members also discussed that the County should consider other locations for individuals to be put on EHD.
4. What role does the Committee want in overseeing the actions of the Executive in its RFP and new vendor selection process?
In discussion of this question, the Committee wanted to track the RFP process for new services.  In addition, the Committee would like to have a “listening session” with program staff, along with judges, to determine whether the new vendor will address the needs of the County with the new system.
Work/Education Release:

1. Should the County continue to operate the WER program without interruption throughout the 2017-2018 Biennium, as recommended by the Proviso work group?
The Committee agreed with work group recommendation to continue the WER program through 2018.
2. Should the WER program be expanded to a larger population beyond the current practice of only admitting those individuals who are employed (this decision would impact the planning for needed program capacity)?  
a. Should it be expanded to those who are: “work ready?”  Enrolled in school?  Participating in substance use or behavioral health treatment services?  Participating in work readiness training?  Disadvantaged populations who, without housing, would otherwise be unable to access treatment or job training?
Generally, the Committee agreed that the WER program should be expanded to those beyond the current group of individuals who are employed.  The expansion should ensure that the appropriate populations are allowed to benefit from the program.  Members noted, though, that any expansion should be “cautious” where any expansion should be based on objective criteria and that the expansion should be measured.   The Committee recognized that the current program capacity is based on the space in which the program operates, and that the answer to this question would frame the discussion of the physical needs for any future WER facility.
3. Should the WER program continue with very limited services (as it is currently operated), or should it be operated with expanded services considered “best practices” for this type of population?
The Committee wanted to have greater discussion of this question, after it had had an overview of the costs for continuing the program as it is and, what it would cost to improve the programming in WER.  The Committee recognized that many of the questions related to expanded programing were related to the facility where the program is operated (“can we afford to program in the facility we can afford?”).  The Committee was interested in the options for an interim solution, such as the West Wing of the KCCF or even, whether Pioneer Human Services programs that had been under contract with the state Department of Corrections might be available for re-purposing for the County’s program.  In addition, the Committee asked whether the work group could be tasked with reviewing whether the program needed to be operated as it is now—as a jail facility—or consider other models to offer the WER program that would be more effective and potentially less costly.
4. If there is agreement to continue the WER program; how should the facility planning efforts go forward?

a. Should the County initiate the facility planning process to relocate the WER facility?  How many locations?

b. Should the County continue the WER program on the 11th Floor of the Courthouse as it plans to develop a new facility/location?  Or, should the County explore options for an interim location for WER that could provide sufficient space for a more program participants and/or space for expanded programming while the planning process was underway?

c. Should the County limit the development of the new facility to just the WER program?  Or should the County develop a new facility that could house other CCD alternatives programs that are currently located in the Yesler Building (create a new CCD services facility)?
The Committee noted that many of these questions are related to the long-range needs of the program, and that the Committee was more interested now in the short-term interim solution.  
� Juvenile Justice Operational Master Plan Ordinance 13916, adopted August 7, 2000 and the Adult Justice Operational Master Plan Ordinance 14430, adopted July 22, 2002.
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