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Incarceration Prevention and Reduction Task Force
Meeting Summary, March 07, 2016
Whatcom County Courthouse, Rooms 513/514
311 Grand Avenue, Bellingham WA
Attendance
Present
Anderson, Angela
Brubaker, Jeff
Deacon, Anne
Elfo, Bill
Gribbin, Susan
Hammill, Daniel
Heydrich, Alfred
Hovenier, Jack, Co-Chair
Knapp, Michael
Kruse, Betsy
Mann, Ken
Moonwater
Morgan, Irene
Peterson, Darlene
Polidan, Randy
Ruffatto, Peter (proxy for Kelli Linville)
Schroeder, Tyler
Walker, Kathy (proxy for Dave McEachran)

Representing
Whatcom County Public Defender
Bellingham Fire Department
Whatcom County Human Services
Whatcom County Sheriff
Consumer
City of Bellingham, City Council
Whatcom County Superior Court Commissioner
Consumer Representative
Ferndale PD
North Sound Mental Health Administration
Whatcom County Council Member
Whatcom Dispute Resolution Center
Restorative Community Coalition
Bellingham Municipal Court
Unity Care NW
City of Bellingham, Mayor’s Office
Whatcom County Executive’s Office
Whatcom County Prosecutor’s Office

Guest Speakers
Wendy Jones
Jeff Parks

Whatcom County Sheriff’s Office
Whatcom County Sheriff’s Office

Absent
Bernstein, Jill, Co-Chair
Finkbonner, Julie
Gockley, Stephen
Manering, Byron
Phillips, Chris
Winter, Greg
Staff
Wight, Dean - Lead

Citizen Representative
Lummi Nation
Whatcom Alliance for Health Advancement
Brigid Collins
PeaceHealth St. Joseph Medical Center
Opportunity Council

Meeting Summary
1. Call to Order
The meeting was called to order at 9:03 by Jack Hovenier, Co-Chair.
Jack called the members’ attention to the meeting summaries for February 1 and February
16, 2016. Moonwater asked whether future meeting summaries could contain more detail,
as some interested parties aren’t able to access the audio recordings. Jack asked Dean
Wight to consider that request.
2. Review Proposed 2016 Meeting Schedule
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Incarceration Prevention and Reduction Task Force
Meeting Summary, March 07, 2016
Whatcom County Courthouse, Rooms 513/514
311 Grand Avenue, Bellingham WA
Members were directed to the proposed 2016 meeting schedule in the packet. Jack asked
whether there were any questions about the schedule.
Moonwater asked whether there was any possibility of changing the schedule from the first
Monday of the month to another day. She stated she would not be available the next three
meetings. Others indicated conflicts with particular future dates. A suggestion was made to
consider the second Monday of each month as a date, but others had conflicts with that
date. Jack then suggested that members submit information to Dean about their availability
on the first and second Mondays of each month, for him to determine which Monday would
work best for most members in a given month. Dean stated he would send out a request for
the information as a reminder.
3. Updates from Ad Hoc Committees
Jack then asked if the chairs of each of the Ad Hoc Committees had anything to report,
noting that there likely had not been any meetings since the February 16 Task Force
meeting.
Commissioner Heydrich stated there had been no meeting of the Justice System committee.
He proposed the next meeting of the Justice System committee be scheduled for Monday,
March 28 from 9:15-11:15 am.
Anne Deacon noted there had been no meeting of the Behavioral Health committee, but that
the County Human Services staff had material to present to the next meeting. She
proposed meeting on Thursday, March 24 from 3 – 5 pm.
Dean Wight indicated he would contact Chris Phillips about scheduling a meeting of the
Triage Facility committee. He also stated he would work with each committee chair on
preparing agendas for the three ad hoc committees.
4. Council Feedback on Phase One Report
Ken Mann reported that the County Council was pleased with the IPRTF Phase One report,
and felt it provided a good framework for moving into Phase Two. He complimented the cochairs and task force members for their work.
5. Steering Committee
Ken Mann explained his proposal that a Steering Committee be established for the Task
Force, to deal with processes for moving the Task Force work forward, including the role of
WAHA and the co-chairs. The Steering Committee would not make substantive decisions,
but make sure that any procedural questions were addressed as they came up. All
meetings and discussions of the Steering Committee would be reported to the Task Force.
The Steering Committee would be made up of the County Executive representative, the
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County Council representative, the co-chairs of the Task Force, the ad hoc committee
chairs, and the WAHA facilitator.
After discussions and questions, Ken Mann made the following motion:
“That the Task Force establish a Steering Committee comprised of the Executive
representative, the Council representative, Task Force subcommittee chairs, Facilitator
representative and Task Force co-chairs. The meeting shall be open to the public and
the purpose is to discuss Task Force and sub-committee process, meeting goals for
Task Force established by ordinance, and to clarify and discuss role of contracted
facilitator.”
The motion was seconded by Darlene Peterson. Motion was passed unanimously.
6. Presentation by Wendy Jones/Jeff Parks
Jack invited Sheriff Elfo to introduce his staff who were present to report on the new
Spillman jail information system. Jeff Parks reviewed talking points which he told the
Task Force were also available on one of several handouts by the door. Task Force
members were informed the handouts would also be put on the website and distributed
electronically. Jeff described the structure of the Spillman system. He indicated their
focus has been on implementing the system in stages, meeting the Department’s
business needs at the jail and for arresting officers first. He pointed out there has been
pressure to get the old system replaced quickly, in order to stay in compliance with
Federal Uniform Crime Reporting Standards. He stated that Department staff had met
last week with an organization called Measures for Justice, under federal contract to
create uniform national measures of court and incarceration activity. The project is
working with 300 counties in five states. He shared a handout from that group,
describing their goals. He mentioned it as an example of the interest from several
directions in obtaining data regarding incarceration. Jeff indicated that the new system
is running in parallel with the legacy system, while they gradually populate the new
database as arrests & bookings occur. He pointed out that County Corrections must
coordinate with 10 municipalities, 9 prosecuting attorney offices and 11 law enforcement
agencies in Whatcom County. He indicated that all fields are searchable in the
database, but said that it takes significant work to create “queries” using the Crystal
Reports report generator that is linked to the database.
Wendy Jones then described the business uses of the Spillman system that serve the
corrections officers in the jail. She also explained the legal limitations on what
personally identifying information can be shared, limited to five basic information items.
Requests for information which include other data associated with those five personally
identifying elements cannot routinely be shared outside the Department. She referenced
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the handout describing the National Incident Based Reporting System (NIBRS), the
counties in Washington State were expected to upload data to beginning in 2012. Wendy
also described the resource limitations of the Corrections Division in responding to
requests for information. In response to a question about behavioral health
characteristics of jail inmates, she indicated that HIPAA rules require keeping such
information separate from the jail database system.
Kathy Walker stated that the County Prosecuting Attorney’s office had also met recently
with the Measures for Justice representatives. She stated her office’s reservations in
sharing the requested information, particularly since the organization was not a
governmental agency but a non-profit agency.
Moonwater from the Dispute Resolution Center spoke up to describe the importance of
developing baseline information on the various aspects of criminal justice and
corrections activity, in order to evaluate the effectiveness of any programs or changes
implemented as a result of Task Force recommendations. Discussion followed regarding
the kinds of questions that the different ad hoc committees have, which would help them
in formulating and evaluation their recommendations.
Ken Mann then asked whether it was possible for the Sheriff’s Department to export data
from the Spillman system into an Excel file and provide it to another part of County
government for analysis, to identify opportunities for affecting incarceration rates. Jeff
Parks suggested there would need to be more discussion regarding that proposal, and
that it would be helpful to know what questions members of the Task Force had. He
indicated that Caleb Erickson from the Corrections staff was the technical expert on the
Spillman system, and would defer to him in discussions about accessing data. There
followed discussion on the complexities of formulating data requests, given that data
resides not only in the Spillman system but in the various court databases and service
system databases.
As time for adjournment was nearing, Dean Wight summarized the discussion and
suggested that the issue of how to access relevant information from Jail and other
information systems be referred to the Steering Committee for discussion. He also
suggested that each ad hoc committee take time at its next meeting to further refine the
questions of its members, which could form the basis for information requests.
7. Public Comment
Irene Morgan stated her concern that meeting audio recordings and handouts were not
getting onto the WAHA website in a timely way, and stressed the importance of making
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information about Task Force work and activities readily available to the general public. She
pointed out there is great interest in the work of the Task Force.
A member from the audience pointed out the importance of converting raw data into useful
information.
8. Meeting Adjourned at 10:55 am.
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Proposed meeting schedule for the Incarceration Prevention Reduction Task Force
(2016)
311 Grand Avenue, Rooms 513/514
March 7, 2016, 9-11am
April 4, 2016, 9-11am
May 2, 2016, 9-11am
June 6, 2016, 9-11am
July 11, 2016, 9-11am
August 1, 2016, 9-11am
September 12, 2016, 9-11am (Note: Labor Day is September 5th)
October 3, 2016, 9-11am
November 14, 2016, 9-11am (room not available on 11/07)
December 5, 2016, 9-11am

Whatcom Alliance for Health Advancement
Incarceration Prevention and Reduction Task Force
Steering Committee Meeting Summary
March 21, 2016
Whatcom County Health Department, 509 Girard Street, Bellingham WA

Attendance
Present
Bernstein, Jill, Co-Chair
Deacon, Anne, BH Chair
Heydrich, Alfred Justice Chair
Hovenier, Jack, Co-Chair
Mann, Ken
McEachran, Dave
Parks, Jeff (proxy for Bill Elfo)
Schroeder, Tyler
Wight, Dean

Phillips, Chris

Apologies
Triage Chair

Representing
Citizen Representative
Whatcom County Human Services
Whatcom County Superior Court Commissioner
Consumer Representative
Whatcom County Council Member
Whatcom County Prosecuting Attorney
Whatcom County Sheriff’s Office
Whatcom County Executive’s Office
WAHA - Facilitator

PeaceHealth St. Joseph Medical Center
Meeting Summary

1. Welcome & Selection of a Chairperson
Ken Mann was selected as the Steering Committee Chairperson.
Ken indicated that he would like to move Agenda Item 5 to the top of the agenda as it will inform the
discussion on other points.
2. Role of WAHA
Ken stated that he has been disappointed in WAHA’s performance to date in this contract, and that the
impact of turnover at WAHA has been a let-down. He feels like it is apparent that WAHA has lost the
confidence of key participants in the task force and he is advocating for a change in facilitator.
Jill stated that she and Jack have reflected on the tasks that WAHA has been assigned and believes that
WAHA does not have the ability to provide facilitation, administrative support or proper writing of reports.
She also noted a number of problems with website administration and materials distribution. She is in
favor of a change.
Jack stated that he is strongly in favor of a change. He indicated that the relationship as described to
County Council is quite different than how things have gone. He noted that there is a fundamental
difference between how the Co-Chairs see their role and how WAHA sees its role.
Jill also noted the perception in the community that WAHA has a conflict of interest as it receives funds
from the County and the City of Bellingham for other work.
Anne stated that she does not fully agree with Jack’s understanding of what she said to the County Council
regarding this contract. She noted that the facilitator should be providing leadership. She stated that from a
Health Department point of view, community partners are highly valued as Health Department work cannot
be completed without them. She stated that issues should be worked out in a respectful and dignified way,
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and that she feels badly about the way that some TF members have treated a valued community partner.
She stated that she felt like WAHA was not allowed to do its work (i.e. leadership and direction).
Dave stated that the TF started with a wide focus and that incessant meetings are difficult. He said that he
does not have the issues that Jill and Jack have raised. He doesn’t think we should change from WAHA,
he thinks the TF needs clearer direction.
Dean stated that he has no doubts about his skills as a facilitator, but that the stage was not properly set
for a facilitation process to occur. He said that there needs to be a “re-set” for the work to move forward.
He stated that he does not think that current relationships are going to succeed. He noted that although
WAHA was given the responsibility (both ad hoc and verbally) of website maintenance; it is actually a
county responsibility based on ordinance, and the website needs to transition back to the County.
Dean informed the Steering Committee that WAHA would prefer that the County exercise its option to
terminate the contract at the County’s convenience. He also said that WAHA will continue to work in the
interim, and make this an orderly process for the County.
Dean indicated that he is happy to continue to serve as Stephen Gockley’s proxy in the Crisis Triage Ad
Hoc Committee.
Tyler said that this was not “new news”, and that he will work toward termination.
3. Review Phase II Task Force Work
There was a discussion about the work of each Ad Hoc Committee going forward, and about the need for
facilitation at different levels in each of these ad hoc committees.
Fred noted that the Justice Ad Hoc Committee he chairs does not have clarity about its Phase II
responsibilities or about the scope of work it is trying to do together.
Dean’s outline for Phase II work was briefly discussed, as was the need to make a decision about the
potential need for a 4th Ad Hoc Committee to address broader issues that lead to criminal behavior.
Jack made a recommendation that we defer the work of the 4th Committee until the TF work is complete.
Ken noted that this was a decision for the Task Force as a whole.
4. Website
The website is moving back to Whatcom County governance, as directed by Ordinance. As noted by Dean
(above), WAHA was given responsibility for the website and the County should have retained that work.
5. Distribution of Materials
WAHA receives information and articles on a regular basis for distribution to the Task Force, and a protocol
for distribution of articles and other materials would be helpful.
Ken suggested that items submitted for distribution be updated to the website every two weeks.
Anne reminded the group that items for distribution should be factual, verified from a reliable source, and
based on research, according to the contract.
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Ken indicated that the items could be treated as public comment.
Jill suggested that a list of everything new at the website could be circulated.
6. Information Needs of the Task Force
Tyler recommended that the Ad Hoc Committees discuss their information needs and report back to the
Task Force. He noted that data requests are time consuming for County staff.
7. Next Steps
The Steering Committee will work together on writing an RFP for the next facilitator.
Tyler stated that given the expertise needed for the work, he still thinks WAHA is appropriate.
Jill indicated that the three tasks (facilitation, writing and administrative) could be separated.
Ken is going to see if County staff can take on the administrative tasks
Dean stated that WAHA would like responsibility for the website to move back to the County as soon as
possible, there has a been a lot of turmoil over this and it is a County responsibility.
Dean indicated that he will continue to work with each Ad Hoc Chair to move agendas forward in the
interim period.
8. Meeting Schedule
Next meeting is March 31, 2016 from 1 – 2:30pm
• Next steps regarding facilitation
• Phase II work
9. Adjourn – 10:30am
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Importance:

Stephen Gockley
Dean Wight (deantw@aol.com); Phillips, Chris; Smith, Veronica A.; Regina Delahunt; Jill Bernstein
(jbernstein020@gmail.com); Jack Hovenier (jack@nicetiger.com)
Legislation relevant to IPRTF
Thursday, March 10, 2016 4:16:04 PM
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I received a report on the status of health-related legislation as of March 8 that included the
following summary of a bill that seems very relevant to the jail diversion task force, and
perhaps especially the Behavioral Health Ad Hoc workgroup.

Requires HCA to: (1) suspend medical assistance benefits for
incarcerated individuals and those in state hospitals by July 1, 2017;
(2) work with DSHS to provide guidance to providers regarding
reimbursement for services provided to incarcerated individuals; (3)
SSB
Medicaid
6430, apply for a federal waiver to so that MCOs and BHOs can provide
suspension
Parlettebehavioral health services to those incarcerated in jails' and (4) apply
for a federal waiver so that work release participants are eligible for
Medicaid coverage. House added a "Null and Void" amendment that
would nullify the bill if it is not funded in the budget.
Stephen Gockley l Attorney at Law
Northwest Justice Project l 1814 Cornwall Avenue l Bellingham, WA 98225
( 360.734.8680 x0820 l Fax 360.734.0121 l Email stepheng@nwjustice.org
Please consider the environment before printing

"Laws only declare rights. They do not deliver them." Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr.
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Kathy Walker
Smith, Veronica A.
FW: Herald Op Ed: Juvenile Court Achievements
Tuesday, March 15, 2016 4:26:18 PM
March op ed Juvenile Court 031316.pdf

Thought the task force members might be interested in this op ed.
From: Sandy Korthuis
Sent: Monday, March 14, 2016 10:20 AM
To: Council; Barbara Plumbo; Bill Elfo; Brad Bennett; Bruce Van Glubt; Chris Benedict; Dana BrownDavis; Darla Smith; Darlene Peterson; Dave Reynolds; David McEachran; Dawn Pierce; Debbie Adelstein;
Dee Ebergson; Denise Smith; Diana Bradrick; Drew Betz; Jack Louws; Jeff Parks; Joe Rutan; John
Romaker; Jon Hutchings; Jon Komorowski; Julie Wiles; Karen Goens; Kathy Walker; Keith Willnauer;
Marina Engels; Mark Bauthues; Michael McFarlane; Mike Russell; Nanette Kallunki; Peggy Hintz; Perry
Rice; Regina Delahunt; Sam (Jeanne) Ryan; Stephanie Draper; Steve Oliver; Tawni Helms; Tyler
Schroeder
Subject: Herald Op Ed: Juvenile Court Achievements

Good morning,
Please find attached the March opinion editorial written by Dave Reynolds. The op ed was published
in the Bellingham Herald over two days – March 11 and 13. It is also available on the website:
http://www.whatcomcounty.us/DocumentCenter/Home/View/16631.
Thank you,
Sandy Korthuis
Executive Secretary
Whatcom County Executive’s Office
311 Grand Avenue, Suite 108
Bellingham, WA 98225
Ph: (360) 778-5212

Disclaimer: Public documents and records are available to the public as required under the Washington State Public Records Act (RCW
42.56). The information contained in all correspondence with a government entity may be disclosable to third party requesters under the
Public Records Act.

Bellingham Herald Op Ed, printed March 12 and 13, 2016
Whatcom County Juvenile Court Achievements
Written by Dave Reynolds, Director (Superior / Juvenile / Court Clerk), Whatcom County
It seems today’s news is filled with stories of horrific crimes, some of which involve juvenile offenders.
Public perception reflects a juvenile crime problem that is out of control, and a system that is broken
and in need of repair. It is of little surprise that many people don’t know about the great work being
done around the nation, in Washington State, and this community in both prevention and intervention
to keep juveniles from coming into and returning to the system.
In 1998 there were 35,651 juvenile offender filings in Washington State, and Whatcom County
accounted for 1,504 of those. The county’s 10-17 population (the age group cohort most likely to be
referred to juvenile court for delinquent behavior) was 19,462.
The 1999 Whatcom County Law and Justice Plan identified the need for an 88 bed juvenile detention
center by 2010 to meet the needs of the growing population and anticipated juvenile crime. The 32 bed
juvenile detention center, on the 6th floor of the county courthouse, was deemed too small to deal with
the number of youth needing to be incarcerated. In fact, at that time it wasn’t uncommon to have 50
juveniles in the overcrowded facility. For safety reasons, we had to cap the population at 50. When we
hit this threshold, each new youth being brought into the facility meant the judge had to release one.
Whatcom County wasn’t alone in this process. During the mid to late 90’s many counties were
increasing their detention capacities to deal with overcrowding and the continued predicted increase in
population and juvenile crime. Around the nation, predictions of the “Super predator” drove legislation
in most states to get tougher on juvenile crime.
In 1999, our county’s 10-17 population dropped to 18,725, and the county’s filings fell as well. At the
time everyone thought the same thing; demographics. Over the next several years, however, the
county’s juvenile population continued to increase, yet filings and juvenile arrests have continued to
decrease.
Statewide juvenile filings in 2014 dropped to 11,578; a reduction of 68%. In Whatcom County that
number dropped to 301 in the same time period, a reduction of 80%. The juvenile 10-17 population
remains over 19,000. In 2015, the number of juvenile filings has fallen ever further to 289. This
reduction in filings is consistent with the drop of arrests, which I also track on a regular basis.
Our detention center had average daily population of just 16 youth in 2015. On average, two of those
were being held for other jurisdictions. In the last decade, the number of juvenile state institutions has
been reduced from six to three as commitments have plummeted.
Our Prosecutor’s Office also does an excellent job in diverting cases from court whenever appropriate
consistent with public safety. Diversion can be more immediate and effective than a long drawn out

court process. Approximately 50% of the criminal cases referred to the Prosecutor’s Office are sent to
juvenile probation to divert.
Diversion is the least restrictive way of dealing with juveniles who are referred for misdemeanors, gross
misdemeanors, and some class C felonies. A juvenile who qualifies for a diversion does not go to court,
there is no trial before a judge, and the juvenile is not placed on probation. The juvenile and their
parents / guardians will meet with either a community accountability board or with the assigned
probation counselor to determine the diversion agreement requirements.
Youth in diversion may also be referred to Teen Court. In partnership with Northwest Youth Services
since 1997, Teen Court hears cases involving youth who are facing a 2nd discretionary diversion or who
failed a traditional diversion contract. The offenses involved are misdemeanors, and do not include
offenses involving weapons, domestic violence or gang activity. The offender admits to the offense, as in
traditional diversion, and then goes before a jury of high school students charged with determining the
penalties to be assessed.
The teen jury is made up of a mix of non-offender volunteers and those who previously had their own
charges resolved in teen court. Some high school students serve as judges, others as advocates
presenting the case to the jury on behalf of the state and the accused. Other students may serve as
bailiffs, clerks, and in other capacities as needed. Teachers from the schools act as advisors to the youth
teams, and the advisory board made of students guide the program.
In addition to reducing filings, we have greatly reduced our reliance on juvenile detention, putting off
the day we will need a new facility. We have looked to additional means of accountability and giving
back to the community. Community Service provides such an opportunity. We also want to help make
sure the youth’s obligations to the court and community are meaningful. A youth assigned community
service has the opportunity to give back to their community in a restorative way through collaboration
with a number of community service sites. Some also provide the youth the opportunity to learn new
skills that better themselves, as well as service to the community.
Whatcom County has been part of the Juvenile Detention Alternative Initiative since 2004. This
nationwide initiative isn’t about being soft on crime or not holding kids accountable, but rather
addressing core strategies to assure we are detaining those youth who need to be detained, and
keeping others in the community consistent with public safety. The strategies include: collaboration
amongst stakeholders; use of data to drive decisions; objective admission criteria; providing alternatives
to detention, expedited case processes, looking into special detention cases, monitoring conditions of
confinement, and reducing racial and ethnic disparities amongst those detained.
I am often asked, in my personal and professional opinion, what is the reason for such a dramatic
reduction in juvenile crime. While I can only speak to the work being done in our juvenile court in
conjunction with our community partners there have been a number changes, both legislative and
policy related, which I believe have greatly impacted this tremendous reduction of youth entering and
returning to the juvenile justice system.

Statewide juvenile offender filings dropped 68% from 1998-2014. During the same period, Whatcom
County achieved a reduction of 80%, reaching 81% by the end of 2015. This reduction in filings is
consistent with the drop of arrests, which I also track on a regular basis.
While I don’t think there is any one thing we are doing as a state, or a community, that has led to this
amazing reduction, I do think it is a combination of things which have created such positive results.
In the past, many offenders coming through the system were treated basically the same regardless of
their offense or other factors in their life. Most conditions directed the youth to go to school, obey a
curfew, abstain from alcohol and drugs, report to a probation officer, submit to random urinalysis,
complete community service and attend counseling. Violation of these conditions would result in the
youth returning to court to answer to the judge. A standard consequence of the violation was a
sentence to detention. The more the youth violated the longer the sentence, up to 30 days.
Probation officers also had wide discretion on how they supervised their caseloads with autonomy on
when to take a youth back to court, as well as the sanction they could seek on a violation. The major
focus of probation in those days was monitoring and accountability with less emphasis on rehabilitation
services they needed to keep from re-offending.
Since then there have been a number of changes in the law as well as the way we do business.
In 1995 RCW 13.32A, commonly known as the BECCA Bill, came into effect. The purpose was to protect
children who are at risk, run away from home, and truant from school.
One of the greatest risk factors identified in predicting a youth entering the juvenile justice is not being
in school. Truancy laws require a school to inform a student’s parents of unexcused absences and to
meet with the student and parents if unexcused absences continue to accumulate. If a student has
seven unexcused absences in a month, or ten in an academic year, the school district must file a truancy
petition in juvenile court. At Risk Youth petitions provide parents an option to obtain assistance from
the court if the child: Is absent from home for at least 72 consecutive hours; Is beyond parental control
such that his/her behavior endangers the health, safety, or welfare of the child or any other person; Has
a substance abuse problem for which there are no pending criminal charges. Child in Need of Services
(CHINS) petitions may be filed by the child, a parent, or the Department of Social and Health Services to
provide court intervention to youth not otherwise under the jurisdiction of the court.
These three programs under the BECCA Bill provide for court intervention prior to becoming criminally
involved. I believe these early interventions are a contributing factor to fewer youth entering the system
In 1997 the Washington State Legislature enacted the Community Juvenile Accountability Act (CJAA) to
test the use of “research-based” programs to reduce juvenile offender recidivism. The act required the
use of a risk assessment to assign youth to these programs. The Washington Association of Juvenile
Court Administrators worked with the Washington State Institute for Public Policy to develop the
Washington State Juvenile Court Assessment. Implemented in 1999, the first stage is a pre-screen
assessment completed for all youth placed on probation. The second stage, a full assessment, is

required for youth assessed as moderate or high risk to reoffend on the pre-screen. This full assessment
identifies a youth’s risk and protective factor profile to guide rehabilitative efforts. This assessment,
which has been continually validated, has also been adopted by over 18 other states around the nation,
including Florida, Wyoming, Illinois, and New York State.
This assessment not only helps establish the level of supervision, but also gives the probation officers
information on factors in the youth’s life that can help them stay out of trouble (protective factors) and
those factors that contribute to the youth’s delinquency (risk factors) allowing probation officers to
dedicate their resources to the youth who are higher risk to reoffend.
Information gathered from the risk assessment has led us to make significant changes in the way we
supervise youth. For those youth on formal probation, each county has various resources available to
address the risk and protective factors in their community. I believe Whatcom County has done a good
job in utilizing the data available from the assessment to meet the needs of our community. In the past
probation officers had wide discretion and autonomy, however, now have standards consistent with our
balanced and restorative justice philosophy and have greatly streamlined our approach to supervision.
In addition to consistent supervision standards, with individualized case plans all alleged violations of
probation are staffed by the juvenile probation officers as a group. A group recommendation is
developed that holistically addresses the violation, in a restorative justice manner with an equal
emphasis on community safety, accountability, and competency. The focus is not just holding youth
accountable and keeping the community safe, but an emphasis on helping them obtain the skills they
need so they don’t reoffend in the future.
We have invested greatly in evidence based programs that are proven to reduce recidivism, however,
we only have the capacity to serve a portion of eligible youth. Our County offers the following evidence
based programs:
Aggression Replacement Training: a 10-week, 30-hour cognitive-behavioral program administered to
groups of 8 to 12 juvenile offenders three times per week. ART has three main curriculum
components—Structured Learning Training; Anger Control Training, and Moral Education.
Functional Family Therapy: a structured family-based intervention that uses a multi-step approach to
enhance protective factors and reduce risk factors in the family.
Coordination of Services (locally called Community Links): an educational program for low-risk juvenile
offenders that provides information about services available in the community.
In addition to our work, I am aware of the tremendous positive impact other agencies are having, such
as our Health Department’s prevention focused outreach to the schools and community. These
prevention efforts, along with numerous community youth serving agencies, contribute to the
tremendous success of keeping youth from entering and recycling through the system.
David Reynolds is the Director of Whatcom County Superior Court Administration. He serves as
Administrator for both Superior Court and Juvenile Court and also holds the office of Superior Court Clerk.

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Irene Morgan
Dean Wright; Smith, Veronica A.
Jill Bernstein; Jack Hovenier
Justice Department Announces Resources to Assist State and Local Reform of Fine and Fee Practices | OPA |
Department of Justice
Tuesday, March 15, 2016 2:44:34 AM

Hi Dean, Veronica,
Please forward this info to our Task Force members.
It's from the DOJ and just came out today.
Thank you,
Irene
Two articles regarding punishing poverty in our justice system.

https://www.justice.gov/opa/pr/justice-department-announces-resources-assist-state-and-localreform-fine-and-fee-practices
Justice Department Calls on Courts to End 'Criminalization of Poverty'

Incarceration Prevention and Reduction Task Force
Triage Facility Ad Hoc Committee
Meeting Summary, March 24, 2016
Whatcom County Health Department Conference Room
509 Girard Street, Bellingham WA
9:00 – 10:30am
Attendance
Present
Bernstein, Jill
Brubaker, Jeff
Deacon, Anne
Hovenier, Jack
Mann, Ken
Morgan, Irene
Parks, Jeff (proxy for Sheriff Elfo)
Phillips, Chris
Polidan, Randy
Schroeder, Tyler
Walker, Kathy (proxy for Dave McEachran)
Whitcutt, Sandy (proxy for Betsy Kruse)

Representing
Citizen Representative
Bellingham Fire Department
Whatcom County Human Services
Consumer Representative
Whatcom County Council Member
Restorative Community Coalition
Whatcom County Sheriff’s Office
PeaceHealth St. Joseph Medical Center
Unity Care NW
Whatcom County Executive Office
Whatcom County Prosecutors Office
North Sound Mental Health Administration

Staff
Wight, Dean

WAHA-Facilitator
Meeting Summary

1. Call to Order
Chris Phillips called the meeting to order, the agenda was reviewed and a modification was
made to include a discussion of location in Item 7.
A motion was made by Ken Mann and seconded by Jeff Brubaker that the meeting
summaries from January 14 and January 21, 2016 be approved. The motion passed
unanimously.
2. Discussion of Committee Chair Position
Chris expressed his concern that he was unable to attend TF meetings because of a
conflicting PeaceHealth meeting schedule. Members of the Committee affirmed Chris in
continuing as Chair of this Ad Hoc Committee, and agreed to present to the TF in his stead.
Tyler will represent this Committee at the next TF meeting.
3. Review Phase I Recommendations
The Committee reviewed their Phase I recommendations, and called out specific items for
further discussion.
- 2 – 16 bed units (and potential rule change around # of beds)
- Voluntary or involuntary
- Acute or sub-acute detox
- Potential co-location with a new 24/7 urgent care facility
- location
4. Report from NSBHO
Dean circulated a single-sheet summary from a recent Behavioral Health Advisory Board
meeting (attached) that details current estimated substance use disorder treatment bed
needs, and WCHD/NSBHO current thoughts re # of beds needed for detox. Whatcom
Triage Facility Ad Hoc Committee Meeting Summary
March 24 2016
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Incarceration Prevention and Reduction Task Force
Triage Facility Ad Hoc Committee
Meeting Summary, March 24, 2016
Whatcom County Health Department Conference Room
509 Girard Street, Bellingham WA
9:00 – 10:30am
County is interested in an Addiction Stabilization Center for the detox side of the new facility
as it will include medication assisted treatment (MAT) and facilitate the diagnosing and
referral to further treatment more efficiently.
5. Discussion of Phase I Recommendations
The Committee agrees that the recommendation of 2 – 16 bed units, as described in the
Phase I report, should be their recommendation to the TF at this time.
Important components of the discussion include:
- Alignment with NSBHO and WCHD re. substance use disorder beds
- MH beds, as described in the report and the recent LE/EMS survey that indicated
increased demand if beds were available
- Knowledge that MH utilization is under-reported at this time, and not the NSBHO
focus at this time
- It should be noted that there appears to be some flexibility in the 16 bed/Medicaid
funding rules (recent exception for Lake Whatcom and 28-32 bed facility that will be
opening in Q3, 2016)
- Jack noted that aligning recommendations of the TF with NSBHO when appropriate,
and providing NSBHO with a TF letter of support is important
- Whatcom County needs to have a voice in the NSBHO planning process (Ken Mann
and Jack Louws on their Board)
There was extensive discussion regarding voluntary or involuntary treatment, and the
current challenges with placement at the hospital. Since there are design considerations for
each (voluntary or involuntary) and process improvement needs in the current (and future)
systems, the Committee analysis of this question will continue at a future meeting.
- Need for better coordination between agencies (LE, hospital, EMS)
- Workforce development
- The need for “upstream” interventions was also discussed as involuntary treatment
beds are the most expensive intervention
- Discussed the need for a facility with the ability to provide intake services for an
agitated individual (with the possibility of de-escalating them) and provide that 10
minute drop-off location for LE/EMS (consider co-locating DMHP’s at Crisis Triage
Facility)
- Distinction drawn between the 72 hour hold that comes with involuntary treatment
act, and the 12 hour hold at an Evaluation & Treatment facility.
Jeff Parks reflected on the impact that individuals with serious mental illness have on other
inmates in the jail.
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Incarceration Prevention and Reduction Task Force
Triage Facility Ad Hoc Committee
Meeting Summary, March 24, 2016
Whatcom County Health Department Conference Room
509 Girard Street, Bellingham WA
9:00 – 10:30am
Tyler requested a flow chart that shows what facilities would be available for voluntary and
involuntary services, Chris asked the WCHD to help frame this conversation for the next Ad
Hoc Meeting.
Acute or sub-acute detox
They briefly discussed the potential co-location of the Crisis Triage Center with with a new
24/7 urgent care facility.
- Concern raised regarding potential competition with existing private sector facilities
- Operational cost/funding to be substantially through NSBHO
The pro’s and con’s of the various Locations in the recommendation were discussed.
There is a strong preference on the part of the Committee for the current location.
The need for an adequate continuum of care as people exit the Crisis/Triage Center was a
theme throughout the conversation
6. Readiness to Present Recommendations to TF
The Committee believes that they are ready to take their recommendations to the Task
Force, and that the Task Force needs to:
- Align with the region (NSBHO) on the detox facility
- Affirm the 16 bed recommendation for mental health
- Underscore the need for a deeper dive into voluntary vs. involuntary
- Address the location recommendations
Dean will frame this discussion for the Task Force at the April 4, 2016 meeting.
7. Work Plan for Phase II
To be discussed at the next Committee Meeting
8. Meeting Schedule
April 14, 2016 from 9 – 10:30am at the WCHD, 509 Girard Street, Lower Level
9. Adjourn
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Recommendations: New or Enhanced Crisis Triage Facility
The Triage Ad Hoc Committee has voted to move the following recommendations
forward to the full IPR Task Force for approval:
1. The Triage Ad Hoc Committee is recommending the development of two 16-bed
units joined in one building off a common foyer and intake space, but separately
licensed, one certified as a Crisis Triage unit to receive persons in mental health
crisis (including with co-occurring substance use disorders) and one licensed for
acute substance use detoxification. The design should also provide space for
use of “23-hour chairs’ in one or both units, to allow services short of admission
to overnight stay for people who may stabilize and be released to home.
a. Regarding the 16-bed unit for acute detoxification, the recommendation
aligns with the intent of the North Sound Behavioral Health Organization
(NSBHO) to locate a 16-bed acute detoxification unit within Whatcom
County. It also aligns with the Whatcom County Health Department’s
emerging plan to have such a unit include medication assisted treatment
(MAT) and initial diagnosis services to assure discharge to appropriate
post-stabilization services (acute inpatient, residential, recovery house or
outpatient services) – an “addiction stabilization center”.
b. Regarding the 16-bed unit for triage of mental illness crises, the Triage
Committee affirms this is the appropriate size for the unit, and
recommends the County Health Department continue to work with the
NSBHO to secure its approval of funding for operation of the unit.
2. Regarding the question of whether the 16-bed mental health unit should be
voluntary or involuntary, the Triage Ad Hoc Committee believes further analysis
is necessary to clarify the appropriate mechanism for achieving the goal to
evaluate for admission to either unit without causing law enforcement/emergency
medical transport undue delay, assuring a maximum 10-minute wait in all but
exceptional cases (e.g. 9 out of 10 drop-offs).
3. Regarding location, the Triage Ad Hoc Committee of the Task force has reviewed
four site options, using the following criteria:






Transportation access to the public, for ease of self-referral
Ease of access by law enforcement, emergency medical services
Availability & cost of a site
Ease of transfer to/from jail
Ease of transfer to/from emergency department and inpatient care (Psych
and Medical)

The Triage Committee recommends the following two location options in order of
priority:
1. Location at the current Crisis Triage Facility was supported as the first choice
among options by eight committee members and a second choice by one.
a. Pros:
1. Land owned by the County, therefore more affordable
2. Design work done in 2010 for remodel and addition
3. Ease of law enforcement/emergency medical services
use not a significant issue if “10-minute drop off” protocol
works
b. Cons:
i. Limited public transportation access, self-referral/walk-in more
difficult
ii. Must resolve issues of prior commitments to community re: sale,
future use
iii. Requires temporary relocation of current crisis triage program
iv. Impact a crisis/triage remodel would have on current Jail
Alternatives facility
v. Stigma associated with locating at the Whatcom County Interim
Work Center site
2. Both the Medical Center and a downtown location were supported as second
choices, with member preferences slightly in favor of the Medical Center.
Located close to PeaceHealth St. Joseph's Medical Center
a. Pros:
i. Ease of drop-off by law enforcement/emergency medical
services
ii. Ease of transfer to/from the emergency department, inpatient
iii. More accessible by public transportation
iv. Less stigma re association with jail site
b. Cons:
i. Availability, cost of land
ii. Neighborhood resistance in neighborhood around the hospital
Located downtown
a. Pros:
i.
Close to transportation hub
ii.
Ease of drop-off by law enforcement and emergency medical
services
b. Cons:
i.
Availability, cost of land
ii.
Resistance of downtown merchants, nearby neighborhoods
a. Stigma of association with jail



Located at the County-owned Ferndale site
a. Pros:
a. Land already owned by County
b. Cons:
a. Stigma of association with jail
b. Lack of public transportation (self-referral, walk-in)
c. Distance from Medical Center

Appropriate location of a new Crisis/Triage Facility will be discussed by the Task Force
as a whole in the next phase of work. Additional input is needed from service providers,
first responders, and the broader Whatcom community.

Incarceration Prevention and Reduction Task Force
Justice Systems Ad Hoc Committee
Meeting Summary, March 28, 2016
Bellingham Municipal Court, Fireplace Room, 2014 C Street,
Bellingham WA
9:15 – 11:15am
Attendance
Present
Anderson, Angela
Bernstein, Jill
Elfo, Bill
Garrett, Deborra
Gockley, Stephen
Heydrich, Fred - Chair
Knapp, Michael
Lilliquist, Michael (proxy for Daniel Hammill)
Moonwater
Morgan, Irene
Peterson, Darlene
Ruffatto, Peter (proxy for Kelli Linville)
Walker, Kathy (proxy for Dave McEachran)

Representing
Whatcom County Public Defender’s Office
Citizen Representative
Whatcom County Sheriff
Whatcom County Superior Court
WAHA
Whatcom County Superior Court
Ferndale PD
City of Bellingham, City Council
Whatcom Dispute Resolution Center
Restorative Community Coalition
City of Bellingham, Municipal Court
City of Bellingham, Mayor’s office
Whatcom County Prosecutor’s Office

Guests
Van Glubt, Bruce
Miller, Peggy

Whatcom County District Court & Probation
Whatcom County District Court Probation
Staff

Wight, Dean

WAHA Lead Facilitator
Meeting Summary

1. Welcome and Introductions
February 8, 2016 Meeting Summary was not reviewed by the Committee.
2. Review Steering Committee Discussion
Fred informed the Committee that Whatcom County is going to find a new facilitator for the IPR
Task Force. WAHA has agreed to stay on until a new facilitator is hired.
3. Justice Committee Mission Statement
Fred noted that there are varying views as to the nature and scope of this Ad Hoc Committee,
with the group divided into two “camps”, one believing that the focus is narrow – with a goal of
practical immediate solutions, and the other view that believes greater societal issues (poverty,
housing, etc.) should be addressed.
This will be an agenda item on the April 4, 2016 Task Force meeting, with Stephen presenting
thoughts on the more broadly scoped viewpoint, and Fred on the more narrowly focused view
point.
Moonwater reminded the Committee that she has circulated a draft with some thoughts on
scope, with goals and objectives.
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Incarceration Prevention and Reduction Task Force
Justice Systems Ad Hoc Committee
Meeting Summary, March 28, 2016
Bellingham Municipal Court, Fireplace Room, 2014 C Street,
Bellingham WA
9:15 – 11:15am
Dean will include Judge Garrett’s edited statement of work and Moonwater’s version in the
meeting packets for the April 4th Task Force Meeting.
Moonwater took an opportunity to address the Committee and share her perspective on the
scope of work for this Committee, as she believes that her perspective is not fully understood.
1. It is essential to have clarity and a defined, doable scope of work for this committee
a. Benchmarks of what currently works and its efficacy
b. Ability to call out new programs, recognize best practices
c. Have a tool for measurement in place so you can say it is actually working
d. Scope of what is within and adjacent to the legal system makes sense
e. Larger issue of prevention is viewed through several different lenses
i. Practical need to address upstream issues
ii. Community expectation
iii. Momentum and expertise to think “bigger picture”
2. Community expectation that there will be identification, mapping and recommendations on
bigger picture programs and services that will create long term change
a. Need to understand/map the scope of services currently available, identify gaps
b. Produce a written report of efforts underway to affect long-term positive change
Kathy expressed concern that the Task Force is not getting a sense of what is happening in the
Ad Hoc Committees.
Jill indicated that the bulk of Task Force meetings will be reports from Ad Hoc Committee’s
during Phase II.
Stephen expressed his concern that Phase I had presentations at the TF, but not deliberation.
He also called out the need to address re-entry programs.
4. Review Phase II Goals/Strategy & Process
This Committee will be developing specific recommendations for the Council as a part of the
Phase II work. This agenda item will carry forward and is tabled at this time.
5. Presentation by Bruce Van Glubt
Probation is the suspension of a jail sentence that allows a person accused or convicted of a
crime a chance to remain in the community instead of going to jail. The court requires that the
offender follow certain specific court-ordered rules and conditions under the supervision of a
probation officer.
Probation is an alternative to jail where the primary focus is behavior change; not punishment. It
requires accountability, and no one likes being told what they have to do or what they can’t do.
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Meeting Summary, March 28, 2016
Bellingham Municipal Court, Fireplace Room, 2014 C Street,
Bellingham WA
9:15 – 11:15am
There are specific court ordered rules and conditions
• Can only require what they are ordered to do
• Authority is limited to what the Court orders
• Probation can’t be everywhere
• Tries to work with each clients and help them be successful with what the court ordered
them to do
Probation is staffed by 9.5 FTE’s in Whatcom County, there are two types of probation (Active
and Inactive).
• Inactive is limited to monitoring the lawful behavior of an individual through record
checks of state databases.
• Active probation is everything else (court ordered requirements, group attendance,
vehicle devices, etc).
• Probation includes pre-trial, post-conviction and deferred prosecution.
• Department supervises approximately 2,000 (500 inactive) at any given time.
• Breakdown by charge type:
o 59% alcohol/driving offenses
o 14% domestic violence
o 4% disorderly conduct
o 3% non-DV assault
o 20% miscellaneous
• Cost of $100/month for individuals on active probation, $25/month – inactive
o Actual cost to the county or jurisdiction discussed, there is a reconciliation
process, by jurisdiction, that happens annually.
o People are allowed to go on payment plans that exceed the length of their
probationary period
• 3 specialized units within the probation department
o Intake unit – focus on placement as early as possible
 Risk assessment
 Demographic information gathered
 Risk/referral/case load assignment/ policies/history will have an impact on
frequency of visits with clients
 Case load is based on a number of factors
• DV
• BH
• Court of origin
• Case load sizes of each probation officer
o DV unit
 Only case load where the defendant is supervised based on the offense
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Incarceration Prevention and Reduction Task Force
Justice Systems Ad Hoc Committee
Meeting Summary, March 28, 2016
Bellingham Municipal Court, Fireplace Room, 2014 C Street,
Bellingham WA
9:15 – 11:15am


o

o

Factors: repeat DV, failed private treatment, history of order violation,
seriousness of offense, availability of weapons, felony drop down.
 Also attend DV accountability group (check-in group, post-conviction)
divided by gender
• Positive feedback about this group
 Some pre-trial, some post.
 Trying to get most serious offenders in this unit and want to give them the
highest level of resources
BH unit
 Based on offender characteristics
 Factors: SMI, medications, diagnosis, feedback from MH providers
 2 probation officer positions
 About 200 defendants assigned to this unit
 Includes MH court clients (23 at this time)
Other Cases – general case load probation officers
 Factors: referring court – to increase the likelihood that the defendants
will know the probation officers that will be in the courtroom, relationship
built between the two, consistency for judicial officers.
 Case workload sizes are rebalanced; to try to make it equivalent among
probation officers (factors for travel time, etc)

Services provided by the probation department
• Meet individually with active defendants (some exceptions, out of state/area, uses phone
appointments)
o Most 90% have local addresses
o F2F (for the most part)
o Make sure that they understand what is expected of them
o What they need to do to be successful
o Workgroups
o Treatment obligations
o Information about resources that aren’t court ordered (veteran’s, homeless, food
resources)
o Weapons surrender
o Document court ordered evaluations and programs
o Document attendance and support groups
o Review progress reports
o Communicate with treatment providers
o Wide variety of programs and training services can be ordered and monitored
o Collect and distribute restitution
o UA, breathalyzer testing
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Incarceration Prevention and Reduction Task Force
Justice Systems Ad Hoc Committee
Meeting Summary, March 28, 2016
Bellingham Municipal Court, Fireplace Room, 2014 C Street,
Bellingham WA
9:15 – 11:15am
•
•

Record checks on inactive defendants
Performs internal auditing noncompliance and proper case closure

Key points made during the presentation:
• Importance of benchmarking and being able to measure the impact of changes
• Need to address re-entry services and supports
• Impact of judicial officer’s discretion and decisions
• Need for literature that will help the Committee understand and measure efficacy of jail
sanctions, probation
• Need to identify nationally recognized best practices
• Complexity in correlating what different treatment agencies are doing in our community
Pending committee questions:
• Billing, cost to supervise probation (Dean to assist Bruce)
• Best practices, what resources are out there
• Best practices for treatment (WCHD as a resource)
• Literature on how best to evaluate this
• Efficacy of probation
• Specific actions Bruce would recommend to reduce incarceration
• What additional resources does the probation department need
• What would the “dream” probation department be like
• What resources are needed to manage the pre-trial population if released into the
community
• The problem of data, measurement and tools (broader than just probation)
• Does probation impact recidivism
• Could probation be bigger or different to make it more effective
6. Meeting Schedule
Next meeting is April 11, 2016 from 9:15 – 11:15am (same location)
Meeting schedule to be distributed electronically
7. Public Comment
Speaker not identified on the audio file, recommended Department of Corrections involvement
in re-entry conversations.
8. Adjourned at 11:15am
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Incarceration Prevention and Reduction Task Force
Legal Systems Ad Hoc Committee

DRAFT Statement of Work
Statement of Purpose
The purpose of the Incarceration Prevention and Reduction Task Force is “to continually review Whatcom
County’s criminal justice and behavioral health programs and make specific recommendations to safely and
effectively reduce incarceration of individuals struggling with mental illness and chemical dependency, and
minimize jail utilization by pretrial defendants who can safely be released.” (Ord. 2015-037; Ord. 2015-025; County
Code 2.46.020).

Comment [1]: (I wonder if changing “legal” to
“justice” would better allow for the incorporation
of restorative practices and alternative dispute
resolution processes that fall outside of the
traditional legal system? ~ Moonwater)

The purpose of the Legal (Justice) Systems Ad Hoc Committee is to recommendmake recommendations to the
Task Force specific, achievable regarding programs and services that would prevent or reduce incarceration, if
implemented within the legal and law enforcement systems. Current, enhanced, and new programs and services
are under consideration. Treatment for addiction and mental health, and other Bbehavioral health programs and
services are the purview of a different Ad Hoc Committee.
Recommendations will be based on local needs, recognized best practices, and the work of the other two Ad Hoc
Committees.
Goals
● Evaluate the alternatives to incarceration which currently exist in Whatcom County, comparing those
alternatives to recognized best practices and recommending improvements as appropriate
● Identify new or underutilized programs and services that are effective alternatives to incarceration,
recommending implementation or expansion as appropriate
● Identify and develop alternatives to jail that will promote a pretrial defendant’s responsibility to appear in
court and will not jeopardize community safety;
● Identify and recommend measures the courts and law enforcement should implement to reduce
incarceration of all defendants, consistent with the requirements of our state’s laws.
● Recommend a process which will enable law enforcement and the courts, working with community health
resources, to identify those defendants who would benefit from treatment for mental illness or drug/alcohol
dependency
● Recommend discharge planning procedures which will help people who are leaving incarceration connect
with and engage in community and behavioral health services available in the community
● Reduce incarceration of defendants who need treatment for mental illness or substance or alcohol
dependency
● For pretrial defendants, identify and develop alternatives to jail that will promote the defendant’s
responsibility to appear in court and will not jeopardize community safety;
● Evaluate and improve the alternatives to incarceration which currently exist in Whatcom County,
comparing those alternatives to recognized best practices as appropriate
● Identify and implement programs and services that are effective alternatives to incarceration
● Benchmark Whatcom County programs and services against nationally recognized best practices
DRAFT Statement of Work
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Comment [2]: Is it the responsibility of the
committee to develop the alternatives or simply
name them and recommend that they be
developed?

●

Provide comprehensive release planning to ensure citizens are connected to and engaged in available
programs and services upon their return to the community (warm hand-offs)

Scope (Project Tasks)
● Assemble information about existing program and services currently in existence (including services
offered; financial resources; budgets and expenses; numbers of people served, with demographics; and
other pertinent information).
o Assess the effectiveness of these programs and services in reducing incarceration while protecting
community safety and causing defendants to appear in court as required.
o Using the Sequential Intercept Model and other tools, identify gaps in existing programs and
services
o Recommend improvements and how they could be implemented.
o Services offered
o Financial resources
o Budgets and expenses
o Number of people served
o Demographics of people served
o Effectiveness in reducing or preventing incarceration
● Consider measures which would connect people in crisis to appropriate behavioral health services before
any criminal conduct has occurred
● Identify recognized best practices known to reduce incarceration without compromise to the goals of our
state’s criminal law and procedure
o For pretrial defendants: incarceration only as necessary to assure community safety and the
defendant’s appearance for hearings and trial
o For convicted defendants: incarceration alternatives which are consistent with the law’s goals of
punishment, deterrance and rehabilitation
● Recommend additional or modified programs and services and describe how they could be implemented
● Map existing programs and services in the Sequential Intercept Model
● Identify gaps in existing programs and services
● Consider pre-intercept One programs and services that may reduce incarceration
● Identify nationally recognized best practices for programs and services that are known to reduce
incarceration
● Create comparison with Whatcom County based programs
● Recommend improvements to existing programs and services and describe possible implementation
● Recommend additional or modified programs and services and describe possible implementation
Deliverables
● Progress report for Phase One deliverable date
● Recommendations for improvements to existing programs and services
● Recommendations for additional or modified programs and services
Schedule of Work
● Workgroup meeting schedule
▪ December 7, 2015
DRAFT Statement of Work
IPR Task Force – Legal Systems Ad Hoc Committee
N: WAHA PROGRAMS/IPR TASK FORCE/ Ad Hoc Programs and Services
Page 2 of 3

●
●
●

▪ January 04, 2016
Sequential Intercept Model mapping completed by: TBD
Benchmarking completed by: TBD (Whatcom County as compared to others? shouldn’t this be on-going?)
Recommendations to the Task Force regarding available alternatives to incarceration

Measures of Success
● Timely delivery of clear and specific recommendations for programs and services that:
●

·

can be implemented in Whatcom County;

●

·

will be effective in reducing incarceration of pretrial and convicted defendants;

●

are consistent with the law’s goals for pretrial release and postconviction sentencing Consistent with
established deadlines, deliver to the Task Force a body of clear and specific recommendations for
programs and services that can be implemented in Whatcom County and that will be effective in reducing
incarceration of pretrial and post-trial defendants and consistent with the goals of pretrial release (without
jeopardizing community safety, assuring that defendants appear in court for trial) or post-conviction
punishment and rehabilitation (as defined in our state’s criminal code).

Identified Best Practices
● Incorporate for our work appropriate best practices that meet nationally recognized standards for
effectiveness and achievability. Institutions that promote best practices include SAMHSA’s Gains Center
(State name fully); the VERA Institute of Justice ; the National Association of Counties; and the Council
of State Governments Justice Center.
Incorporate for our work appropriate best practices that meet nationally recognized standards for effectiveness
and achievability.
Institutions that promote best practices include:
● Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration, Gains Center
● The VERA Institute of Justice
● National Association of Counties, the Stepping Up Initiative
● Council of State Governments Justice Center
● Other national standards
Other Ad Hoc Committees
The purpose of the Triage Facility and Facility Programming Ad Hoc Committee is to make recommendations to
Task Force regarding the construction and operation of a new or expanded multi-purpose crisis triage facility to
assist with jail and hospital diversion of individuals struggling with mental illness and/or chemical dependency.
The purpose of the Behavioral Health Ad Hoc Committee is to make recommendations to the Task Force
regarding behavioral health programs and services that will have the potential to prevent or reduce incarceration.
Current, enhanced and new programs and services are under consideration.
The work of the Ad Hoc Committees is interrelated and interdependent.
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Moonwater’s edits to the Phase I Report, reflecting an expanded view of the Ad
Hoc Committee’s scope. Major changes highlighted in yellow:
[From the Executive Summary]
Non-Behavioral Health Ad Hoc Committee:
This committee is charged with identifying current and expanded non-behavioral health
programs to reduce and prevent jail use by the general public. Three broad areas of
programming were identified:
1. Those that fall within the legal system,
2. Those that are community- based and parallel to or in partnership with the
legal system, and
3. Those that are community-based unrelated to the legal system.
The committee began its work by focusing on the first area: legal systems. In doing so, the
committee 1) reviewed the many diversion programs currently in use in Whatcom County
including statutory alternatives and therapeutic courts, 2) began to identify ways in which these
programs can be enhanced or improved , 3) began to identify other programs and practices that
would reduce incarceration. To continue this effort, the committee needs to further examine
current systems and diversion programs and established benchmarks which measure
effectiveness. An examination of evidence- based best practices for each program will aid in
understanding their efficacy. Critical considerations for the committee and task force as a whole
include:





Understanding that the most effective solution is prevention: solutions that prevent
persons from entering the criminal justice system in the first place will help to reduce
incarceration in the long term. Diversion opportunities that can be introduced prebooking and pre-charging are also an important focus area.
Awareness that at least one-third of our jail population is people who are awaiting trial.
The committee is assessing the tools that will allow our community to safely release
more of these people into the community while insuring their return for their trial date.
While a robust program of jail alternatives exists and many of the available statutory
tools are being used, the committee is examining whether there are ways in which these
programs can be supplemented or improved.

Many of the ideas generated by this committee (and discussed in detail in the body of this
report) require the cooperation of the Prosecuting Attorney/City Attorneys and law
enforcement. Some of the ideas will require the cooperation of the Courts. Others, will
require funding and other resources from government. As of this writing, all parties seem to
be working together in good faith with an earnest desire to meet the goals of reducing and
preventing incarceration. The committee’s work in Phase II will be to identify solutions that can
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be quickly and effectively adopted in our community.

[From the Introduction section of the draft report]:
Non-behavioral Health Ad Hoc Committee
The non-behavioral health Hoc Committee is reviewing incarceration alternatives and diversion
programs as well as developing recommendations for specific, achievable programs and
services that would prevent or reduce incarceration, for both individuals with mental
illness/substance use disorder and the general population. The committee is keenly focused on
short-term “wins” that will make immediate improvements to current programs and services,
consistent with Tribal laws and the laws of the State of Washington. Goals and objectives of the
Non-Behavioral Health Committee include:
 Goal1: Within the legal system, identifying current programming, areas for expansion,
and new opportunities. Objectives include:
o Mapping current diversion programs
o Identifying or establishing benchmarks for current programs (2)
o Evaluating efficacy of current programs
o Identifying areas for enhancement or expansion, including:
 probation, subsidized home monitoring, and intensive case management
(1)
o Identifying new program areas, including:
 Developing effective pre-trial service programs that reduce failures to
appear and safely reduce pre-trial jail utilization (2)
 Goal 2: Parallel to or in partnership with the legal system, identifying current
programming, areas for expansion, and new opportunities.
 Goal 3: Outside of the legal system, identifying current programming, areas for
expansion and new opportunities that would prevent incarceration.

[From the body of the report]
NON-BEHAVIORAL HEALTH AD HOC COMMITTEE REPORT
This committee is charged with identifying current and expanded non-behavioral health
programs to reduce and prevent jail use by individuals with mental and substance abuse
disorders, and by the general public. Three broad areas of programming and services were
identified:
1. Those that fall within the legal system,
2. Those that are community- based and parallel to or in partnership with the
legal system, and
3. Those that are community-based unrelated to the legal system.
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The committee is keenly focused on short-term “wins” that will make immediate improvements
to current programs and services, consistent with Tribal laws and the laws of the State of
Washington.
Goals and objectives of the Non-Behavioral Health Committee include:
 Goal 1: Within the legal system, identifying current programming, areas for expansion,
and new opportunities. Objectives include:
o Mapping current diversion programs
o Identifying or establishing benchmarks for current programs (2)
o Evaluating efficacy of current programs
o Identifying areas for enhancement or expansion, including:
 probation, subsidized home monitoring, and intensive case management
(1)
o Identifying new program areas, including:
 Developing effective pre-trial service programs that reduce failures to
appear and safely reduce pre-trial jail utilization (2)
 Goal 2: Parallel to or in partnership with the legal system, identifying current
programming, areas for expansion, and new opportunities.
 Goal 3: Outside of the legal system, identifying current programming, areas for
expansion and new opportunities that would prevent incarceration.

The committee began its work by focusing on the first area: legal systems. In doing so, the
committee 1) reviewed the many diversion programs currently in use in Whatcom County
including statutory alternatives and therapeutic courts, 2) began to identify ways in which these
programs can be enhanced or improved , 3) began to identify other programs and practices that
would reduce incarceration. To continue this effort, the committee needs to further examine
current systems and diversion programs and established benchmarks which measure
effectiveness. An examination of evidence- based best practices for each program will aid in
understanding their efficacy. Critical considerations for the committee and task force as a whole
include:





Understanding that the most effective solution is prevention: solutions that prevent
persons from entering the criminal justice system in the first place will help to reduce
incarceration in the long term. Diversion opportunities that can be introduced prebooking and pre-charging are also an important focus area.
Awareness that at least one-third of our jail population is people who are awaiting trial.
The committee is assessing the tools that will allow our community to safely release
more of these people into the community while insuring their return for their trial date.
While a robust program of jail alternatives exists and many of the available statutory
tools are being used, the committee is examining whether there are ways in which these
programs can be supplemented or improved.
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Many of the ideas generated by this committee require the cooperation of the Prosecuting
Attorney/City Attorneys and law enforcement. Some of the ideas will require the cooperation
of the Courts. Others, will require funding and other resources from government. As of this
writing, all parties seem to be working together in good faith with an earnest desire to meet the
goals of reducing and preventing incarceration. The committee’s work in Phase II will be to
identify solutions that can be quickly and effectively adopted in our community.
Whatcom County employs numerous diversion programs, including statutory alternatives and
therapeutic courts. The committee’s preliminary work has identified ways in which some of
these programs could be enhanced or improved, and other programs and practices that would
improve the current situation. These include programs being used successfully in other
communities, and diversion and support efforts previously used to good avail in Whatcom
County, but discontinued due to budgetary or logistical considerations.
The committee began its efforts by focusing on Goal 1: Within the legal system, identifying
current programming, areas for expansion, and new opportunities. What follows is a brief
discussion of some of the programs and ideas that have been reviewed by the committee.

[ The details of the Justice Section of the Phase I report draft were essentially
unchanged in Moonwater’s draft, and are not included here].

Summary
Whatcom County is using most of the options available under the current legislative scheme,
within the parameters of local policies. C l e a r l y , m o r e c a n b e d o n e to improve
current programs and systems if there is a genuine commitment to reducing and preventing
incarceration. The committee will be examining these programs in light of national
benchmarks and evidence based practices, and plans to offer additional specific information
for the Council and the community to consider. Many members of the subcommittee believe
the Task Force’s work should include exploring factors outside of the legal system that affect
incarceration, such as early childhood trauma and other environmental and behavioral
circumstances that contribute to contact with the criminal justice system. This focus area is
included as goal three within this committees scope of work, and as the committee moves
toward this work it may find that a different compilation of committee and community
members are better suited to move that goal forward.
This committee is working in a dynamic environment with many changes that are being
considered and implemented within our County and City departments. It is anticipated that
many improvements will be implemented with and without Task Force recommendations
before this committee’s next report to the Council.
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While there have been many challenges as this committee has tried to meet the directives
from the County Council, and has found this to be a valuable endeavor. The committee
appreciates the opportunity to serve.
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Moonwater’s comments at the Justice Committee Meeting on March 28, 2016
(She) previously spent time on this (question of scope) and on the conversation the Committee
had. The draft got lost in the fray of and might provide some structure and guidance to the
myriad of ideas people had that were a combination of directly within the legal system, parallel,
in partnership with and outside. It might be that the “outside” piece is offloaded to another
committee or as future work.
(Dean will locate her draft and circulate prior to the April 4th meeting)
I would like to acknowledge with this committee that the perspective I am bringing to the table is
not fully understood.
Having clarity and a defined, doable scope of work for this committee is essential. Being able to
have benchmarks of what currently works and their efficacy, ability to call out what works well,
acknowledge new programs, recognize best practices, and having some measurement in place
to be able to say this is actually is actually working
The definition and scope of what is within the legal system and connected closely to the legal
system makes a lot of sense for a committee to be focused on, through that particular lens.
The larger issue of prevention is viewed through several different lenses
Practical – we would be remiss if we do not go upstream to address issues. We have an
opportunity in the community right now to engage the public and experts to identify long-term
changes that can be made within the community to reduce jail population not in just the short
and medium term, but in the long term. Opportunity right now, with momentum, expertise and
time to think bigger picture about some of these issues so we can affect more positive change in
the long term.
In no way is this TF is responsible for personally making those long term changes, but there is a
large number of people in the community, that when they heard there was a incarceration
prevention and reduction task force being formed, and that there were going to be
recommendations from that committee. A community expectation was probably created
amongst at least a fair number of people that there was going to be some conversation,
identification, mapping and recommendations about some of those bigger picture programs and
services that we should be focusing and trying to implement as a community to affect that
longer-term change. I think we are remiss as a larger task force, if we neglect to incorporate
those longer-term programs and services that can affect that long-term change. I fully share and
agree that there organizations, and people, and experts in the health department, non-profit
organizations, all throughout our community that are working on those efforts. I feel like I’m fairly
interested in this topic and I am educated on this topic to a degree and I personally don’t have a
good handle on what is the scope of all these programs and how well is everyone talking to one
another and where I should go to learn about this. I think is it a tremendous opportunity as a
committee or on the larger TF or someone, to at a minimum map what is happening community
wide and identify if there are gaps and if the people involved in the work are actually talking to
each other. From the public perspective there should be one place, in a nicely written report,

here are the myriad efforts underway to affect that long-term positive change. If we end up with
our ultimate product from the larger TF, does not reference that long-term change, then I think
we have missed the boat.

