Incarceration Prevention Reduction Task Force
Justice & Legal System Committee Meeting
January 9, 2017
Whatcom County Courthouse Conference Room 514, 311 Grand Avenue, Bellingham WA
11:30 a.m. - 1:30 p.m.

AGENDA
Topic
1. Call to Order
•
November 14, 2017 Meeting Summary Review
2. Introduction by Moonwater on Restorative Practices
3. Continued discussion of developing a pretrial risk assessment tool and monitoring unit
4. Next Steps: Ideas & Further Information
• 2018 meeting schedule
• Next meeting topics
5. Other Business
6. Public Comment
7. Adjourn
Please see the Task Force website for information on upcoming meetings and events:
http://www.co.whatcom.wa.us/2052/Incarceration-Prevention-and-Reduction-T

Incarceration Prevention and Reduction Task Force
Legal & Justice Systems Subcommittee
DRAFT Meeting Summary for November 14, 2017

1.

Call To Order

Committee Chair Stephen Gockley called the meeting to order at 11:30 a.m. in the Whatcom
County Courthouse Conference Room 514, 311 Grand Avenue, Bellingham.
Members Present: Angela Anderson, Jill Bernstein, Bill Elfo, Deborra Garrett (proxy for Alfred
Heydrich), Stephen Gockley, Dave McEachran, Moonwater, Irene Morgan,
Darlene Peterson
Also Present:

Matthew Elich, Bruce Van Glubt, Kathy Walker (proxy for Dave McEachran
during the last half of the meeting)

Members Absent:

John Billester, Fred Heydrich

Review October 10, 2017 Meeting Summary
There were no changes
2.

Phase III draft committee report

Gockley stated that any substantive comments and corrections should be emailed to Forrest
Longman by Friday.
The Committee discussed the Introduction to the Vera Institute Final Report. It’s important to
make available to the public all responsive comments made to the consultants. Those comments will
be put on the Task Force’s website. The Vera Final Report did not include data on the small cities
municipal court data. The Steering Committee is planning a full Task Force meeting with a professional
facilitator to triage all the recommendations in the Vera report.
Peterson requested a language change to the Committee’s section of the Phase III report, “Both
the pretrial risk assessment instrument screening tool being used by Bellingham Municipal Court and
the one being contemplated by Whatcom County District Court….” The tool is a screening tool, not a
risk assessment tool.
The Committee concurred.
The Committee discussed whether the committee report should include a section on what’s
coming up next to describe planned work on Drug Court, risk assessment, and other programs;
creating focus groups for criminal justice system users and victims; and concerns about the lack of data
collection systems.
3.
Pretrial Risk Assessment tool and Supervision Unit
- AND 1
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4.

Committee presentation and revised motions to full Task Force on pretrial risk
assessment and services unit
Gockley submitted a proposed motion for the full Task Force (on file).
Committee members discussed:
• The Superior Court judges leading the effort to develop a pretrial risk assessment tool
and pretrial monitoring unit
• The funds and technical expertise needed to create an effective pretrial system
• The possibility of using grant funds
• Making a presentation to the full Task Force to get its endorsement
• Creating a pretrial services unit before a pretrial assessment tool is complete;
• Engaging the municipal court judges
• Passing a motion that supports whatever the judicial branch creates
• The judges engaging other criminal justice system stakeholders when they develop a
pretrial program
• Whether the County would justify paying for multiple different tools for the different
courts
• Refining the proposed motion
• Finding staffing support for the workgroup, whether it’s independent or an official
committee of the Task Force
• The possibility of contracting Dr. Hamilton to facilitate development of a pretrial system

Garrett reported on the Superior Court judges meeting regarding developing a pretrial risk
assessment tool and pretrial monitoring unit:
• The Superior Court judges have different pretrial risk assessment factors to consider
than District Court judges, due to the more severe crimes.
• The Ohio Risk Assessment tool isn’t adequate to address major crimes.
• The judges are divided on whether to consider an off-the-shelf assessment.
• The judges would like to engage a small working group of people who are directly
involved in cases, rather than upper administrators, that includes: a public defender; a
prosecutor; a District Court judge; law enforcement representatives from the sheriff,
police, and small cities; and Superior Court Administrator Dave Reynolds.
• Regardless of the assessment tool, statistical validation is necessary.
• A working group will need funds to cover staffing costs
• The Legal and Justice Systems Committee should somehow be involved in the process,
because its members are most knowledgeable.
Bernstein moved to recommend that Whatcom County develop a plan, including cost estimates
and implementation strategies, to adopt a statistically-validated pretrial risk assessment instrument(s)
with a pretrial monitoring program. The motion was seconded and carried unanimously.
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6.

Other Business

Bruce Van Glubt reported that the District Court is in the testing phase of the Ohio Pretrial Risk
Assessment, but doesn’t have any information at this early stage. They are also testing the Adult Static
Risk Assessment (ASRA). If another risk assessment system comes along, they would like to evaluate
it. He described the benefits of the Ohio Risk Assessment tool; the training; and how to use the tool
properly.
The Committee discussed whether the tool is static or dynamic, how the probation assessment
is different from the pretrial assessment, how to avoid subjectivity and ensure consistency in
application, how a pretrial assessment would be carried out, the lack of validation in the State of
Washington or locally; getting an exact explanation of what it means to validate a risk assessment tool,
evaluating if a tool is successful over time, and the difference between a successful non-validated tool
and a validated tool.
The committee reviewed the proposed 2018 committee meeting schedule. Decision is delayed
to the next meeting.
7.

Public Comment

Joy Gilfilen stated the committee and Task Force needs to look at justice reform, not just legal
and justice changes. She approves of a risk assessment tool.
5.

Next Steps: Ideas & Further Information

The committee discussed upcoming agenda topics, which include beginning discussions about
prioritizing the recommendations from the Vera Institute, and whether to expand the committee’s scope,
and restorative practices.
8.

Adjourn
The meeting adjourned at 11:10 a.m.
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Prepared for the Incarceration Prevention and
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Legal and Justice Committee
December 12th, 2017
Moonwater, Executive Director

Restorative is

Restorative is not

•Proactive: used to
build positive
relationships
•Responsive: used to
respond to incidents
•A way of
being/doing/
thinking

•A singular program
•Appropriate in all
instances

(c) 2017 Whatcom Dispute Resolution Center

Restorative

Retributive

• Primary focus: victim needs, offender
responsibility, and community
involvement for repairing harm.

• Primary focus: offenders getting a
consequence or punishment based on
their actions

• Central Questions:
• Who has been hurt/affected?
• What are their needs?
• Whose obligations are these?
• What needs to happen to make
things right?
• Who should be involved?

• Central Questions:
• Who did it?
• What laws/rules have been
broken?
• What punishment do they
deserve?

What we at the Whatcom Dispute Resolution Center do!
(c) 2017 Whatcom Dispute Resolution Center

Restorative Justice:
• Is a theory, paradigm, and/or
approach to justice
• To varying degrees, involves
the needs of:
• Victims
• Offenders
• Community

Restorative Justice Goals:
• Reduce the likelihood of
future offenses
• Involve those most affected
in meaningful ways
• Create opportunities for
accountability
• Make justice more healing
and ideally transformative
• To use fair process
• Adapted from -Susan Sharpe,
Restorative Justice: A vision for
healing and change

(c) 2017 Whatcom Dispute Resolution Center

Restorative Practices
are:
• A continuum of
informal interpersonal
interactions to formal
practices and programs

Restorative Practice
Goals:
• To humanize our
interactions with one
another through a
trauma informed lens
• To build positive
relationships
• To interact
compassionately

(c) 2017 Whatcom Dispute Resolution Center

Relationship
Building

Maintaining
Community

(c) 2017 Whatcom Dispute Resolution Center

Repairing
Harm

(c) 2017 Whatcom Dispute Resolution Center

Community
based
mediation
Compassionate
interactions

Sentencing Circles

Coordinated and
collaborative
Diversion
community based programs
prevention
programs

Formal

Informal

Proactive
Community
Building

Victim/offender
meetings or
impact panels
Court referred
mediation

(c) 2017 Whatcom Dispute Resolution Center

Drug court

Are we repairing harm? Restoring relationships? Building Community?
Does the program, practice, or approach:


Involve the victim, offender,
and/or community?

 Repair relationships?
 Address harm?



Use a trauma-informed lens?



Invite accountability?

 Invoke compassion?

Create space for stakeholders?

 Have within its response
something other than
just punitive?





Allow for victim, offender,
and/or community voice?

 Reduce recidivism?

(c) 2017 Whatcom Dispute Resolution Center

Mostly
restorative

victim
reparation
Victim support circles

Victim services

Partly
restorative

Offender family services
Family-centered social work

communities
of care
reconciliation

Crime compensation

Restorative Justice
Family group
conferencing

Victim
restitution

Fully
restorative

Community
conferencing
Circles

Victim-offender meetings

Victimless
conferences

Positive discipline

Related community service

Mostly
restorative

Mostly
restorative

Accountability boards
Victim-sensitivity training

Partly
restorative

Partly
restorative

Therapeutic communities

Victim impact panels

offender
responsibility

Source: International
Institute for Restorative
Practices









Diversion programs
Victim –offender meetings
Vitim impact panels
Specialized courts
Facilitated dialogue
Sentencing circles
Re-entry circles of support/accountability

(c) 2017 Whatcom Dispute Resolution Center

Frequently expected outcomes:
 Reduced recidivism
 Increased satisfaction with justice system
 Increased likelihood of follow thru with agreed upon
outcomes
 Reduced post-traumatic stress
 Other indicators of success such as community safety,
participant healing, etc.
Notable studies:
 Maryland Judiciary – Impact of Mediation on Criminal
Misdemeanor Cases
 Case study in Seattle https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=D9A2WqV8DBw

(c) 2017 Whatcom Dispute Resolution Center





RCW 7.75
RCW 10.22: Compromise of Misdemeanors
RCW 13.40: Juvenile Justice Act of 1977
 RCW 13.40.080: Diversion agreements





RCW 72.01.210: Institutional Chaplains – RJ is
referenced in the notes
Many additional RCWs relative to mediation

(c) 2017 Whatcom Dispute Resolution Center



Impact Competency Education (ICE) Classes



Victim-Offender Meetings



Partnerships with Whatcom County School Districts



Teacher and staff training in RP
Direct services
 Restorative Circles
 Restorative Coaching



Community workshops



Court programs (mediation and training, and more)



Emerging practices on college and university campuses



…and more
(c) 2017 Whatcom Dispute Resolution Center



Tremendous opportunity to further consider
programs, practices, approaches on the
continuum that align with the Task Force’s
purpose, and that would benefit our
community as a whole.

(c) 2017 Whatcom Dispute Resolution Center

Whatcom Dispute Resolution Center
director @ whatcomdrc.org
360/676-0122

(c) 2017 Whatcom Dispute Resolution Center

2018 IPR TASK FORCE & COMMITTEE SCHEDULE
PROPOSED

OPTION A

OPTION B

IPR TASK FORCE
Various Mondays
9-11 a.m.
Courthouse 513/514

LEGAL & JUSTICE SYS.
2nd Tuesday
11:30 am - 1:30 pm
Courthouse 514

ALTERNATE
Various Tuesdays, not
on County Council
days

January 8
February 5
March 5
April 2
May 14
June 11
July 16
August 6
September 17
October 15
November 26
December 17

January 9
February 13 #
March 13 #
April 10 #
May 8 #
June 12
July 10 #
(no august)
September 11 #
October 9 #
November 13
December 11

January 9
February 6
March 6
April 3
May 1
June 12
July 17
(no august)
September 18
October 16
November 13
December 11

* = Alternate meeting day due to holiday/vacation
# = conflicts with County Council (Tuesdays) meeting days

