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SUBJECT

Briefing on the Status of Community Corrections Programs and Initiatives after Ten Years of Operations
SUMMARY

Today the committee will receive an update on the county’s community corrections programs after over ten years of operations.  These programs were established as a result of the adoption of the Adult Justice Operational Master Plan where the council created policy for the use of its jail and its intent that alternatives to secure detention and treatment should be a critical component of the adult justice system.  Since the inception of these programs, the county has seen a significant decline in its secure jail population and continuing increases in its use of alternatives to secure detention.  Over 65,000 program participants have gone through community corrections programs.  Today the committee will hear from a panel of users of the county’s alternative programs.  They have been asked to discuss how their agencies use community corrections programs today; how their operations would be affected if the programs and services were not available; and, what you would they like to see from community corrections in the future.
BACKGROUND

King County’s criminal justice system, that includes law enforcement, secure detention, prosecution, indigent defense, and adjudication of criminal matters in Superior and District Courts, accounts for over three quarters of the county’s annual discretionary budget.  While these responsibilities are mandated by constitutional, statutory, and other requirements, the county has a great deal of flexibility in establishing levels of service to meet its mandated requirements.  
In 2002, the county council recognized that the successes of the county’s Juvenile Justice Operational Master Plan should be replicated for the county’s adult offender population.   The resulting Adult Justice Operational Master Plan (AJOMP) was completed and adopted by the council as Ordinance 14430.  The ordinance established as county policy that:

The council ordains that, with the approval of the Adult Justice Operational Master Plan, it is the policy of King County to establish standards for the use of secure detention capacity, emphasize system and process efficiencies that reduce the utilization of jail and reduce overall criminal justice expenditures, encourage alternatives to the use the secure detention for adult offenders in order to make best use of limited detention resources and preserve public safety, and to establish as a county policy the requirement for the use of integrated and coordinated treatment of offenders whose criminal activity is related to substance abuse or mental illness in order to avoid future system costs, reduce jail utilization for these groups, and reduce future criminality.

With the approval of the Adult Justice Operational Master Plan, the county established policies for the use of secure detention capacity.  It also established as a county policy the requirement for the use of integrated and coordinated treatment of those offenders whose criminal activity is related to substance abuse or mental illness.  The county acknowledged that this policy would help the county avoid future system costs, reduce jail utilization for these groups, and reduce future criminality thus improving public safety.  These policies emphasize system and process efficiencies that reduce the utilization of jail and reduce overall criminal justice expenditures, while also encouraging the use of alternatives to secure detention.  By adopting these policies the county has sought to make the best use of its limited detention resources and preserve public safety.  Specifically, the council adopted as policy in Ordinance 14430:

SECTION 5.  The council also encourages the development and use of alternatives to the use of secure detention for adult offenders in order to make best use of limited detention resources and preserve public safety.  These intermediate sanctions should be used in a graduated and measured manner, appropriate to the offense and cognizant of the cost effectiveness—measured through lower costs, or reducing the costs of future offending.

The adoption of these county policies resulted in the creation of the Community Corrections Division (CCD) in the Department of Adult and Juvenile Detention (DAJD) with the following responsibilities in King County Code:

B.  The duties of the community corrections division shall include:


  1.  Based on screening criteria approved by the superior and district courts, implementation of alternatives to adult detention, including, but not limited to, electronic home detention, work and education release, day and evening reporting and work crews;


  2.  Assessment of the needs of adult persons placed in alternatives to detention; and


  3.  Contracting with private nonprofit community agencies to provide services for relicensing offenders.
Through the Criminal Justice Council, an Alternatives Workgroup was created in 2003 to develop the programs of for the new division.  The group met and developed a report that formed the basis for the new Community Corrections Division’s programs which began full implementation in 2004.  

Therefore, it has been the County’s adopted policy for adult criminal justice since 2002 to make maximum use of alternatives to secure detention.  In addition, county policy includes the council’s stated intent that treatment—when it reduces offender recidivism—should be used to the fullest extent possible.  While the council adopted Ordinance 14430, the policies it contained have never been codified.
It has now been over ten years now since the CCD began its programs and the Superior Court and District Court started using the programs as alternatives to secure detention for pre-trial defendants, those who have been sentenced, and those being sanctioned (Drug and Mental Health Court).  Literally thousands of individuals—estimated at over 65,000--have participated in these programs over the last ten years and the courts, prosecutor, public defense, DCHS, and DAJD have all contributed to the continuing evolution of the CCD and its programs.

Absence of Alternatives.  When the reform efforts began, the county had minimal numbers of individuals involved in alternative programs using secure detention instead.  In 2001, before the creation of the county’s system of alternatives, the county’s Average Daily Population (ADP) in jail was 2,901 inmates.  In contrast, there were just 133 inmates in the county’s Work Release Program and on electronic home release on a daily basis.  As the following table shows, since the creation of the new division, the county’s community programs have grown significantly while the county’s secure detention population has declined.
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While the numbers of participants have grown in CCD programs, facility constraints have limited the actual growth of the programs.  It is not known how many CCD participants there could be today if sufficient and appropriate program space was available.
History of Adding New Programs.  After the creation of the new division, staff worked successfully with the Superior and District Courts along with the prosecutor and public defender to develop the means by which the courts would use alternatives to secure detention.  To ensure public safety and avoid liability issues—the decision to place an individual in a community corrections program is always done through a judicial decision.  The division was initially established with a day reporting program (which has become the Community Center for Alternative Programs—CCAP), work/education/release facility, and electronic home detention program, but has added several new initiatives since its creation.

The council recognized during its 2003 budget deliberations that, with the goal of maximizing the use of alternatives and treatment options, the county’s judges would need to have specific information in order to make appropriate placement decisions. As a consequence, the council added to the 2003 budget an appropriation for the development of an “intake services pilot program.”  The council placed this appropriation within the Superior Court’s budget.  However, after review, the responsibilities of the Intake Services Unit were transferred to the Division of Community Corrections in 2003.  Additionally, resources were made available to the Department of Community and Human Services for the development of “Criminal Justice Initiative” programs that sought to provide appropriate services and treatment to individuals to avoid secure detention and to reduce re-offending.  Many of these programs have been implemented to support the community corrections division.  
In 2004, the council added resources to community corrections for expanded work crews, intake services, and community alternatives programs.  The council also provided funding for inmate re-licensing programs and added resources to develop the “Helping Hands” initiative (that ensures offenders complete court-ordered community service).  In 2005, the budget added resources for the development of information technology initiatives and a community “re-entry program.”  For 2006, the council added resources for the expanding alternatives programs and to initiate a learning center.  Finally, the council has also asked the division to develop a pilot risk needs assessment project for placing inmates in community programs and is also developing a pilot project for the use of graduated sanctions for offenders sentenced to division programs.
In 2013, the county’s community corrections division has, on average, over 1,300 individuals involved in its various program each week—an almost ten-fold increase since its inception.  The programs are used by both the Superior and District Courts and are a pivotal part of the court’s case processing systems.  In addition, the county’s therapeutic courts also make substantial use of CCD programs as part of their operations.  Nevertheless, many of the division’s programs are constrained by space limitations and as a consequence are primarily limited to county participants rather than allowing use by cities.
Community Corrections Issues While the CCD has, in collaboration with many different agencies, worked towards fully implementing the council’s policies towards the use of alternatives to secure detention and the intention to emphasize treatment and other services options over jail, there is still unmet promise in the division’s programs.  The division has worked with the Department of Community Human Services and the Department of Public Health, along with many other community providers, to provide a wide range of services.  Additionally, the division has developed a wide range of placement options.  Nevertheless, services are provided on client-by-client basis and may not always be assigned based on client need.  Further, the division’s range of placement options are not used as a continuum, but rather act as separate silos in many respects.  The division has also never had the analytical or management support within the division to support the growth of its programs.  Most notably, the lack of management information from the division’s antiquated information technology system—even though the county has made great strides to improve this system.

Another significant issue, as noted above, is that many of the CCD’s programs are constrained by the facility limitations of the Yesler Building and the Work/Education/Release facility in the County Courthouse.  At the outset of the division’s operations, the Yesler Building was meant to be a temporary home for the division.  In 2008, the council asked through a budget proviso that the executive begin a process to identify all of the space needs for the division and develop a facilities plan that not only addressed the potential growth of the CCD programs, but also recognized the potential of providing services in other parts of the county.  The council heard from the executive in a 2009 report in response to the proviso.  Based on the findings of the contractors engaged to project program utilization, the following conclusions were drawn by the executive:
· “Work/Education Release is projected to reach maximum capacity in 2012-2013. According to the report, this is the most difficult alternative to expand because it requires custodial housing space which takes significant time and resources to select a site and carry out the necessary public involvement process, to acquire the site and to complete the required permitting processes.  Nevertheless, current utilization of the program regularly results in wait times before eligible inmates are admitted.  

· Community Center for Alternatives Program (CCAP) is expected to reach maximum capacity in 2011-2012.  There are many factors that need to be taken into account when considering expansion of CCAP.  Expansion of CCAP requires not only staffing, but also adequate classroom space and security to monitor and manage a more diverse population mix.    As more clients are served, the population diversifies and classrooms are more crowded which can exacerbate tension and behavior issues.  If capacity grows without associated increases in infrastructure, overall staff control decreases.” 

The executive continues to be in the process of developing a facilities plan for the division—however, this process is not complete.  Because of facility constraints, the county’s courts are limited in using many programs.  Additionally, many of the county’s other courts of limited jurisdiction (city municipal courts) do not have access to the alternatives to secure detention and other treatment programs of the division.

Today the committee will hear from a panel of users of the county’s alternative programs.  They have been asked to discuss how their agencies use CCD programs today, how their operations would be affected if CCD programs and services were not available, and what you would they like to see from CCD in the future.  

ATTACHMENTS

1. Ordinance 14430
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1. Hon. Ronald Kessler, Judge, Superior Court

2. Hon. Corinna Harn, Presiding Judge, District Court

3. Mark Larson, Chief, Criminal Division, Prosecuting Attorney’s Office

4. David Chapman, Director, Department of Public defense

5. Nate Caldwell, Director, Community Corrections Division, Department of Adult and Juvenile Detention
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		Column1		Jail ADP		CCD Programs ADP

		2002		2,648		138

		2003		2,390		234

		2004		2,539		293

		2005		2,373		532

		2006		2,397		785

		2007		2,465		807

		2008		2,324		870

		2009		2,179		1,450

		2010		2,127		1,403

		2011		1,997		1,305

		2012		1,736		1,301

		2013		1,777		1,093
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