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The 2017-18 Executive Proposed budget included a number of budget cuts in General Fund supported agencies to address a significant financial gap in the General Fund. In the Department of Adult and Juvenile Detention budget, a proposal was made to completely close the King County Work Education Release (WER) and Electronic Home Detention (EHD) programs on January 1, 2018. The King County Council revised this proposal in the 2017-18 Adopted Budget to continue EHD operations in 2018 but still close WER operations sometime in 2018. 
The 2017-18 Adopted Budget includes 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. This report fulfills the requirements of this 2017-18 budget proviso. The full proviso language is provided in the next section.
Proviso Text – Section 19, PSB Budget
Pl PROVIDED THAT:
Of this appropriation, $100,000 shall not be expended or encumbered until the executive transmits a report on options for providing electronic home detention and work education release programs and a motion that should approve the report, and a motion is passed by the council. The motion shall reference the subject matter, the proviso's ordinance, ordinance section and proviso number in both the title and body of the motion. The office of performance, strategy and budget shall convene a work group of representatives from the department of adult and juvenile detention, superior court, district court, department of public defense, prosecuting attorney's office, council staff and other appropriate parties, to elicit information and recommendations to include in the report.
The report shall include, but not be limited to:
A. A review of electronic home detention and work education release programs that have been implemented by other jurisdictions;
B. A review and description of any legislative or statutory restrictions specific to electronic home detention and work education release programs;
C. A range of options for implementing a modern electronic home detention and work education release programs for women and men, addressing program characteristics including program size, location and programming. A therapeutic model for implementing those programs, based on the best practices in the industry, shall be included as one of the options;
D. Implementation timelines for each option, including a timeline that implements a new electronic home detention model before January 1, 2018;
E. Analysis of the operating and capital costs, and scalability of the identified options;
F. Analysis of potential funding strategies for the identified options;
G. Analysis of the potential effect implementation of the identified options would have on the average daily population in secure detention for the department of adult and juvenile detention and any potential recidivism reduction;
H. Analysis of potential options for, and benefits from, contracting with other jurisdictions; and
I. Analysis of how the proposed options for electronic home detention and work education release programs can be integrated with, or otherwise benefit from, existing or planned programs originating from the county's recidivism reduction and reentry project, Mental Illness and Drug Dependency Service Improvement Plan programs, veterans and human services levy programs, therapeutic courts or other department of community and human services programs, supporting participants and clients who are also be engaged in the criminal justice system.
The executive must file the report and motion required by this proviso by April 28, 2017, in the form of a paper original and an electronic copy with the clerk of the council, who shall retain the original and provide an electronic copy to all councilmembers, the council chief of staff, the policy staff director and the lead staff for the law and justice committee, or its successor. If the plan and motion are not transmitted by that date, appropriation authority for the $100,000 restricted by this proviso will lapse.
Proviso Workgroup
In response to the WER/EHD proviso described in the previous section, the Office of Performance, Strategy and Budget convened a multi-agency workgroup four times during the first quarter of 2017 to explore options and analysis of WER and EHD programs. The workgroup includes members from the following King County agencies:
· Department of Adult and Juvenile Detention
· Superior Court
· District Court
· Prosecuting Attorney’s Office
· Department of Public Defense
· Office of Labor Relations
· Executive’s Office
· County Council Staff
· Office of Performance, Strategy and Budget
Additional information and assistance in developing this proviso report was provided by the Department of Community and Human Services, Facilities Management Division, and Jail Health Services. The full list of workgroup members can be found in Appendix A.
[bookmark: _Toc480277446]Current Work Education Release and Electronic Home Detention Programs
History of Programs
Work Education Release is a community-based program designed to allow eligible individuals to be released from custody in order to work or obtain education. King County’s work release program began in 1964 and was rebranded in 1984 to include education. It has operated on the 10th floor of the King County Courthouse (KCCH) since 1989. In addition to the WER capacity in KCCH, DAJD has additional beds available in Washington State Department of Corrections (DOC) facilities through its contract with DOC.
The Washington State Sentencing Reform Act of 1981 established the authority for local governments to provide various community custody programs including home detention, which it defined as a program of partial confinement in which the individual is confined in a private residence and subject to electronic surveillance. King County established its Electronic Home Detention program in 1988. The original program required that the individual have a landline with a corded phone and no additional features such as call waiting. At that time, King County also had a supervised release program which required regular check-ins with program staff, but that program no longer exists. 
In 2003, the King County Council established the Community Corrections Division (CCD) of the Department of Adult and Juvenile Detention (DAJD) and placed both WER and EHD under CCD’s management. Budget reductions in the 2015-2016 Biennial Budget reduced the capacity of WER at KCCH from 150 to 75 by closing the 11th floor and changing the eligibility criteria to include only individuals with a job or participating in a therapeutic court program. 
Current Work Release Program
Facility and Operations
King County’s WER program currently operates on the 10th floor of the King County Courthouse, which was originally designed as the County’s jail when the upper floors of the Courthouse were opened in 1931. Although the County has performed maintenance and systems improvements since that time, there has been no significant change to the floorplan of the 10th floor. As is to be expected for a detention facility over 85 years old, the design is not conducive to a modern, therapeutic work release program. For example, cells are cramped and resemble jail cells in old movies, there is no space for programming, and there are numerous hazardous low doorways. Because the steel cells on the 10th and 11th floor are structural and support the 12th floor, remodeling the current space into a more appropriate facility is assumed to be prohibitively costly. In fact, a 2013 study estimated that it would cost $23 million to demolish the 10th and 11th floor and convert it to general office space. 
Security at the facility is provided by two posts staffed by corrections officers (COs) around the clock. Additional staff include four caseworkers who are also responsible for managing the EHD population. 
Food for clients housed in WER at KCCH is prepared at the King County Corrections Facility (KCCF) and brought over via a bridge connecting the two buildings. Hot meals are served twice a day, and clients are given a sack lunch that they can take to their workplace. Coin-operated laundry machines are available for residents’ use. 
In addition to the capacity at KCCH, DAJD’s contract with DOC includes a total of 30 beds available to King County WER participants at two different facilities. The County receives the use of these beds in exchange for DOC’s use of 20 beds in King County’s secure detention facility; the additional DOC work release beds do not incur any monetary cost to the County. The split of these 30 beds between men and women has varied over the years depending on need. At present, 22 of the contract beds are for men and 8 are reserved for women; these 8 beds are the only WER capacity that DAJD currently has available to women. 
WER participants pay a daily room and board rate according to a sliding scale based on hourly wages that is codified in KCC 2.73 (see Appendix B). This fee schedule has not been revised since 1998.
Population
Work education release is currently available to pre- and post-sentence felons and post-sentence misdemeanants. Participants must have a job or be participating in therapeutic court and meet the criteria set in state law. As shown in Exhibit 1 and Exhibit 2, the average daily population (ADP) in 2016 was about 47 people charged with a felony and 23 charged with a misdemeanor.[footnoteRef:1] For both misdemeanants and felons, a large majority of the population in WER has been sentenced.[footnoteRef:2] [1:  This includes both those housed at KCCH and those housed at the two DOC facilities, Bishop Lewis House and Ratcliff House. ]  [2:  “Pre-sentenced” refers to the period of time prior to imposition of a sentence for a booking that also includes sentenced days. “Post-sentenced” refers to the period of time in a booking after a sentence. “Not Sentenced” refers to bookings that are not associated with a sentence. The not sentenced category may include defendants whose charges were dismissed, those released on personal recognizance later in the legal process (who may later be found guilty and sentenced), those sentenced to DOC prison, and therapeutic court defendants who do not have a case resolution entered. ] 
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WER Misdemeanor ADP by Legal Status, 2015-2016
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WER Felony ADP by Legal Status, 2015-2016
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In 2016, misdemeanants released from King County’s WER program had a median length of stay (LOS) of 28 days, while felons had an LOS of 97 days. Exhibit 3 and Exhibit 4 show the count of felony and misdemeanor releases from WER by LOS category, showing peaks in the 11-30 day range for misdemeanants and the 91-180 day range for felons. 
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Misdemeanor Releases from WER by Length of Stay, 2014-2016
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Felony Releases from WER by Length of Stay, 2014-2016
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Therapeutic Court Population
King County Adult Drug Diversion Court (KCDDC) has utilized WER for approximately 15 years to stabilize drug court participants exiting the Transitional Recovery Program (in-custody, outpatient treatment at the TRP), secure detention, or coming from the streets. Access to WER allows KCDDC to place people in a structured, highly accountable setting to engage them in treatment and safely transition them to the community. While drug court participants are in WER, they frequently access services in the drug diversion court services office on the 9th floor of the courthouse. Drug court and WER case managers regularly communicate regarding participants’ needs and whereabouts.
Historically, KCDDC has had 10 to 40 participants in WER at any one time, decreasing the past two years to between 10 and 20 participants.
Services
As presently operated, King County’s WER program does not include any dedicated release planning, behavioral health, education, employment training, or other services. Although there are four caseworkers devoted to WER and EHD, their focus is on verifying employment and payment of fees and following up on EHD violations, not providing direct services. According to CCD, current WER participants are required to have employment so they do not access the employment and behavioral health programming available through the Community Center for Alternative Program (CCAP).  
Medicaid regulations state that clients lose eligibility when they are incarcerated, which includes detention in work release. However, Jail Health Services does not provide services to WER participants, meaning that unless they are independently insured, WER participants generally do not have access to healthcare services. Some WER participants do obtain healthcare independently and have prescription medications. Because WER does not have any medical staff, medications are kept in a locker that participants can access and take in front of corrections officers before returning them to the locker. 
Major Challenges
The core challenge for work education release in its current location is the poor state of the facility on the 10th floor of the King County Courthouse. Aside from health and safety concerns such as low doorways, the current facility’s look and feel of an old-fashioned jail is not conducive to the therapeutic environment envisioned by the workgroup. Furthermore, the current facility does not have space for programming and does not offer valuable services such as behavioral health therapy, risk/needs responsivity assessment, GED classes, or release planning. 
According to CCD, the current 8 beds available to women through the contract with DOC are insufficient to meet demand, and potential residents are frequently told to go back to court and ask the judge to extend their date of entry into WER. CCD has attempted to increase the number of female beds available through the contract, but thus far DOC has been unable to meet the County’s request due to their own needs. 
Current Electronic Home Detention Program
Facility and Operations
King County’s electronic home detention program is operated out of the WER facility on the 10th floor of KCCH. The equipment is provided through a contract with BI Incorporated (see Appendix C), which also serves the Juvenile Division of DAJD through the same contract. This contract specifies that BI will provide capacity to monitor 100 adults and 45 youth. The equipment consists of tamper-proof ankle bracelets and a base unit, which must be plugged in to a wall outlet. Unlike older systems, King County’s equipment uses the cellular network to inform CCD staff of violations – although CCD has landline-based units available, they are rarely used. Besides leaving the range of the base unit, other things that can trigger a violation notice include attempting to remove the ankle bracelet, loss of power to the base unit, and moving the base unit (i.e., so that it cannot be attached to a battery and carried in a backpack). King County’s contract with BI does not include other electronic monitoring options such as transdermal alcohol monitoring or GPS technology. 
Once enrolled in EHD, caseworkers set up a routine schedule when the participant is required to be in their home. If they leave at approved times for work, grocery shopping, or other appointments, they must present caseworkers with signed slips documenting their activities. During business hours, administrative staff receive notices of violation and pass them on to caseworkers for follow-up by phone. If the caseworker determines that the violation is serious enough, it will be reported to the Court, which may levy a sanction. 
According to CCD, community corrections caseworkers and other staff (see Exhibit 9, below) spend approximately 40 percent of their time on EHD. Specific tasks performed by caseworkers include enrolling clients in EHD, following up on violations and notifying the Court when necessary, and making home visits. 
EHD participants pay daily fees according to the same fee schedule as WER participants, given in KCC 2.73 (see Appendix B). 
Population
As shown in more detail in the Legislative and Statutory Restrictions section, Washington State law restricts which individuals are eligible for EHD. In King County, EHD is used by both felons and misdemeanants. As shown in Exhibit 5 and Exhibit 6, the ADP in 2016 was about 17 for misdemeanants and 22 for felons.[footnoteRef:3] Driving under the influence (DUI) is the most common charge for those held under EHD, comprising approximately two-thirds of misdemeanor EHD cases in 2015 and 2016. This is due in part to state laws mandating EHD for individuals convicted of certain DUI offenses.  [3:  “Pre-sentenced” refers to the period of time prior to imposition of a sentence for a booking that also includes sentenced days. “Post-sentenced” refers to the period of time in a booking after a sentence. “Not Sentenced” refers to bookings that are not associated with a sentence. The not sentenced category may include defendants whose charges were dismissed, those released on personal recognizance later in the legal process (who may later be found guilty and sentenced), those sentenced to DOC prison, and therapeutic court defendants who do not have a case resolution entered.] 
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EHD Misdemeanor ADP by Legal Status, 2015-2016
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EHD Felony ADP by Legal Status, 2015-2016
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In 2016, the median length of stay for individuals released from King County EHD was 19 days for misdemeanants and 61 days for felons. Exhibit 7 and Exhibit 8 show the count of felony and misdemeanor releases from EHD by LOS category, showing peaks in the 11-30 day range for misdemeanants and no clear pattern for felons.
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Misdemeanor Releases from EHD by Length of Stay, 2014-2016
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Felony Releases from EHD by Length of Stay, 2014-2016
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Services
As with WER, CDD does not offer release planning, behavioral health, education, employment, or other services specifically targeted towards EHD participants. However, according to CCD staff, EHD participants can get a pass to receive services available through CCAP, although at present EHD participants use these services infrequently. 
Major Challenges
The limited technology available to King County currently represents the biggest challenge preventing greater use of EHD. For example, it is likely that if transdermal alcohol monitoring were available, District Court judges would be more likely to order DUI defendants to EHD with alcohol monitoring rather than sending them to jail on pretrial bail. Similarly, if GPS tracking technology were available, judges may be more willing to order defendants to stay away from certain locations instead of sending them to jail. Another challenge reported by CCD staff is that violations are not screened by the vendor so that they must review every single violation, which may include someone briefly leaving their house to take out the trash. Finally, although CCD uses a sliding fee scale to recover costs from participants (see Appendix B), affordability issues raise equity and social justice concerns. For example, the workgroup heard anecdotal reports of judges allowing defendants to go to EHD instead of jail if they are able to find a third party monitoring agency that offers transdermal monitoring and pay the fees required by the agency. 
WER/EHD Budget and Staff
Exhibit 9 gives the budgeted staffing level for WER and EHD since 2013. The program staff identified in the table have responsibilities to both programs; according to CCD, current staff spends approximately 60 percent of its time on WER and 40 percent on EHD. Additionally, note that the corrections officers are not dedicated to WER and are budgeted separately. The corrections officer FTEs given represent an estimate based on two 24/7 posts currently in place at WER. 
Exhibit 9 reflects changes to WER/EHD staffing from 2013-2018. These include the reduction in WER capacity at KCCH from 150 to 75 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. 
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WER/EHD Budgeted Staffing Level, 2013-2018
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Exhibit 10
WER/EHD Expenditures and Revenues, 2013-2018
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Exhibit 10 shows the budgeted and actual expenditures and revenues for WER/EHD since 2013. The cost of the corrections officers is estimated based on the FTE counts shown in Exhibit 9 and includes average salary and benefits not including special pays and overtime. 
Exhibit 10 does not include the cost of food for participants, which DAJD estimated at $21,000 in 2016. Note 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 Exhibit 11, the revenues as percentage of expenditures rose when the program was reduced in 2015, although it returned to 2013-2014 levels in 2016. 
[bookmark: _Ref479146115]Exhibit 11: WER/EHD Expenditures and Revenues, 2013-2018
(2013-2016: Actuals; 2017-2018: Budget)
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To review work release and electronic home detention programs in other jurisdictions, members of the workgroup conducted a literature review, reached out to other programs locally, participated in a site visit to a federal work release facility in Tacoma operated by Pioneer Human Services, and attended a presentation on the EHD program operated by Seattle Municipal Court. To supplement and broaden this review, 10 out-of-state peer jurisdictions with work release and/or electronic monitoring programs were interviewed. Summaries of all these activities are included in this section. 
Work Release Programs in Puget Sound Region
Snohomish County 
The Snohomish County Sheriff’s Office operated a work release through their Community Corrections program until very recently. It was closed in December 2016 due to budgetary constraints. 
Washington State Department of Corrections 
The Washington State Department of Corrections utilizes a variety of work release settings throughout and near King County. Most of these facilities are run by Pioneer Human Services, with the exception of the Reynolds site. DOC generally uses their WER facilities as a step-down from participants’ stays in state prisons where they may have been incarcerated for years. These facilities are also used as half-way back facilities where people released from DOC custody might go for non-compliance related issues rather than straight to a county jail. They generally offer programs for participants. 
Most DOC WER facilities will accept individuals with almost any criminal violation. The exception would be in situations where children are placed with their parents in a WER facility; some level 3 sex offenders are not permitted in those facilities. As described earlier, King County (DAJD) has a jail service agreement with DOC that provides for a reciprocal bed exchange where King County can use up to 30 WER beds and DOC can house up to 20 DOC participants with the county at no charge. This agreement has been in place for many years and was started because the county has no female WER facilities. DAJD and DOC have had discussions about expanding the availability of DOC WER beds to DAJD but DOC continues to have challenges even finding space for all DOC participants. Accordingly, they are currently unable to provide additional WER beds to the county. 
Federal facility in Tacoma Tideflats
The Tacoma Residential Reentry Center (TRRC) houses both males and females who are in the custody of the Federal Bureau of Prisons, or under the supervision of US Probation or Pre-trial Services. The facility is run by Pioneer Human Services and has a 75-bed capacity.
TRRC helps residents transition back into the community through an array of programs offered onsite, including chemical dependency and mental health counseling, job readiness training via the Roadmap to Success training program, family rebuilding classes, resource services, and an employment outreach coordinator to help residents secure jobs. While in this reentry program, residents are expected to find employment or enroll in school, establish restitution payments, develop a budget, create a savings plan, and find housing before being released. TRRC residents are required to pay 25 percent of their income for room and board to offset federal payments to the vendor. 
Although the TRRC is a federal facility dealing with a different population than the King County work release program, it is an interesting comparable from a facilities perspective. The facility is located in an industrial area of the Tacoma Tideflats and is not in a downtown location with immediate access to transit or other services. As a result, the program offers a shuttle to take participants to and from the nearest bus stop (five minutes away), and allows participants with their own vehicles to drive to and from the facility. The facility also offers a number of programs on site so participants do not need to travel to take advantage of programming.
The facility is co-ed with a common living space with a television and dining area. It has an open floorplan with lots of windows so that it feels more like a dormitory than a secure facility. 
The TRRC was built by refurbishing an old furniture manufacturing building and cost about $8 million to construct. The high cost was due in part to the federal RFP process, which required Pioneer to provide an operational facility within 120 days – it is likely that costs would have been lower with a less aggressive schedule. If the County explores potential locations in industrial areas, the TRRC is a comparable to consider for facility and program design concepts.
Electronic Home Detention Programs in Puget Sound Region
Seattle Municipal Court
The City of Seattle operates its own electronic home monitoring (EHM) program through a contract with Sentinel Offender Services (see Appendix D). Unlike King County’s EHD system, participants pay fees to the vendor directly, and the contract itself is at no direct cost to the City. In order to ensure access for low income participants, the City’s contract with Sentinel specifies that, “The vendor will allow at least 25% of its daily population to be on indigent pay list [i.e., subject to reduced fees]. Of this indigent pay list up to 5% of participants will be offered at a ‘free of charge’ option.” The contract also specifies that the vendor will provide case management services that are performed by CCD staff in King County’s EHD program. These services include participant initial contact, orientation, and enrollment; installation of devices; and the scheduling of office visits with participants for compliance purposes. Violation reports are sent directly to Seattle Municipal Court for disposition. 
Sentinel Offender Services offers a variety of equipment with different pricing depending on the Court’s orders and the participant’s needs. These include landline- and cellular-based radio frequency units similar to those used by CCD, breath alcohol testing devices that require random breath tests and include a camera for face recognition, and secure continuous remote alcohol monitor (SCRAM) units that continuously monitor the user’s sweat for the presence of alcohol. 
City of Bellevue
The City of Bellevue offers electronic home detention as an alternative to secure detention through their probation department. Bellevue’s EHD program includes GPS-equipped devices and offers alcohol monitoring through a self-administered breathalyzer testing system. Bellevue also offers substance use treatment for EHD participants. Like Seattle’s electronic monitoring program, the range of technology offered by Bellevue’s EHD program offers judges a wider range of monitoring choices, which may in turn prevent some participants from being held in secure detention. 

Other Out-of-state Programs
Except where noted, the out-of-state programs interviewed operate both work release and home detention. In general, many jurisdictions interviewed indicated they are moving away from work release and relying more heavily on electronic monitoring. Listed below are program highlights from these interviews and an assessment of how King County could incorporate certain practices into its own programs. 
Arapahoe County, CO
The Arapahoe County Alternative Sentencing Program (ASP) is designed to enable to the client to be productive in their community by allowing them to continue their employment, assist them in their job search, or attend school. ASP offers GPS-based home monitoring that allows clients to go to work and another home detention option that couples GPS-based monitoring with mandatory alcohol therapy and educational classes. ASP also offers a weekend jail sentencing program that allows individuals with a sentence of up to 30 days to serve their sentence on weekends, enabling them to maintain employment during the week. 
Potential application for King County: By using GPS-based electronic monitoring technology, Arapahoe County has set up a system that provides similar functionality to work release without incurring the expenses required to operate a residential facility. However, it is likely that statutory restrictions in Washington State would prevent a similar system in King County from serving all of the current WER population. The weekend jail sentencing program is another practice to consider that could reduce the need for a permanent residential WER facility.
Denver County, CO
The Denver Sheriff Department also offers an ASP that allows participants to maintain their employment and minimize the impact of incarceration on their lives. Although Denver also offers work release, a majority of Denver’s ASP clients are enrolled in electronic home detention and alcohol monitoring programs. When space allows, the work release program also houses work search clients, who are allowed 14 days of work search including employment and career education services. Denver’s ASP also offers substance use treatment and GED classes. 
Potential application for King County: If consistent with current statutory requirements, King County could also establish an intensive and time-limited job search program as part of WER. The programming included in Denver’s ASP program is consistent with the workgroup’s vision for a future work education release program (see Section V, below).
Clackamas County, OR
The Clackamas County Sheriff’s Office offers work release for men and women but ended its EHD program in 2015. In addition to enabling employed participants to maintain their jobs, Clackamas County offers a three week job search program within the facility for work release participants who are looking for work. If participants are unable to find employment within three weeks, they are returned to secure detention. Clackamas County also offers residential drug and alcohol treatment programs within their facility. 
Potential application for King County: Similar to Denver’s ASP, the Clackamas work release program offers programming consistent with the workgroup’s vision. The time-limited job search program with a return to secure detention if unsuccessful would help to limit the WER beds taken by unemployed participants should the program again expand to include job-seekers. 
Salt Lake County, UT
The Salt Lake County Sheriff’s Office offers work release and electronic home detention with a goal of reintegrating qualified clients back into society. Salt Lake County requires participants to complete a three month addiction recovery program prior to participating in their electronic home detention program. Salt Lake County also offers a program in which participants may be given the opportunity to find part-time paid work with a private employer. If the participant is successful, this can eventually lead to full-time work. Participants interested in this program are required to do unpaid manual labor for the county as a condition of applying for paid employment through this program.
Potential application for King County: King County could consider requiring completion of a substance use treatment program prior to admission to work release for potential participants with substance use disorders. 
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General Statutory Requirements
The Washington State Sentencing Reform Act of 1981, Revised Code of Washington (RCW) Chapter 9.94A, establishes the authority for local governments to provide various community custody programs. RCW 9.94A.030 (24) defines “electronic monitoring” (EM) as tracking the location of an individual, whether pretrial or post trial, through the use of a technology that is capable of identifying the monitored person’s presence or absence from a particular location. RCW 9.94A.030 (29) defines “home detention" as a subset of electronic monitoring consisting of partial confinement wherein the monitored individual is confined in a private residence 24 hours per day unless otherwise ordered by a court or monitoring agency. “Partial confinement” includes work release, home detention, work crew, and electronic monitoring provided that a substantial portion of each day is spent in one (or a combination) of these programs. RCW 9.94A.030(36). 
RCW 9.94A.680 (1) allows individuals convicted of nonviolent and non-sex offenses to be sentenced to a partial confinement alternative instead of total confinement. The placement of pretrial defendants occurs pursuant to RCW Title 10. There are conflicting laws regarding the granting of credit for time served in EM.
Sentencing Guidelines and Restrictions
Individuals charged with or convicted of misdemeanors and individuals sentenced to certain felonies may be placed in EM. RCW 9.94A.734 places restrictions on which persons can be placed on EM based on the type of crime to which they are convicted. Excluded crimes include violent offenses, sex offenses, drug offenses, and a few other crimes specifically listed (see Appendix E). A 2010 amendment to RCW 9.94A.734 related to the creation of a sentencing alternative for parents of minor children and did not substantively change the restrictions, which have been in place since 1995. In 2015, EHB 1943 amended RCW 9.94A.030, defining electronic monitoring and redefining home detention as a subset of electronic monitoring. 
RCW 9.94A.731 provides that an individual sentenced to work release shall be confined in the facility for at least eight hours per day. Participation in work release shall also be conditioned upon the individual attending work or school at regularly defined hours.
Pretrial Release Guidelines and Restrictions
The sentencing reform act and RCW 9.94A.734 are silent on the eligibility of pre-sentence persons with misdemeanor or felony charges. RCW Chapter 10.21 was added to the rules of criminal procedure in 2010 and clarified that pretrial defendants are eligible for pretrial release programs pending criminal proceedings. Court Rule 3.2 requires the court to consider a defendant’s risk of a violent offense or risk of failure to appear when making pretrial release decisions. 
In 2014, the legislature placed restrictions on who could be placed in a pretrial release program without bail, based on the type of crime and the individual’s criminal history, and the term “pretrial release program” was defined. In 2015, the legislature further amended RCW 10.21.015(1) to add participation in a 24/7 sobriety program into the definition of “supervision.” RCW 10.21.015 provides:
(1) Under this chapter, "pretrial release program" is any program, either run directly by a county or city, or by a private or public entity through contract with a county or city, into whose custody an offender is released prior to trial and which agrees to supervise the offender. As used in this section, "supervision" includes, but is not limited to, work release, day monitoring, or electronic monitoring, or participation in a 24/7 sobriety program.

(2) A pretrial release program may not agree to supervise, or accept into its custody, an offender who is currently awaiting trial for a violent offense or sex offense, as defined in RCW 9.94A.030, who has been convicted of one or more violent offenses or sex offenses in the ten years before the date of the current offense, unless the offender's release before trial was secured with a payment of bail.
A 2015 amendment to RCW 9.94A.734 provides that a court shall deny home detention when there has been a previous knowing, substantive, non-technical violation of the terms of a home detention program (9.94A.734 (6)(a)) and that a court may deny home detention when there has been a previous knowing, nonsubstantive, technical violation of the terms of a home detention program. (9.94A.734 (6)(b))
The Community Corrections Division has implemented procedures to verify the eligibility of pretrial individuals before placing them on the electronic monitoring program.
Credit for Time Served
There are two laws that address credit for time served in electronic monitoring, home detention, work release, or work crew. RCW 10.21 establishes pretrial conditions, while RCW 9.94A establishes the felony sentencing system. The two statutes when read together create some ambiguity, which different judges have interpreted differently.
RCW 10.21.030(2)(d) prohibits credit for time served in EM.
In contrast, RCW 9.94A.505 (6), requires the court at sentencing to give credit for time served in a program of partial confinement if that confinement was solely in regard to the offense for which the individual is being sentenced. That requirement is limited by RCW 9.94A.505(7), which prohibits credit for time served on electronic monitoring (one category of partial confinement) prior to sentencing if the conviction was for one of the following offenses:
(a) A violent offense;
(b) Any sex offense;
(c) Any drug offense;
(d) Reckless burning in the first or second degree as defined in RCW 9A.48.040 or 9A.48.050;
(e) Assault in the third degree as defined in RCW 9A.36.031;
(f) Assault of a child in the third degree;
(g) Unlawful imprisonment as defined in RCW 9A.40.040; or
(h) Harassment as defined in RCW 9A.46.020.
Conditions of Participation
RCW 9.94A.734 requires that participation in a home detention program shall be conditioned on: 
· Obtaining or maintaining current employment or attending a regular course of school study at regularly defined hours, or the individual performing parental duties to offspring or minors normally in the custody of the individual; 
· Abiding by the rules of the home detention program; and 
· Compliance with court-ordered legal financial obligations. 
· The home detention program may also be made available to individuals whose charges and convictions do not otherwise disqualify them if medical or health-related conditions, concerns or treatment would be better addressed under the home detention program, or where the health and welfare of the individual, other persons being held in the correctional facility, or staff would be jeopardized by the individual's incarceration. Participation in the home detention program for medical or health-related reasons is conditioned on the individual abiding by the rules of the home detention program and complying with court-ordered restitution. 
Statutory Requirements
Pursuant to RCW 9.94A.736(8)(b), a supervising agency means the public entity that authorized, approved, or administers an EM or HD program and has jurisdiction over the monitored individual. A monitoring agency means a public or private entity which monitors the individual. 
A public or private monitoring agency shall: 
· Provide notification within twenty-four hours to the court or other supervising agency when the monitoring agency discovers that the monitored individual is unaccounted for, or is beyond an approved location, for twenty-four consecutive hours. Notification shall also be provided to the probation department, the prosecuting attorney, local law enforcement, the local detention facility, or the department, as applicable; 
· Establish geographic boundaries consistent with court-ordered activities and report substantive violations of those boundaries; 
· Verify the location of the individual through in-person contact on a random basis at least once per month; and 
· Report to the supervising agency or other appropriate authority any known violation of the law or court-ordered condition.
In addition, a private monitoring agency shall:
· Have detailed contingency plans for the monitoring agency's operation with provisions for power outage, loss of telephone service, fire, flood, malfunction of equipment, death, incapacitation or personal emergency of a monitor, and financial insolvency of the monitoring agency; 
· Prohibit certain relationships between a monitored individual and a monitoring agency, including:
· Not employ or be owned by any person convicted of a felony offense within the past four years; and
· Obtain a background check through the Washington state patrol for every partner, director, officer, owner, employee, or operator of the monitoring agency, at the monitoring agency's expense.
A court that receives notice of a violation by a monitored individual of the terms of electronic monitoring or home detention shall note and maintain a record of the violation in the court file.
King County Code Provisions Regarding WER, EM, and HD
KCC 2.16.122 establishes the duties of CCD, which include 
· implementing alternatives to detention, including WER, EM, and HD, based on screening criteria approved by the superior and district courts; and
· assessment of the needs of adult persons placed in those alternatives.
It further provides that an individual is not eligible for a pretrial alternative to adult detention, if charged with a violent or sex offense as defined in RCW 9.94A.030 in the ten years before the date of the charged offense. An individual is not eligible for CCAP Basic if they have certain domestic violence convictions in the last ten years.
KCC 2.73.050 establishes a fee schedule for CCD programs including WER, EM, and HD.
[bookmark: _Ref479152774][bookmark: _Toc480277449]Future State Visioning
Before developing program options to analyze, the proviso workgroup engaged in a series of discussions about program purpose and desired program characteristics in a new Work Education Release or Electronic Home Detention program. A brief summary of these conversations is included in this section.
Purpose Statement
The proviso workgroup developed the following purpose statement to guide its discussions about options and alternatives:
Role of WER/EHD programs in the criminal justice system: Provide a placement alternative to secure detention. 
Who is eligible: Individuals 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.
Desired outcomes: 
· Allow individuals to keep their jobs, or continue school, training, therapeutic court, and/or treatment programs. 
· EHD participants can also 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. 
· Provide detention sanction required by state law for certain crimes.
Desired Characteristics in WER/EHD Programs
The workgroup considered three major aspects of Work Education Release and Electronic Home Detention: eligible population, location/site characteristics, and programming/services available to participants. The exhibits below summarize characteristics the workgroup cited as desired in an ideal WER and EHD program. 
[bookmark: _Ref476926069]Exhibit 12
Current and Desired Characteristics in Work Education Release Program
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[bookmark: _Ref476928536]Exhibit 13
Current and Desired Characteristics in Electronic Home Detention Program
[image: ]
In general, the workgroup supported expansion of WER eligibility, flexibility in site options, and expansion of programming to create a more therapeutic environment. For EHD, the workgroup was most interested in improving the technology being used to allow for more types of monitoring and types of eligible participants. Although it may not be feasible to develop programs with all desired characteristics, the items in Exhibit 12 and Exhibit 13 provided the basis for options analyzed in the next section.
[bookmark: _Toc480277450]Options
Work Release Options
Following the discussion outlined above, the workgroup developed the options shown in Exhibit 14. All of these options assume that the existing arrangement with DOC will continue to provide 30 work release beds at no cost to the County as part of the contract between DOC and DAJD. Furthermore, it is likely that the beds provided by DOC will continue to provide King County’s work release capacity for women. However, any of the options that include moving WER into a different facility could include capacity for women, which may require additional capital and operating costs. 
[bookmark: _Ref479168244]Exhibit 14
Work Education Release Options
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Option 1 represents a continuation of status quo operations on the 10th floor of KCCH, which workgroup participants agreed is inadequate for an evidence-based work release program that includes services geared to reducing recidivism and improving participant outcomes. 
Options 2 and 3 would both entail moving work education release to a new facility with the difference between the two being capacity. Beyond the significant capital costs that establishing a new facility would require, it is likely that siting and permitting would be very difficult obstacles to overcome. Despite the financial and political challenges, moving WER to a new location gives King County an opportunity to design a work release facility that better accommodates the workgroup’s vision, as described in Section V of this report. 
Option 4 includes two new locations, which would improve geographic access and equity by enabling CCD to open a work education release location accessible to residents who live and work in South King County. 
Option 5 would close work release entirely, as is currently planned beginning in January 1, 2018. 
Option 6 would entail contracting with a vendor to provide work release services and could potentially enable King County to operate a high-quality program at a lower cost than other options. However, it brings with it numerous challenges, such as the likelihood that no existing provider currently has sufficient capacity available and likely resistance from DAJD’s labor unions. 
The workgroup discussed siting of WER facilities separately from the program options shown in Exhibit 14. Exhibit 15 shows site options considered by the workgroup. 
[bookmark: _Ref479168897]Exhibit 15
WER Site Options
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Option A continues WER operations in the current, inadequate location on the 10th floor of KCCH. 
Option B would move WER to the West Wing of KCCF, which was originally designed as a minimum security facility and is currently unused except for DAJD training space on the 1st floor. Although the ability to utilize existing County space and the proximity to the jail make this an attractive option, it also has significant drawbacks. First, capital investment would be required to comply with the prison rape elimination act (PREA). Second, workgroup members felt that although the West Wing would provide a better facility than the present location, it still looks and feels like a jail and would not be conducive to the therapeutic environment envisioned in Section V. 
Option C has the benefit of being able to design a standalone facility adjacent to an existing detention facility, but would likely face political opposition. 
Option D would require identifying another County-owned building such as the Yesler Building that has space available to convert into a work release facility. Potential benefits include the possibility of co-locating work release with CCAP. However, this option would likely face the same permitting challenges and capital costs as other options that include moving WER. 
Options E, F, and G all involve identifying a non-County location to lease and convert into a WER facility or to build or renovate a new standalone facility. Again, permitting and capital would likely be major issues, as would the willingness of potential landlords to allow their buildings to be used for work release. By moving work release out of downtown Seattle, Options F and G could potentially save on lease costs while allowing space for parking.
WER Option Cost	
Exhibit 16 shows the estimated 2018 operating costs for the options given in Exhibit 14. The program staff column includes the cost of the existing WER/EHD staff, excluding the project manager TLT added by the King County Council in the 2017-2018 Biennial Budget. Option 3 assumes that the two case managers eliminated when WER capacity was reduced from 150 to 75 would be added back. Option 4 assumes that an additional four case managers, one supervisor, and one administrative support positions would be required to operate in two facilities. The corrections officer cost column estimates the cost of the corrections officer posts given in the operating cost notes column, exclusive of special pays and overtime. Note that a “post” refers to around-the-clock coverage every day of the year, so that approximately 5.34 FTEs are required to staff a single post. The food cost is based on an estimate of the 2016 food cost provided by DAJD and assumes that DAJD will continue to be able to prepare food in the KCCF kitchen and deliver it to the work release facility. If a future facility is in a location where this is not possible, DAJD would need to procure food service from a vendor and may incur higher costs. Other non-labor costs are based on the 2017 non-labor budget for WER and include urinalysis of WER participants. Transport costs are dependent on location, and refer to the cost of transporting individuals between the work release facility and secure detention, courts, and transit locations. 
Aside from the loss of a program that enables participants to keep their jobs while serving their sentence, it is not clear that closing work education release (Option 5) saves a significant amount of money. In the 2017-2018 Budget, the Executive proposed closing WER and EHD in 2018, saving a net of about $1.6 million when considering lost revenue. The County Council restored EHD by adding back a net of about $500,000. The remaining savings due to work release closure of about $1.1 million could be offset if the return of WER participants to secure detention would require the opening of a new unit in the jail. 
The contracting option (Option 6) assumes that there is a provider with capacity available in an existing facility, which is almost certainly not the case. Instead, if CCD were to contract with an outside vendor to provide WER services, King County would likely need to either provide a facility, pay the vendor for facility capital costs up front, or have the vendor fund the facility and roll capital costs into the rate charged to the County. 
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Exhibit 16
WER Options – Estimated 2018 Operating Costs
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Notes: Program staff shown here include sufficient capacity to perform existing EHD monitoring in addition to WER tasks. In Option 6, it is likely that King County would need to retain some staff to perform EHD case management.
CO  =   Corrections Officer
Given that specific site options have not yet been identified and that the calculation of even preliminary estimates is a substantial exercise for FMD, PSB does not yet have detailed capital improvement estimates for the various site options, as shown in Exhibit 17. A 2013 study by DLR Group provided several options for improvements to the West Wing of KCCF that included moving work release to the upgraded facility. The option that comes closest to ones that the workgroup discussed included creating WER dormitories for women on the first floor, dormitories for men on the 4th floor, and moving DAJD’s training facilities from the 1st floor to the 2nd floor. This option was estimated at $7.7 million and would provide capacity for 28 women and 174 men. However, it is likely that this estimate assumed a higher occupancy rate for each dormitory than would be actually implemented by DAJD. 
All options shown in Exhibit 17 not connected to KCCF or the Maleng Regional Justice Center (MRJC) (i.e., options C, D, E, F, and G) would likely result in higher operating costs than those shown in Exhibit 16 due to staffing inefficiency that will likely require at least one sergeant post beyond Option 2 costs, possible higher food expenses if unable to use from existing kitchen, and transport of participants between WER facility and secure detention, courthouses, and transit locations.
[bookmark: _Ref479235856]Exhibit 17: WER Options – Estimated Facility Costs
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EHD Options
The current electronic home detention contract with BI Incorporated expires on December 14, 2017, providing an opportunity to re-evaluate the County’s needs. Exhibit 18 shows four options for electronic home detention in the future. Option 2 would include issuing an RFP and soliciting bids for a new electronic home detention contract with expanded monitoring options, such as transdermal alcohol monitoring and GPS tracking. This would be preceded by an RFI and a requirements gathering process including key stakeholders such as Superior Court, District Court, the Prosecuting Attorney’s Office, and the Department of Public Defense. Option 3 could be combined with either Option 1 or Option 2, but would require negotiations with the unions representing affected DAJD employees. In the event that WER is closed in 2018 as currently scheduled, the option to move the responsibility for EHD monitoring to the courts or another County or third party agency could be considered. 
[bookmark: _Ref479238016][bookmark: _Ref479857157]Exhibit 18
Electronic Home Detention Options
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EHD Cost
The current contract with BI Incorporated costs the County $4.05 per day for rental and monitoring of cellular-based units. In 2016, the County incurred $157,000 in EHD contract costs. Home detention fees collected from participants ($112,000 collected in 2016) partially offset the contract cost. Additional costs include the time of CCD caseworkers spent enrolling people in EHD and following up on violations. 
Assuming that CCD employees continue to perform case management functions for EHD clients, it is likely that Option 2 in Exhibit 18 would incur costs to the County similar to the status quo (Option 1). Although a contract with a new vendor would likely have higher fees for expanded equipment offerings, at least some of this increase would be offset through participant fees. The cost of Option 3 depends on depends on implementation. For example, if King County executes a contract with a private vendor that includes caseworker functions such as enrolling new clients and following up on notices of violation, it is possible that the overall cost would be lower than current contract cost plus labor expenses. 
Other possible cost models include the approach taken by the City of Seattle discussed above. Seattle’s contract with Sentinel Offender Services stipulates that the vendor collects fees from the participants and does not receive any additional compensation from the City. To ensure equity, the contract specifies that 25 percent of participants be served at reduced rates, including 5 percent that are to be served at no cost. 
Programming Options and Cost Estimates 
Exhibit 19 shows the estimated costs of expanding programming available to WER or EHD participants. Detailed descriptions of current programming and opportunities for improvement can be found later in Section VII. Option 1 represents the cost of contracting out for a dedicated FTE through the King County Jobs Initiative to provide additional employment support services to WER, EHD, and CCD’s Community Center for Alternative Programs (CCAP). Option 2 assumes a modest expansion of existing King County Department of Community and Human Services (DCHS) behavioral health service contracts currently in place at CCAP. Option 3 assumes an additional reentry coordinator FTE with capacity to support WER and EHD participants. The risk-needs assessment shown as Option 4 is being implemented in DAJD now. Additional resources would likely be needed to extend this service to WER participants and provide training to WER staff. 
One additional way to expand programming at little to no cost is to train WER caseworkers to provide it directly and include some service delivery in their job descriptions. CCD has already discussed training caseworkers to provide basic life skills training, as shown in Option 5. Overall, the cost to grant access to various programming and services can be minimized by taking advantage of existing programs operated out of CCAP and making better use of existing resources. 
[bookmark: _Ref479236054]Exhibit 19
Summary of Programming Options and Estimated Costs
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WER and EHD Options Effect on ADP
The impact of WER on the secure detention population is very difficult to measure. It is not, as some assume, a direct, one-for-one exchange. Because of judicial discretion in the placement of persons in an alternative, the availability or lack of availability of bed space will influence how the court decides on both where and how long a person is in custody.
If the current WER program closed today, a percentage of the WER participants would come to secure detention. The 2017-2018 Biennial Budget assumed that 80 percent of the capacity of WER would return to secure detention, based on an assessment of what would happen with each of the individuals in WER at that time. However this percentage is uncertain, as is the length of time each individual would stay in secure detention. One proposed method of estimating this would be to look at the population on a given day, pull the case files for the participants, and ask the referring judges what the placement would have been if WER were not in place. The workgroup did not have sufficient time to compute an estimate in this manner, and this approach would still have all of the inherent problems of a snapshot analysis.
The impact of potential changes in EHD to ADP in secure detention is similarly unclear. It is possible that expansion of EHD through new technologies has a minimal effect on ADP because the people ordered to transdermal alcohol monitoring would already have been receiving this monitoring through a third party. It is likely that closure of EHD would result in an increase of ADP in secure detention, but without a detailed snapshot analysis as described above, the extent is unclear. 
Despite the uncertainties around the effect of WER and EHD on the jail population, given the size of existing programs, closing or expanding these programs are not likely to cause more than one secure detention unit being opened or closed. Each single-bunked secure detention unit has capacity for 64 ADP and requires 5.34 FTEs at a cost of about $700,000 annually. 
A historic comparison might be the closure of the North Rehabilitation Facility (NRF) in 2002. NRF was a 320 bed special detention facility on State-owned lands in Shoreline, operated as a cooperative program between DCHS and DAJD. It housed low security level individuals, had no secure perimeter and provided a 30-day drug and alcohol treatment readiness program for some participants. NRF closed primarily due to failing infrastructure and a high cost of rebuilding the facility. As the program ramped down and finally closed, there was very little change to the population of persons in KCCF and MRJC. This does not imply that the closure of NRF is predictive of changes to other alternatives to secure detention, especially given that WER serves a different population and that many WER residents have committed offenses that require jail time. However, it does illustrate that the relationship between secure detention and alternatives is non-linear and frequently unpredictable.
Each alternative will of course have different drivers for the population impacts in secure detention. The programmatic model chosen, the size of the facility, its location; all of these factors will have impacts. Modeling the likely changes to secure detention will have to take these factors into consideration, and this is not an easy exercise. The more the alternative looks like what we have done before, the easier the modeling will be. The greater the change in program design, the greater the uncertainty will be around impacts.
[bookmark: _Toc480277451]Integration with Other County Programs
Behavioral Health and Support Services
King County DCHS coordinates a number of different behavioral health and support programs in the King County Community Corrections Division. These programs, primarily administered through CCAP, include a housing voucher program, substance use disorder treatment, behavior modification classes, domestic violence education, life skills and wellness classes, GED preparation and testing, and a variety of other classes.
Currently, WER and EHD participants do not access CCAP programs as classes are only held during the day while most participants are at work. Drug Court participants access substance use disorder treatment, including Medication Assisted Treatment (i.e., methadone) in the community via specific contracted providers identified by Drug Court. A small number of Mental Health Court participants are court-ordered to CCAP Enhanced services.
Opportunities for Improvement
There is an opportunity to make the services currently provided to CCAP participants more widely available to those in WER or EHD programs. This would require additional funding to increase contract amounts to serve more individuals and may require additional space or CCD resources, depending on the scale of the expansion. If a needs assessment was incorporated into the WER and EHD programs, this would provide guidance on what support services would most benefit individual participants. 
Various behavioral health and support services could be provided on-site if a new WER facility were developed or they could be provided at CCAP or, in exceptional cases, other community providers via referral. The final WER facility location and program size would play a major factor in guiding the decision to provide services on-site or off-site.
Reentry Services
DCHS currently provides 90-days of reentry services to help individuals released from the two King County correctional facilities transition back to the community by connecting them with behavioral health, housing, and other support services and community-based resources. Since the WER program was downsized in the 2015-16 budget, only one reentry coordinator in this program has occasionally worked with WER participants. EHD participants are not currently linked with reentry services. Even without the WER-EHD caseload, reentry coordinators are only able to serve 10% of individuals upon release from jail, and prioritize those with serious behavioral health and housing needs.
Opportunities for Improvement
Shifting existing reentry coordination resources to WER/EHD participants is one option, but given that the current program is only able to serve a portion of individuals being released from jail, this option would not address the underlying need for more reentry services throughout King County. Alternatively, funding an additional reentry coordinator dedicated to WER and EHD would result in improved community transitions for these program participants.
A third option would be to  have existing case workers in the WER program provide reentry services and coordinate with the existing county reentry case management program. This option would require a process working with CCD leadership, employees, and labor to redefine the roles and responsibilities of case workers to better meet desired program outcomes. CCD leadership has already started some work to adjust roles along these lines as part of a larger reorganizational effort in 2016-2017.
Employment and Education Services
King County Employment and Education Resources (KC EER), in the Department of Community and Human Services, plays a leadership and coordination role in the local workforce system by managing the WorkSource Renton site and serving as the Seattle-King County WorkSource Operator. In addition, the King County Jobs Initiative (KCJI) offers employment and education resources to adults who have been involved in the justice system. 
WorkSource Operator 
As the WorkSource Operator, KC EER oversees the seven primary WorkSource sites and 31 WorkSource Connections sites throughout King County. The Operator staff work closely with the entire system of WorkSource sites to assure they have strong outreach to the community, effective on-site partnerships, and meet performance outcomes to effectively serve job seekers and employers.
KC EER manages the WorkSource Renton affiliate site and shares that location with the State Department of Corrections (DOC). This partnership allows DOC to efficiently refer job seekers to WorkSource Renton where the team assists them in finding employment. 
Recent Workforce Innovation Opportunity Act (WIOA) legislation requires WorkSource sites to focus on serving 14 very specific groups of job seekers with barriers, including those job seekers with a history of incarceration and involvement with the justice system. Thus, in 2016, WorkSource Operator staff assisted the King County Community Corrections Division and its Community Center for Alternative Programs in becoming a WorkSource Connections site. As a WorkSource Connections site, CCAP is now a part of the broader workforce system and has access to employment and education resources, staff training, enhanced partnerships, and a database used by employers to recruit job seekers. CCAP participants also have access to hiring events, job openings, client workshops, and the WorkSource System Business Team. The nine-member Business Team works with employers and businesses throughout King County to match WorkSource clients to local employer needs. DCHS has welcomed the new WorkSource-CCAP partnership because the CCAP WorkSource Connections site brings staff with valuable skills and expertise in serving justice involved adults. 
King County Jobs Initiative 
The King County Jobs Initiative (KCJI), managed by KC EER, focuses on providing employment and education resources to adults who have been involved in the justice system. KC EER contracts with two organizations, TRAC Associates and YWCA, to provide intensive case management services that lead to quality employment. Both contractors are WIOA service providers located in WorkSource sites. For 2017, KC EER arranged to have YWCA staff join the CCAP team two times a month to help provide KCJI employment workshops on site. This new resource is technically available to WER or EHD participants but is not being accessed because all current WER participants are either in therapeutic court or have jobs.
Opportunities for Improvement
KC EER has noted that if additional resources were available, it could assign a full time KCJI staff to CCAP to provide case management, training, workshops and broader funding opportunities to clients of CCD. This additional resource could be made available to WER or EHD participants through CCAP or the KCJI FTE could float between CCAP and the WER facility, offering on-site support in both locations. By providing employment and education resources in WER, EHD, and CCAP, the County would be able to provide some continuity and ensure individuals have access to these services as they move through the justice system. There would also be an opportunity to link these services with the new WorkSource resources available through the LEAP2WIN project at the Maleng Regional Justice Center starting in 2017. Under this program, individuals within six months of release will also have the opportunity to attend job readiness trainings and work with an employment counselor. Participants can continue receiving employment services post-release for continuity of service.
Risk and Need Assessment
In 2015, King County established the Recidivism Reduction and Reentry Policy Work Team. This cross-discipline work group is tasked with developing and implementing a county-wide strategic plan of action that addresses recidivism reduction and sustained reentry. The team has defined and agreed to the following concepts to guide the application of risk and need principles and related tools.
1. Core Principles: The application of appropriate correctional service reflects three core principles. [footnoteRef:4] [4:  Andrews, Bonta, Gendreau and Cullen. “Does Correctional Treatment Work: A Clinically Relevant and Psychologically Informed Meta-Analysis” 1999, 2010] 

· Delivery of service to higher risk persons (risk principle)
· Targeting and treatment of identified person-specific criminogenic needs such as criminal thinking, lack of pro-social peers and activities, impulsivity, etc. (need principle)
· Use of styles and modes of treatment that are matched with client need and learning style (responsivity principle)
2. Application of Risk and Need Assessment: The intent of risk and need assessment in King County is to:
· Collect relevant information about who is incarcerated in King County jails
· Identify their service needs 
· Refer persons to needs-based, in-custody programs
· Plan for risk and needs-based release referrals 
· Refer persons to CCAP and other community-based programs
King County has been working with Washington State University and its sub-contractor, Vant4ge, to develop and validate a risk and need assessment tool customized for King County. This tool is expected to go live in King County jail facilities in May or June 2017. There currently is not a plan to apply the tool in WER or EHD programs specifically, but it is possible some WER or EHD participants would use the tool if they go through jail intake.
Opportunities for Improvement
The risk and need assessment tool was cited by the workgroup as a desired component for WER and EHD if the programs were augmented to provide more linkages to services and programming. Once the tool starts being used in June 2017, there is an opportunity to design an approach to use the tool in WER and EHD. This may require developing a tool customized for the WER/EHD population and additional training for WER/EHD staff on the principles of risk, need, and responsivity, as well as motivational interviewing techniques to better assist program participants.
Health Services
As discussed in Section II, regulations prevent work release participants from receiving Medicaid benefits, and Jail Health Services does not currently serve WER. Although some WER participants have their own healthcare insurance, many others do not have insurance and fall into a coverage gap. Furthermore, WER does not currently have personnel to administer medications so participants with prescription medications must self-administer. To prevent trade in prescription drugs within the facility, participants are required to keep their medications in a locker that they can access in front of corrections officers. 
Opportunities for Improvement
Given the likely volume of usage and the fact that most of the WER population is not present onsite during the day, it would not be cost efficient to staff an onsite clinic to address participants’ medical needs. Instead, it may be possible to negotiate an agreement for WER participants to receive routine medical care from an existing Public Health clinic or community clinic. Emergency care would require emergency medical services through 9-1-1 as is the current practice. 
[bookmark: _Toc480277452]Partnership and Contracting Considerations
The current WER program includes individuals from the City of Seattle and several other contract cities in addition to county-responsible population. As shown in Exhibit 20 below, cities comprised about 20% of WER average daily population in 2015 (about 18 ADP) and 15% of WER ADP in 2016 (about 10 ADP). For EHD, city-responsible participants averaged about 2-3 ADP in 2015 and 2016. Under the current city contracts, cities pay a $134 daily maintenance rate for WER participants, which is lower than the $181 daily maintenance rate for secure detention. 
[bookmark: _Ref478076387]Exhibit 20
WER Contract City Average Daily Population, 2015-2016
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Exhibit 20 shows that Seattle is the city that uses the most WER and EHD capacity, followed by cities using Shoreline District Court (Shoreline and Kenmore) and Redmond District Court (Redmond, Duvall, and Skykomish). 
As described earlier in the Current State section, King County also has an agreement with the State Department of Corrections that allows the County to send up to 22 males and 8 females to the state-run Bishop Lewis and Helen B. Ratcliff work release facilities in Seattle. This agreement gives the County additional capacity and the ability to assign females to work release, an option not available in the King County-run facility.
Partner interest in maintaining WER/EHD programs
In initial discussions with representatives from the City of Seattle, there is interest from their judiciary in keeping WER and EHD programs open as a sentencing alternative for the Seattle Municipal Court. Depending on the option King County decides to pursue, Seattle and other city partners could play an important role in designing a new WER or EHD program. City partners could assist in site identification and permitting processes, identifying opportunities for co-location of services, and exploring the possibility of shared cost savings. 
[bookmark: _Toc480277453]Conclusion and Next Steps
The analysis to date and the discussions of the proviso workgroup have identified a range of reasonable options for future WER and EHD programs that, to varying degrees, reflect the desired characteristics of a new and improved set of programs. 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.
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. 
Although the workgroup did not select any specific preferred program options, the section below outlines several recommendations for next steps along with an overview of timeline considerations for what is likely a multi-year process to improve WER and EHD programs in King County.
Timeline Considerations
The current WER/EHD facility on the 10th floor of the KCCF is functional for the current program but is not suitable for providing a therapeutic environment and the programmatic options necessary to achieve improved reentry success for participants. All of the preferred options require a new location for WER, which will be difficult to implement within the current biennium given expected challenges of siting, permitting, and operations planning. 
In the short term, there is need for an interim option at least through the end of the current 2017-2018 biennium. It is unlikely that any alternative options could be developed by the end of 2018. To implement the Workgroup’s recommendation that WER be maintained through the 2018 biennium, the Executive and County Council should consider a budget appropriation to extend operations of WER in its current location through 2018.
After 2018, the hope would be that an alternative location has been identified and a plan developed to transition out of the current facility. Depending on how the planning process proceeds and whether an ideal location is identified quickly, operations at the current location may need to be continued into the 2019-2020 biennium. 
Commitment to Further Work
The proviso workgroup acknowledges that further work is needed to develop and implement an alternative WER and/or EHD program plan. The various agencies on the workgroup are all committed to supporting ongoing work on this topic. PSB and DAJD expect to continue providing project management and coordination support for this work. At this point it is not clear whether the workgroup will continue in its current configuration, be expanded, or be broken into smaller groups. Unless otherwise noted, the workgroup, however it is reconfigured, will be responsible for the action items and recommended next steps described below.
Electronic Home Detention Next Steps
Short-term Next Steps (by end of 2017)
· Develop Request for Information (RFI) for new EHD contract including modern technology and expanded functionality. The current contract with vendor BI Incorporated expires on December 14, 2017 so there is an opportunity to explore a new contract and technology options during the contract renewal process in the summer of 2017. There is particular interest in technology options like GPS-tracking and transdermal monitoring that have the potential to expand usage of EHD. 
In order to prepare for the RFI, conduct additional research on contract terms in other jurisdictions and consult with stakeholders in the judiciary, juvenile detention, and other users of the current EHD program to confirm desired program features.
· Rename the program. Electronic home monitoring or electronic monitoring are terms more widely used for similar programs using electronic location tracking technology. The program should be formally renamed in County code to align its title with actual practice and governing state statutes. 
Long-term Steps (2018 and beyond)
· Possibly consider transition of responsibility for EHD to different agency. As described in the options section, King County does have the option of shifting responsibility for EHD to another county agency or a non-county agency such as the Washington Association of Sheriffs and Police Chiefs (WASPC). It is unlikely a shift like this could occur before the current EHD contract is up for renewal but it is something that could be considered in future years once a clear plan for WER is known.
· Consider feasibility of using electronic monitoring to replace need for residential work release facility. Current statutes limit the usage of electronic home monitoring for certain cases that require partial confinement for sentencing. In the long-term, statutes may be revised so that electronic monitoring is an option for individuals currently in WER. At some point, a well-designed EHD program with strong linkages to needs assessment and appropriate programming could provide the same function envisioned for WER, without the higher operating and facility costs of a residential WER facility.
Work Education Release Next Steps
Short-term Next Steps (by end of 2017)
· Hire a project manager. The complexity of options and planning work required to design and implement a new WER program is significant enough to warrant a dedicated project manager. The 2017-2018 Adopted Budget included appropriation authority to hire a TLT project manager. A new project manager should be hired to take the findings in this proviso report, scope a project plan, and begin executing the plan with the support of all the agencies that contributed to this report.

· Involve additional stakeholders. The initial proviso workgroup was comprised of a broad representation of county agencies. As the project moves into the next phase exploring options further, additional stakeholders such as potential partner cities and labor should be consulted and included in ongoing work. Collaboration with partner cities could prove valuable in identifying potential site options and opportunities for co-location with other related services. Collaboration with labor will be necessary to better explore contracting options and staffing implications of any proposed program changes.
· Consider revising fee schedule. The current fee schedule for WER has not been revised since 1998. The fee schedule should be assessed and compared with fee schedules used in other jurisdictions. Actual collection rates by income level and equity and social justice considerations should be factored into any recommended fee schedule adjustment. In discussions on desired program characteristics, several workgroup members noted a desire that WER and EHD be available for all eligible individuals regardless of their ability to pay.
· Explore options for more beds for women. The current arrangement with DOC allows King County to access 8 work release beds for women at a DOC-managed facility. There is often more demand for these beds than spaces available. In the short term, since the county-run facility cannot accommodate women, DAJD should continue working with DOC and other partners to identify potential work release beds for women at other facilities. In the long term, additional capacity for women is one of the key desired characteristics in a new facility.
Long-term Steps (2018 and beyond)
· Implementation of a preferred option. It is unclear at this point what the preferred option will be for a new WER program. Once a preferred option is identified it will likely take over a year to implement.
Programming and Service Linkage Next Steps
Short-term Next Steps (by end of 2017)
· Continue work to redefine case worker responsibilities. CCD is currently engaged in a broad reorganization effort that includes working with WER case workers to redefine responsibilities to include more support activities such as leading life skills trainings. These efforts to improve services available to current WER participants with existing resources should be supported and continued.
· Where appropriate, make CCAP trainings and resources available to WER and EHD participants. WER and EHD participants current do not typically access programming at CCAP. There are opportunities to make more of these resources available to WER and EHD participants, particularly the new WorkSource Affiliate and King County Jobs Initiative resources at CCAP. Where appropriate, these connections should be encouraged.
· Consider piloting the inclusion of readily employable individuals in WER. When program capacity is available, individuals without employment but considered readily employable should be given the opportunity to participate in WER. These cases would allow program management to test linkages with employment services at CCAP and other therapeutic programming.
Long-term Steps (2018 and beyond)
· Implement risk assessment tool in WER/EHD. Once the risk need assessment tool is well established in the jail, develop a WER/EHD-specific tool and implement it. Use the tool to guide programming assignments.
· Explore on-site or expanded programming options. The programming options section of this report outlined several opportunities to make targeted investments to make certain services available for WER/EHD participants on-site or through CCAP. Assess the demand for these services and gather evidence that particular services will generate desired outcomes before making investment decisions. 
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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
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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
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Characteristics of Current Program

Eligible Participants Site/Facilities Programming/Services

Pre-trial and post-conviction

County-managed capacity for 79 men; 

capacity for 22 men and 8 women served 

via contracts.

Therapeutic Court participants have access 

to behavioral health services provided 

offsite

Have employment Downtown location

Treatment court participants 24-hour in/out access

Not limited to those able to 

afford fees

Transit access 

Those who require credit for 

time served

Not ADA Accessible

Desired Characteristics in Ideal Program

Eligible Participants Site/Facilities Programming/Services

Include "readily employable" as 

well as employed

Capacity for both men and women without 

waitlists

Needs assessment to determine appropriate 

programming/services

Include those in 

education/training programs

Designed so that it doesn't feel like a jail, 

but with security in mind

Behavioral health services

Include those in other treatment 

programs

Parking available; driving allowed Employability training (soft skills)

Available to cities via contract 2 or more sites with geographic diversity Vocational training

Location (i.e., downtown, industrial, 

suburban, etc.) TBD as appropriate

GED/Educational training

Onsite job training facilities (e.g., culinary 

program)

Healthcare services

Computer lab Release planning services

ADA Accessible

Services onsite or accessed at CCAP or in 

community
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Characteristics of Current Program

Eligible Participants Characteristics Programming/Services

Pre-trial and post-conviction

Contract with BI Incorporated; County pays 

annual fee to vendor.

Access to CCD services when permitted by 

court order

Statutorily mandated to EHD

County collects usage fees from 

participants on sliding income scale

Men and women

Monitoring performed by county 

employees

Not limited to those able to 

afford fees

Traditional RF technology

Desired Characteristics in Ideal Program

Eligible Participants Characteristics Programming/Services

Include those who need 

treatment compliance 

monitoring

GPS location monitoring w/ reports of 

violations and sufficient staff oversight

Access to programming available through 

CCD and new WER

Continuous transdermal monitoring

Alcohol monitoring

Smartphone-based options

Can set threshold levels for alerts to DAJD 

staff

Additional functions - appointment 

reminders, etc.
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Options Capacity Challenges/Risks Opportunities

1

Continue Current 

Operations

75

Suitability of existing facility; Current budget 

closes WER in 2018

Continuity of operations

2

Same Capacity, 

New Location

75

Siting and permitting; Acquisition and 

construction costs

Better facility; More programming

3

Larger Capacity, 

New Location

150

Siting and permitting; Acquisition and 

construction costs; Higher operating costs

Better facility; Expanded eligible population; 

More programming

4

Larger Capacity, 

Two Locations

150

Siting and permitting; Acquisition and 

construction costs; Higher operating costs

Same as above; Opportunity for better 

geographic coverage

5

Close Work 

Release

0

Participants return to jail and lose jobs and 

connections to family/community; Increased 

secure detention costs

Net cost savings; Mitigate revenue loss and 

increased jail costs by shifting more 

participants to EHD

6

Contract for WER 

Services

75

Labor issue; Loss of direct program control; 

Reliance on service providers; Unclear if any 

existing facilities exist with enough available 

capacity; Siting and capital costs still an issue if 

there is no existing capacity

No siting issues or capital costs if there is a 

vendor with available capacity; Likely lower 

operating costs
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Site Option Challenges/Risks Opportunities

A

Current Location - 

KCCH 10th Floor

Suitability of existing facility in question No major capital costs

B

West Wing of 

KCCF

Capital improvements required for PREA 

compliance and improved access; Lose relief 

capacity for secure detention

Currently vacant underused space; Originally 

built with work release program in mind; 

Siting not a challenge; after improvements, 

could be used for secure detention if 

necessary in the future

C MRJC

Space not available - would require 

construction of new unit(s); Local resistance 

when considered in past

Land is potentially available on existing site

D

Other County 

Building

Significant capital improvements for any non-

secure building

Opportunity to co-locate with CCD or 

other county-run partner programs

E

Non-County 

Building - 

Downtown Seattle

Significant capital improvements; High rent; 

Permitting

Close to Court and detention facilities; Good 

transit access

F

Non-County 

Building - Industrial

Significant capital improvements; High rent; 

Permitting; Potential transit access issues; Less 

proximity to services

Fewer siting challenges; Proximity to 

industrial employers; Least costly market 

rents

G

Non-County 

Building - Suburban

Same as above; siting particularly challenging in 

suburban areas; less proximity to services

Lower rents than downtown Seattle; Access 

to parking; Possibility when considering 

multiple sites instead of one central location
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Options Capacity

Progam staff 

Cost

Corrections 

Officers Cost Food

Other Non-

Labor Transport Revenue

Total Net 

Operating Costs 

(excl. facilities)

1

Continue Current 

Operations

75       990,000           1,256,000          23,000           88,000  N/A        350,000         1,919,000 

2

Same Capacity, New 

Location

75       990,000           2,511,000          23,000           88,000 

Dependent on 

location

       350,000         3,174,000 

3

Larger Capacity, New 

Location

150     1,243,000 

 3,867,000 to 

5,751,000 

        46,000         178,000 

Dependent on 

location

       500,000 

4,834,000 to 

6,718,000

4

Larger Capacity, Two 

Locations

150     1,734,000           6,478,000          46,000         178,000 

Dependent on 

locations

       500,000         7,758,000 

5 Close Work Release        -    N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A                  -    -         

6

Contract for WER 

Services

75 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A                  -   

1,850,000 to 

1,900,000



Estimate based on 2014 quote from Pioneer 

Human Services that included case management; 

Unlikely that Pioneer or another vendor has 

available capacity, so capital costs would be 

required, but are not included here

Includes 2 CO posts; DAJD gains efficiencies 

through proximity to KCCF due to the reduced 

need for supervision and backup available onsite

Assumes 4 CO posts; most locations would 

likely also require a sergeant post

Assumes 5-8 CO posts plus 1 sergeant post

Assumes 8 CO posts plus 2 sergeant posts

Operating Cost Notes
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Site Option

Capital Cost 

Notes

Facilities 

Operating 

Cost

A

Current Location - 

KCCH 10th Floor

    455,000 

B West Wing of KCCF

Already 

included in 

DAJD's FMD 

charge.

C

Maleng Regional 

Justice Center (MRJC)

Likely similar 

to Option A

D

Other County 

Building

Likely similar 

to Option A

E

Non-County Building - 

Downtown Seattle

1,040,000 to 

1,310,000

F

Non-County Building - 

Industrial

470,000 to 

540,000

G

Non-County Building - 

Suburban

360,000 to 

630,000



At a minimum, PREA modifications 

required to return to 150 capacity

Estimate was for different 

configuration and higher capacity. 

Current DAJD proposal would 

have capacity of 100-120.

Likely local opposition, permitting 

may be difficult

Likely very expensive to convert 

office space (e.g., Yesler) into semi-

secure residential



Siting and permitting likely to be 

very challenging

Siting and permitting likely to be 

very challenging

Siting and permitting likely to be 

very challenging

Estimated Capital Cost

None for short term; likely 

improvements needed if 

long term or increasing 

capacity

Estimated at $7.7M in 2013 
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Options Challenges/Risks Opportunities

1

Continue Current 

Operations

Current technology limits Court options; may result in lower 

usage than if other options were available.

Continuity of operations. Don't have to learn new technology.

2

RFP for New 

Vendor with 

Expanded Options

May disrupt operations. Vendor bids may not be attractive. 

Liability concerns with new technology and expanded usage.

Potential to offer courts with a wider range of options 

including GPS monitoring and remote alcohol monitoring. May 

be able to reduce net cost of EHD to County.

3

Shift Responsibility 

for EHD to 

Different Agency

Potential labor challenges. Unclear if courts or other agency 

would want to manage EHD.

If WER were to close, this option may be necessary to 

consolidate EHD responsibilities. If WER were to remain open, 

unclear if this option should be considered.

4 Discontinue EHD 

Likely that many current participants would go to secure 

detention; access to EHD is required for some DUI offenders - 

District Court would need to negotiate its own contract or 

require clients to secure their own monitoring services from 

an approved vendor.

Cost savings of approximately $100,000/year offset by jail ADP 

increase. CCD staff time freed up to focus on WER participants. 

Social costs of breaking ties to families and community.
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Options

Annual Cost 

Estimate Challenges/Risks Opportunities

1

Employment

Additional King County Jobs 

Initiative FTE

$75,000 

Just started WorkSource affiliate. Could use 

time to pilot and show results before 

investing. Would require an expanded facility 

to justify including participants without jobs.

Setting up continuum of employment 

services - available in jail, CCAP, and WER. 

Leverage new WorkSource affiliate 

designation.

2

Behavioral Health

Increase CCAP contracts to 

allow WER/EHD participation

$50,000-$100,000

If location far from existing CCAP location, 

potential challenge for WER/EHD participants 

to access services.

Making more behavioral health services 

available to WER/EHD participants with these 

needs.

3

Re-entry Coordination

Add additional re-entry 

coordinator

$85,000 

Currently only provide small percentage of jail 

population with release planning. Is WER/EHD 

the population with greatest need for these 

services?

Provide re-entry services to WER/EHD 

participants and coordinate with existing re-

entry coordinators and release planners.

4

Risk- Needs Assessment

Develop WER-EHD specific 

needs assessment; train WER 

staff

TBD

Still getting risk-need tool started. Could use 

time for program to stabilize before expanding 

to WER/EHD. 

May be able to extend to WER/EHD with 

existing resources. Critical if plan for 

WER/EHD is to include access to various CCAP 

services.

5

Life Skills

Re-tool existing case worker 

duties; train them to run 

these types of classes

Minimal

Engaging case managers and getting agreement 

on new responsibilities.

Better utilize case manager resources to fit 

new WER/EHD model.

6

Housing

Expand existing housing 

voucher program

TBD

Housing is an overarching problem for many 

individuals touching CCD programs. A broader 

approach may be needed.

Opportunity to take advantage of new 

housing revenue sources being considered.
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