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SUBJECT

Briefing on the Budget Proviso Response Related to the Department of Adult and Juvenile Detention’s 2017-18 Proposed Changes to the Electronic Home Detention and Work/Education Release Programs.

SUMMARY

The Executive’s Proposed 2017-18 Budget included the elimination of the Community Corrections Division’s Work/Education Release (WER) and Electronic Home Detention (EHD) 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. 
In order to review the proviso response and to “consider and make recommendations on policies related to alternatives to incarceration such as electronic home detention, work education release or successor programs” the Council created the Special Committee on Alternatives to Incarceration.  On May 28th, the Special Committee received a briefing on the results of the proviso study and options for continuing and improving these programs.  At its June 28th and July 26th meetings, Committee members addressed several policy questions.  In addition, the Committee has been reviewing the potential budget implications of maintaining Work/Education Release through 2018.  Today’s briefing will provide an update on the status of the Electronic Home Detention and Work/Education Release Programs.  
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 2,074 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.  
Among several alternatives programs, the division operates the Electronic Home Detention (EHD) program that allows offenders to serve all or some portion of their pre-trial and/or sentenced time at home. Offenders are monitored electronically and are confined to their homes, except when following a set schedule that may include attendance at work, school or treatment.  To insure compliance the offender is equipped with an electronic bracelet in order to allow monitoring.  The alternative uses a cellular device for the electronic monitoring.  The department is immediately alerted if the equipment has been tampered with or the offender is not within the required distance of the monitoring device.  Participants can be pre-adjudicated or sentenced misdemeanants or felons.

In addition, the Community Corrections Division also operates the Work/Education Release (WER) Program which is an alcohol and drug free residential alternative for offenders who are employed or are in one of the County's special treatment courts. When not at work or treatment, offenders are required to be in the WER facility. Random drug testing is used to monitor for use of illegal drugs and consumption of alcohol.  Offenders are required to pay room and board on a sliding scale based on their hourly rate of gross pay.  They also pay restitution, child support or court costs as required by the Court. Offenders are also involved in a case management process that directs them to structured programs and/or treatment.  The program operates primarily with 79 beds on the 10th floor of the King County Courthouse and 28 shared beds with the state Department of Corrections (two locations with 20 beds for men and eight for women). Participants can be pre-adjudicated or sentenced misdemeanants or felons.

The 2015-16 Adopted Budget reduced this program by cutting WER population by approximately half.  The reduction was achieved by limiting the court’s ability to use the alternative for only employed offenders and Drug Court participants—it had previously been open to any person.
Proposed 2017-18 Program Changes. The Executive’s Proposed 2017-18 Budget included the elimination of the Community Corrections Division’s Work/Education Release (WER) and Electronic Home Detention (EHD) 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. 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 (see Attachment 1).  The report contained both short and long term recommendations to support these alternatives programs.  
In order to review the proviso response and to “consider and make recommendations on policies related to alternatives to incarceration such as electronic home detention, work education release or successor programs” the Council created the Special Committee on Alternatives to Incarceration.
  The Committee (co-chaired by Councilmembers Balducci and Dunn and with Councilmembers Gossett and Kohl-Welles as members) has been meeting since May of this year.
Proviso Report. 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 (see Attachment 1).  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 King County Correctional Facility) to less-defined options (Non-County Building suburban area).

Proviso Report Next Steps. 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 Council guidance in order for the County to develop a detailed workplan, establish milestones, and determine resource needs.  These questions were initially addressed at the Special Committee on Alternatives to Incarceration’s June 28th meeting and re-affirmed at the Committee’s July 26th meeting.  
The following is a summary of the decisions made at these meetings, 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 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 was related to the facility where the program is operated (“can we afford to program in the facility we can afford?”).  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. 
The Executive, working with the various criminal justice agency partners that participated in the proviso workgroup, are currently working on the development of a short- and long-term workplan for these programs.  The short-term plan will include plans to identify options for what populations should be eligible for these programs, the costs, and the demand.  The group will also look at cost options and potential funding sources.  For the long-term planning efforts, the group will work towards developing a needs assessment, perform a “best practices” review, do a gap analysis, and develop a vision.  The goal will be to use these efforts to create an overall plan for the continuation of these and the county’s other alternatives to secure detention.
Budget Issues Related to the Continuation of WER.  In the Executive’s proviso report “Work Education Release and Electronic Home Detention Options for King County Proviso Response,” it was recommended that the WER not end in 2018, and that it continue with uninterrupted operations throughout the biennium.  As a consequence, PSB prepared data shown in the report on the costs of the operations of WER and also presented additional information related to maintaining WER operations to the Special Committee on July 26th.  

The following Table 1 from the proviso report gives the budgeted staffing level for WER and EHD since 2013.  The program staff, identified in the table, have responsibilities to both programs and according to CCD, current staff spends approximately 60 percent of its time on WER and 40 percent on EHD.  Additionally, the report notes that the corrections officers are not dedicated to WER and are budgeted separately.  The corrections officer FTEs represent an estimate based on two 24/7 posts currently in place at WER. The table reflects changes to WER/EHD staffing from 2013-2018.  These include the reduction in WER capacity at King County Courthouse from 150 to 75 program participants in the 2015-2016 Biennial Budget, the planning TLT added to the 2017-2018 Biennial Budget by the King County Council, and the elimination of WER at the end of 2017. 


Table 1. WER/EHD Budgeted Staffing Level, 2013-2018
[image: image1.emf]2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Admin Specialist II 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0

Admin Specialist III 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 --

Community Corrections Caseworkers 6.0 6.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 3.0

Community Corrections Supervisor 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0

Community Corrections Administrator 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 --

WER/EHD Planning TLT -- -- -- -- 1.0 1.0

Total Program Staff (Cost Center 910200) 10.0 10.0 8.0 8.0 9.0 6.0

Corrections Officers 12.56 12.56 10.68 10.68 10.68 --

Total Staff 22.56 22.56 18.68 18.68 19.68 6.0


Table 2 below from the report shows the budgeted and actual expenditures and revenues for WER/EHD since 2013.
Table 2. WER/EHD Expenditures and Revenues, 2013-2018
[image: image2.emf]2017 2018

Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Budget

Expenditures (910200) 1,318,000 1,010,000 1,338,000 995,000 948,000 962,000 986,000 1,229,000 1,199,000 927,000

CO Cost 1,307,000 1,307,000 1,351,000 1,351,000 1,132,000 1,132,000 1,143,000 1,143,000 1,224,000 --

Facilities (KCCH 10

th

 & 11

th 

fl.) 585,000 585,000 588,000 588,000 376,000 376,000 411,000 411,000 455,000

Total Expenditures 3,210,0002,902,0003,277,0002,934,0002,456,0002,470,0002,540,0002,783,0002,878,000 927,000

WER Revenue 308,000 481,000 503,000 537,000 400,000 617,000 400,000 543,000 400,000 50,000

EHD Revenue 235,000 196,000 187,000 118,000 150,000 115,000 150,000 112,000 150,000 150,000

Other Revenue 12,000 13,000 13,000 14,000 11,000 10,000 11,000 9,000 11,000 --

Total Revenue 555,000 690,000 703,000 669,000 561,000 742,000 561,000 664,000 561,000 200,000

% of Expenditures 

Recovered by Revenue

17% 24% 21% 23% 23% 30% 22% 24% 19% 22%

2013 2014 2015 2016


According to the report, the cost of the corrections officers is estimated based on the FTE counts shown in the previous table and includes average salary and benefits not including special pays and overtime.  This table does not include the cost of food for participants, which DAJD estimated at $21,000 in 2016.  PSB notes that when WER capacity was reduced in 2015, the revenue collected did not decrease, presumably because the individuals who no longer had access to WER were those that did not have jobs and were therefore not expected to pay WER daily fees.  As illustrated in the table, the revenues as percentage of expenditures rose when the program was reduced in 2015, although it returned to 2013-2014 levels in 2016.
Based on the discussion at the Committee’s previous meetings, we requested that the Office of Performance, Strategy, and Budget provide the Committee with estimates of the costs of maintaining WER operations through 2018.  Staff provided us with the following information on the resources necessary to maintain status quo operations through the end of the 2017-2018 Biennium.

Cost to Restore WER Operations in 2018

	
	Expenditures
	Revenue
	Net
	FTEs

	WER/EHD Cut
	(2,104,949)
	(511,000)
	(1,593,949)
	17.00

	EHD Restoration
	640,000
	150,000
	490,000
	4.00

	Needed to restore WER in 2018
	1,464,949
	361,000
	1,103,949
	13.00


Source: Office of Performance, Strategy and Budget
As this table shows, to restore WER status quo operations would require new appropriation authority of $1.5 million with estimated revenues added of $361,000.  Budget Office staff noted that, if WER is closed as scheduled, most or all of the current program participants would be placed in secure detention, contributing to DAJD’s current problem with high ADP.  However, PSB staff noted that restoring WER won’t necessarily allow for any offsetting secure detention costs because these costs are already well over the budgeted ADP even before adding in WER participants.  
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INVITED
1. William Hayes, Director, Department of Adult and Juvenile Detention
2. Saudia Abdullah, Director, Community Corrections Division, Department of Adult and Juvenile Detention
3. Ebony Frazier, Project Manager, Community Corrections Division, Department of Adult and Juvenile Detention
4. Kapena Pflum, Budget Manager, Office of Performance, Strategy and Budget 
� Juvenile Justice Operational Master Plan Ordinance 13916, adopted August 7, 2000 and the Adult Justice Operational Master Plan Ordinance 14430, adopted July 22, 2002.


� Created by Motion 14819, March 6, 2017.






[image: image3.png]