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Good Friday everyone:
So, I created the summaries for our committee on Fast Track and Jail Alts. Since I’m the first to do
this, I’m not 100% positive what to say. I tried to take my public defender slant out of these but I am
certainly hoping these are used more as a starting point for the rest of us to discuss versus a final
product. For example: what I took away from the jail alts presentation may not be the same as
you! To some extent, we did this already for the phase 1 report- so I feel I may be repeating our
previous statements- but… here goesThanks
Angela
FAST TRACK:
The Committee finds that Fast Track has been an effective tool for resolving criminal cases
efficiently as well as reducing the jail population. The Committee encourages Fast Track to consider
even more cases and would further suggest continued expansion of the “misdemeanor probation
option” for more crimes than just Possession of Controlled Substance. This option allows for a
defendant to seek treatment as part of his/her sentence in exchange for a reduced charge. Further,
the Committee recommends Fast Track work with Drug Court on a faster approval rate as more
defendants may be inclined to accept drug court instead of a short jail sentence if the wait time
could be reduced.
JAIL ALTERNATIVES:

Additionally, the Committee would recommend that Jail Alternatives expand its use of fee
waiver options so that more low income individuals can participate in Jail Alternatives. Further, the
Sheriff’s Office should consider upgrading its Electronic Home Monitoring equipment to a more
modern system. Though there is a cost with improving these devices, it may allow more flexibility
for the participants as well as improve public safety with more effective monitoring. The Committee
would recommend an increase in Staff for Jail Alternatives if that would be needed to provide more
alternatives.
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Again, hello everyone!
Judge Garrett was going to report back to us on Judge Snyder’s feelings about the study. I reviewed
the 12 points and wanted to throw in the public defender’s (or at least my) feelings about the study
and changes since then. This is nothing formal- just my reflections and thoughts.
Thanks
Angela
REFERRING TO PAGE 15’s RECOMMENDATIONS
1) A drug court needs assessment has not been done. The study suggests that running at
capacity may not be beneficial. I agree with that assessment. When we were at our highest
capacity, drug court felt hurried and less effective. I would like more than the current
number but 80 would be too large. I also worry, as the defense attorney, of creating
different “tracks.” We are very lucky and pretty exclusive to have a pre plea drug court.
Nationally that is very rare. I am afraid if we create post plea or probationary tracks that less
(or no) clients end up on the pre plea track.
2) I have vented my frustration many times and cannot, again in my opinion, find an
acceptable reason why David Graham and David McEachran cannot meet more frequently
and do approvals faster. There has been push back to this since I started in drug court in
2010 and I have yet to hear a reason by other than their schedules are busy. If they met
more frequently and for shorter periods of time, perhaps that would be easier on their
schedules. I can appreciate the frustration that we demand quick approvals after a client
shows no interest for months, but if the purpose of the exercise is getting these particular
clients help then we need to be ready when they are.
3) As far as training, I do not think Maia Vanyo from the PDs office has yet to attend a National
Training and Dave Graham has not since he took over in approx. 2011. National training is
expensive and perhaps we can recommend more money provided in the budget for training.
4)   
5) We decided as a team that we did not want law enforcement involved though we did discuss
it at length. One main issue was cost- having a law enforcement officer dedicate 4 hours or
more per week is difficult with their current schedules/budget.
6) I believe now drug court is including a treatment provider in Staffings.
7)
8) I believe we are using a new software program
9) We are not doing this
10) I believe we try to do this.
11) We do not have this.
12) We did develop an Alumni group and have seen some beneficial effects. It’s still relatively
new and is working out the kinks. My clients seem to enjoy working with a mentor and also
being a mentor.
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Jill: Can this be shared with the small Task Force Group on Legal Issues please.
Angela

I wanted to share with the Group my research on drug court- accurate as of mid week last week.
There were two approval batches in May.
From March 14 to May 17- we applied 12 individuals for drug court. 7 were denied and 5 approved.
From mid-May to May 27- we applied 7 applied. 4 denied and 3 approved.
This leaves 8 individuals approved as of today going back to early March.
Of these 8, three have already been admitted into drug court.
Out of the remaining 5:
1)at treatment and will be admitted upon return
2) in custody and finishing up another sentence before admission
3) pleaded to a Residential DOSA
4) no contact information so waiting for defendant to appear at next court date
5) going to enter drug court next week as the attorney was out this week
Mr. McEachran stated there were 14 approvals and only 3 admits. This number includes his “pre
approved” group of 6 people who are fast track clients. As far as I know, this is the first group of
“pre approvals.” These defendants have not requested drug court and may not have even met with
their attorney. They also may not have drug problems. These cases are typically only a week or two
old and also have fast track offers. I know 2 of those “pre approvals” pleaded out already.
In summary, I do not see a need for the task force to assist with getting approved defendants into
the program. Out of the 8 that we got approved, looks like when we finally reach that last client, 7
of the 8 will enter the program. And one who chose to plea is instead doing a Residential Dosa. I
think these figures show that my office is getting clients who are requesting help into
treatment/drug court when approved.
Angela Anderson
Senior Deputy
Whatcom County Public Defender
215 N. Commercial St.
Bellingham, WA 98225
360) 778-5640
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Superior Court of the State of Washington
Honorable Deborra E. Garrett
Department 2
(360) 778-5615

Whatcom County Courthouse
311 Grand Avenue, Suite 301
Bellingham, Washington 98225

June 9, 2016
Legal and Justice Systems Committee Members
Incarceration Reduction and Prevention Task Force
Dear Committee Members:
I talked with Judge Snyder about the recommendations in the 2012 Drug Court study .
(The twelve recommendations are at page 15 of the study, and are listed below. His
comments are listed below.
1. Conduct a needs assessment to determine the Drug Court’s capacity. Judge
Snyder questions the need for an assessment of capacity, because the Drug
Court is working below its full capacity now, and because significant increases in
its caseload would also require additional fulltime case managers and additional
court time. (Currently, Drug Court has two full time case managers and takes a
half day of court time each week. Its current caseload is about 33 cases.)
2. Reduce the time from arrest to program entry: Judge Snyder is firmly in support
of this. Delay in approval of eligible candidates is frustrating for everyone
involved and destructive to the goals of the Drug Court. Drug Court’s
effectiveness is reduced when people who are ready and willing to address
addiction issues must wait weeks, perhaps more, to enroll. The Prosecutor’s
Office may wish to consider an expedited procedure for reviewing applications, or
giving approval authority to the deputy who handles the Drug Court cases.
3. Provide ongoing training for team members. Judge Snyder agrees, and notes
the same obstacles noted by Angela Anderson in her May 20 email. There is a
federally conducted training that is excellent; the National Drug Court conference
is also very good. Judge Snyder would support a request for funding for training,
particularly for team members who have not had this training.

4. Clarify program functions and roles of team members. Judge Snyder believes
the current team approach is working well, and without confusion about the roles
of various team members.
5. Increase involvement of treatment providers and law enforcement in hearings
and pre-hearing staffing meetings. As Ms. Anderson indicates, the Drug Court
team decided not to involve law enforcement in routine hearings, primarily due to
the cost and scheduling problems inherent in having a law enforcement officer
scheduled to be in Drug Court at least four hours a week. There are also
concerns that Drug Court participants could perceive law enforcement
involvement in Drug Court proceedings as collaboration, particularly since Drug
Court obtains confidential information about its participants (for use in treatment
planning), The Drug Court was able to arrange funding to permit a representative
of one of the largest treatment providers in the area (Catholic Community
Services) to attend every other week and share information with the treatment
community as necessary.
6. Develop mechanisms to provide orientation to treatment providers about the
Drug Court and its procedures. See answer to (5), above.
7. Address issues regarding drug testing. This recommendation apparently is
based on a concern that drug testing is not done with enough frequency on Drug
Court participants who are in the final Phase IV of the program. Testing
frequency for people in Phase IV is determined by the individual case manager,
based on the needs and concerns of each individual. Judge Snyder does not
believe that the goals of Drug Court would be served by a change in policy to
require more frequent testing for all Phase IV participants. He will raise the
issue with the case managers to assure that this remains their view.
8. Compile additional operational information on the program to permit ongoing
monitoring and management. This has been done. About a year ago the Drug
Court implemented a program made available by the Administrator of Courts,
and that state-wide system permits much better tracking of cases and results
than the previous system.
9. Use a standard curriculum for treatment services. Judge Snyder indicates that
the reason for this recommendation is to promote consistency between the
various treatment providers. Our Drug Court works only with accredited
treatment agencies that use accepted methods, including assessment and
treatment consistent with American Society of Addictive Medicine (ASAM)
protocols. However, all in-patient treatment must be done outside Whatcom
County as there are currently no inpatient facilities in the County, and this gives
little opportunity for our Drug Court o have input into the inpatient facilities’
curricula.

10. Disseminate program information in the community. This is an ongoing effort by
the Drug Court and others, to make the community aware of the program. Judge
Snyder’s experience, and my own, indicate that the Drug Court has become
better known, and to a larger proportion of Whatcom County, over the years
since it was established. More extensive efforts could be undertaken if staffing
levels allowed it. Currently, however, every opportunity to talk about Drug Court
in the community is utilized.
11. Develop an advisory board or steering committee for the Drug Court. For
obvious reasons, there’s a fundamental difference between a Drug Court that like
all courts is a part of the justice system, and a group that operates like a nonprofit
agency overseen by a board of directors. In my view the roles are not
compatible. Judge Snyder believes the intent is to develop a board or committee
for fundraising purposes. Our Drug Court has not done that. Drug Court does
have an account with the Whatcom Community Foundation and has received
several donations from that account.
12. Continue to develop an alumni group and aftercare component. As Ms.
Anderson notes, an alumni group has been established, with good results so far.
Drug Court will continue to work with alumni resources in this regard.
Thanks for your consideration of this. See you all Monday morning.

Sincerely,

Judge Deborra Garrett
Whatcom County Superior Court

From Prosecutor Dave McEachran
on June 13, 2016

