Incarceration Prevention Reduction Task Force
Legal & Justice System Committee Meeting
11:30 a.m. - 1:30 p.m., April 9, 2019
Whatcom County Courthouse Conference Room 514, 311 Grand Avenue, Bellingham WA

AGENDA
If you plan to bring handouts to this meeting, bring at least 15 for committee members and the file.
The meeting summary of the previous meeting is attached to the end of the full meeting packet for
information only. Changes to the summary can be submitted to the Committee Clerk. The audio recording
on the Committee website is the official meeting record.
Requested
Action

Packet Page(s)

2. 2019 Work Plan

Review and
Update

1-9

3. Joint meeting with Behavioral Health Committee on May
14

Review and
Decide

10

4. Drug Court Updates

Information

N/A

5. Request for funding for presentation from Judge Cedric
Kerns on youth court

Information

N/A

Topic
1. Call to Order

6. Other Business
7. Public Comment
8. Adjourn

UPCOMING MEETINGS AND EVENTS
IPR TASK FORCE
Bi-monthly on
various Mondays
9-11 a.m.
Courthouse
Rooms
513/514
311 Grand Ave.,
Bellingham
April 15
June 10
August 12

COMMITTEES
BEHAVIORAL
HEALTH
various Mondays
2:30-3:30
Health Department
Creekside Room
509 Girard, B’ham

INDEX
First Thursday
1:30-3:00
Courthouse
Rooms
513/514,
311 Grand
Avenue, B’ham

LEGAL & JUSTICE
SYS.
2nd Tuesday
11:30 am–1:30 pm
Courthouse Room
514
311 Grand Ave.,
Bham

TRIAGE FACILITY
Bi-monthly
3rd Thursday
9:30-11:00 a.m.
Courthouse Room
513
311 Grand
Avenue, B’ham

STEERING
As needed
9:30-11:00 a.m.
Courthouse Room
513
311 Grand Ave.,
Bham

April 15
May 13 14
June 10
July 8
August 12

April 18
May 2
June 6
July 11
August 1

May 14
June 11
July 9
August 13

May 16
July 18

May 30
August 1
5

The most up-to-date meeting schedule can be found online at:
http://wa-whatcomcounty.civicplus.com/calendar.aspx?CID=40,

Legal & Justice System Subcommittee Work Plan Items:
Implement policies and procedures that will reduce number of bench warrants issued for
FTAs
• Increase opportunities for people to resolve outstanding warrants
• Courthouse jail alternatives screening kiosk, including better transportation and other resources for court
clients
• Conversations from the City of Bellingham and the small Cities about their
practices.
•
•
•

Develop mechanisms to prevent jail admissions for violations of probation/parole
Review probation violations
Use electronic home monitoring (EHM) to facilitate improvements throughout Whatcom County criminal
justice system, including: post-trial, use of private EHM providers, used to reduce bench warrants

Expand book-and-release practices, including at municipal police stations
• Pre-arrest Diversion
Facilitate opportunities for individuals to pay off fines assoc. with moving violations
• Review strategies for reducing fines/interest
• Licensing Review
Consider restorative practices and their role in preventing incarceration
• Create some space on an upcoming Task Force agenda for an introductory presentation on RJ
• Research, map, and organize existing programs elsewhere (i.e. do a scan of where and how has RJ been
applied)
• Committee to discuss and explore what may be of interest to pursue locally
• Bring to the Task Force a summary of research and recommended steps
• Concurrently, keep a pulse on other emerging local interests in RJ practices (e.g the DV Commission)
Reentry Support
• Community Resource handout for defendants: collect list of resources from Health Department and/or IPRTF
Behavioral Health Committee
• Community Resource handout for defendants: Identify resource categories (housing, job seeking, healthcare,
etc.) and other resources in the community that exist but are not included in the list from Behavioral Health
• Community Resource handout: Identify who the handout will go to and when
• Community Resource handout: format and design the handout
• Connections to Community Services: See above, community resource handout
• Ease of entry for behavioral health services
• Review information from Christopher Poulos at IPRTF April 2018 meeting and determine if the LJS Committee
wants to move forward with any of his proposed reentry programs
Other:
•
•
•
•
•

Get updated statistics
Better use of jail alternatives/Division Street Resources
Defense counsel to help defendants who plea to jail alternatives complete their paperwork
Support Sheriff's request for more staffing to do this work: Review additional services requests for 2019-2020
Biennium
Support Sheriff's request for more staffing to do this work: Draft a letter of support to the County Executive
and County Council of the Sheriff's additional services requests
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Washington Statewide Reentry Council

Reentry Council
Priorities
For the 2018 Legislative Session
The Legislature tasked the Statewide Reentry Council with providing
recommendations related to reentry. Action taken by the Legislature to make
progress on these items will benefit Washington state citizens, including improving
outcomes for individuals reentering the community, improving public safety, reducing
recidivism, and saving taxpayer dollars. These views represent the majority of the
Council.
Enact Fair Chance Employment for Employment – HB 1298 | SB 6110
People with criminal records face significant barriers to obtaining employment, and
this increases the likelihood of them relapsing. In 2017, HB 1298 and SB 5312 aimed
to create the Washington Fair Chances Act, which would have prohibited some
employers from inquiring about criminal history until determining if a person is
otherwise qualified for the position. Legislation or other efforts to Ban the Box will
promote successful reentry by improving access to employment, which helps reduce
1
recidivism.
Continue to Reform Legal Financial Obligations – HB 1783
In Washington, people convicted of a crime are ordered to pay legal financial
obligations (LFOs). In Superior Court, the average LFO is $2,540 per case. An LFO debt
can grow quickly due to the statutorily required 12 percent interest rate and
collection fees of $100 per year. In 2017 HB 1783 would have eliminated interest on
non-restitution LFOs, made the DNA database fee non-mandatory, prohibited the
imposition of LFOs on indigent individuals, and established payment options. LFO
reform, coupled with other reentry reforms, assists in eliminating barriers and creates
opportunities for a successful reentry.
Issue Washington State identification Prior to Exiting Incarceration – HB 1679 | SB
6280 (Adults) and HB 2372 | SB 6114 (Juveniles)
The Council supports efforts by the Department of Corrections, Department of
Licensing, Juvenile Rehabilitation Administration and other agencies to continue to
expand a successful statewide pilot and issue Washington state identification for
individuals upon release. The issuance of state identification will help eliminate
unnecessary barriers to reentry and improve access to housing and employment.
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OUR MISSION
Grow and improve jobs in Washington
state by championing thriving
communities, a prosperous economy,
and suitable infrastructure.
Statewide Reentry Council Strategic Goal:
Improve public safety and outcomes for
those reentering the community after
incarceration by convening leaders in
public safety, reentry and criminal justice
reform.
Reentry Council Contact
Christopher Poulos
Executive Director
Washington Statewide Reentry Council
360.725.2852
christopher.poulos@commerce.wa.gov

AGENCY CONTACT
Xandre Chateaubriand
Legislative Director
360.528.9703
xandre.chateaubriand@commerce.wa.gov

http://www.commerce.wa.gov/reentry/

1011 Plum Street SE, Olympia, WA 98504
http://www.commerce.wa.gov/

Remove Barriers Based on Criminal Records – HB 2890
People who have reentered successfully should have opportunities to remove record-related barriers to the hundreds of collateral
consequences of a conviction, such as employment, housing and volunteer opportunities. The Council supports policy efforts to reform
criminal records policies so that people do not face long-term barriers to contributing as productive members of a community.
Expand Alternatives to Incarceration HB 2287 / SB 6060 (Diversion) and SB 5307 (Parent Confinement Alternatives)
The Council supports expanding diversion programs, such as the Law Enforcement Assisted Diversion (LEAD) program, which diverts eligible
individuals away from criminal justice system involvement and towards treatment and other resources. The Council supports expanding the
Family and Offender Sentencing Alternative, commonly referred to as FOSA. FOSA allows judges to waive a sentence for eligible persons with
current custody of minor children and impose 12 months of community supervision along with conditions for treatment and programming for
people facing a prison sentence.
Support Graduated Reentry – HB 2638 | SB 6277
The Council also supports the principles of Graduated Reentry, which extend eligibility for work release and other community confinement
options.
Examine and Improve Conditions of Confinement to Promote Successful Reentry – HB 1889 | SB 5465
The Council may support measures that help ensure the dignity, respect, and wellbeing of all incarcerated individuals. Fostering methods to
decrease the likelihood of further trauma while incarcerated promotes successful reentry and reintegration. The healthier people are
mentally and physically upon release, the more likely they will succeed in reintegration. The prospective measures include, but are not
limited to, the creation of an independent ombuds that incarcerated people and their families can contact to oversee disputes with DOC.
Expand Access to Housing for Returning Citizens
Releasing people from prison to homelessness is a setup for failure. Providing housing vouchers and other housing supports, like rent
assistance, to people reentering the community has demonstrated positive benefits in Washington and in other states. Housing vouchers are
much less expensive than prolonged incarceration – and housing instability is a contributor to recidivism. The Legislature should increase
access to housing for returning citizens, particularly Housing First models. Housing First is a state and national best practice that provides
direct rent assistance for apartments rather than a pathway to housing support through shelter and transitional housing. Multiple studies
have shown that Housing First reduces costly crisis and law enforcement services and helps improve health and public safety outcomes. The
Council supports efforts that help rapidly house those reentering the community so that they can find employment and seek economic
independence.
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State of Washington

STATEWIDE REENTRY COUNCIL
1011 Plum Street SE - PO Box 42525 - Olympia, Washington 98504-2525 - (360) 725-4000

Statewide Reentry Council 2018 Legislative Session Priority Bill Passage Summary
HB 1298:
Establishes the Washington fair chance act. Prohibits an employer from including any question
on an application for employment, from inquiring either orally or in writing, from receiving
information through a criminal history background check, or from otherwise obtaining
information about an applicant's criminal record until after the employer initially determines that
the applicant is otherwise qualified for the position. Requires the state attorney general's office to
enforce this act.
HB 1783:
Addresses legal financial obligations. Eliminates the accrual of interest on certain nonrestitution
portions of legal financial obligations. Prohibits a court from imposing costs on a defendant who
is indigent at the time of sentencing.
HB 2638:
Authorizes the secretary of the department of corrections (DOC) to transfer an incarcerated
individual from a department correctional facility to home detention in the community if it is
determined that the graduated reentry program is an appropriate placement and requires the
secretary to assist the individual's transition from confinement to the community. Creates a
graduated reentry program of partial confinement for certain people in DOC custody.
SB 6582:
Establishes the Washington fair chance to education act. Prohibits an institution of higher
education from using an initial admissions application that requests information about the
criminal history of an applicant, however, the institution may use a third-party admissions
application that contains information about the criminal history of the applicant if the institution
posts a notice on its web site stating that it may not automatically or unreasonably deny an
applicant's admission or restrict access to campus residency based on an applicant's criminal
history.
HB 2578:
Prohibits a landlord from refusing to lease or rent real property to a prospective tenant or current
tenant, or expelling a tenant from real property, based on the source of income of an otherwise
eligible tenant. Creates the landlord mitigation program and requires the department of
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commerce to administer the program and adopt rules it deems necessary for the administration of
the program. Creates the landlord mitigation program account. Provides a list of the types of
claims, related to landlord mitigation for renting private market rental units to low-income
tenants using a housing subsidy program, that are eligible for reimbursement from the account,
and a list of eligibility requirements. Increases the affordable housing for all surcharge to thirteen
dollars and requires a portion of the surcharge to be deposited in the landlord mitigation program
account. Allows the department of commerce to use the reappropriation (2017 3rd sp.s. c 4 s
1028) to implement this act.
HB 1889:
Creates the office of the corrections ombuds within the office of the governor for the purpose of:
(1) Providing information to inmates and their families;
(2) Promoting public awareness and understanding of the rights and responsibilities of inmates;
(3) Identifying system issues and responses for the governor and the legislature to act upon; and
(4) Ensuring compliance with relevant statutes, rules, and policies pertaining to corrections
facilities, services, and treatment of inmates under the jurisdiction of the department of
corrections.
Exempts the following from public disclosure under the public records act: Records exchanged
and communications between the office of the corrections ombuds and the department of
corrections, including the investigative record.
Provides for termination and review, under the sunset act, of the office of the corrections
ombuds.
For further information please contact:
Christopher Poulos
Executive Director
Washington Statewide Reentry Council
Washington State Department of Commerce
1011 Plum St. SE, PO Box 42525
Olympia, WA 98504-2525
(360) 725-2852
christopher.poulos@commerce.wa.gov
commerce.wa.gov/reentry
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What Works to Reduce Crime, Recidivism, and Prison
Populations? Seven Lessons Learned in Michigan

I. Introduction

DENNIS
SCHRANTZ*
Executive Director,
Michigan Council on
Crime and
Delinquency, Center
for Justice
Innovation

National attention has turned to mass incarceration
recently with the issue becoming the subject of presidential
proclamations,1 a campaign speech by a major contender
for the White House in 2016,2 and national debates for
presidential candidates.3 The Right is finally agreeing with
the Left, and Newt Gingrich is on board with the ACLU—so
much so that the ACLU praised his position, saying, ‘‘Sing
it, Newt!’’4
This is the first time in modern American history that
a focus on justice policies has reached such high levels of
agreement across the political spectrum. But speeches and
calls for better legislative policies—indeed, even better
policies themselves—will not end the era of mass incarceration. Improvements to community supervision, an
expansion of human service resources, and a rethinking of
executive branch services are needed, and virtually no one is
talking about it. And although community-based programs
can contribute to some reduction in post-prison crime, the
largest contributor to prison growth is often parole failure—not for new criminal acts but for technical violations.
That factor has to be addressed or we won’t change this
enormous addiction to imprisonment.
And the increased academic attention to evidence-based
principles and practices, although helpful, will not fix the
problem either—unless the folks running the prisons and
the supervision agencies can figure out how to apply the
research to actual, real-life cases that they have to supervise,
and they are given the resources to do so effectively.5
II. Focusing on More than Policy: The Challenges of
Implementing Best Practices

Researchers have established the need to achieve a better
link between what research evidence shows works and how
to implement that research on the ground, particularly on
the issue of statewide recidivism reduction.6 There is scant
evidence of large-scale sustainable reforms that reduce
recidivism.7 One of the primary reasons for this lack of
success is that the work of moving from planning to
implementation of system-wide change requires an
extraordinary level of coordination and capacity. Research
shows that efforts at implementing evidence-based practices that have the benefit of expert and organized guidance
have a much higher, and much quicker, success rate at
implementation.8 So, what many states need to focus on is

‘‘implementation guidance’’ to translate planning into
action and achieve statewide reductions in recidivism.
Without additional tools, resources, and guidance to support effective implementation, major statewide reductions
in recidivism will continue to fall well short of the objective
of ending, or even materially reducing, mass incarceration.
Clearer guidance is needed in the field on how to
implement research findings and how to successfully replicate well-performing programs in prisons and parole
agencies and their affiliated human service delivery partners in the community.9 In essence, there is a call for better
connections that help build evidence through applied
research—researchers and practitioners working together
as active partners with joint ownership of the research
process and outcomes.10 As a recent review of the literature
on research implementation observed:
It is increasingly evident that thoughtful and effective implementation strategies at multiple levels are
essential to any systematic attempt to use the products of science to improve the lives of children,
families, and adults . . .
. . . implementation is synonymous with coordinated change at system, organization, program, and
practice levels. In a fundamental sense, implementation appears most successful when: carefully selected
practitioners receive coordinated training, coaching,
and frequent performance assessments; organizations provide the infrastructure necessary for timely
training, skillful supervision and coaching, and regular process and outcome evaluations; communities
and consumers are fully involved in the selection and
evaluation of programs and practices; state and federal funding avenues, policies, and regulations create
a hospitable environment for implementation and
program operations.11

III. The Michigan Experience

By connecting research to practice, Michigan has achieved
notable reductions in recidivism of former prisoners.
According to a 2012 report from the Council of State Governments’ Justice Center, between 2005 and 2007, Michigan reduced returns to prison by 18 percent, one of the
largest reductions in recidivism of former prisoners in the
United States.12 The Justice Center report observed, ‘‘over
a longer period, Michigan’s decline in recidivism is even

Federal Sentencing Reporter, Vol. 28, No. 2, pp. 92–95, ISSN 1053-9867, electronic ISSN 1533-8363.
© 2015 Vera Institute of Justice. All rights reserved. Please direct requests for permission to photocopy
or reproduce article content through the University of California Press’s Rights and Permissions website,
http://www.ucpressjournals.com/reprintInfo.asp. DOI: 10.1525/fsr.2015.28.2.92.
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more significant, with a 28% reduction in returns to prison
between 2000 and 2008.’’13 According to more recent data
(2013) from the Michigan Department of Corrections, the
recidivism rate improved for these offender cohorts by
38 percent through December 2011.14
As a result of the improved outcomes of parolees,
Michigan’s prison population declined over 12 percent in
just three years (2006–2009), and has continued to decline
to 17 percent (2006–2013)15—the steepest reduction in the
shortest period of time of any state in the nation. Subsequently, Michigan has also led the nation in prison closings
with an astonishing twenty-one facilities closed, saving
nearly $350 million annually. Since the efforts to control and
reduce the prison population began in 2002, it is estimated
that cost avoidance for prison operations is nearly $1 billion.16 Michigan’s accomplishments may represent the most
rapid and massive decarceration effort in the history of the
United States. And the crime rate has not increased.17
While it may seem obvious that locking up more
people would lower the crime rate, the reality is
much more complicated. Sentencing and release policies, not crime rates, determine the numbers of
persons in prison. . . . Michigan has undertaken what
may be the currently most effective changes to
reduce incarceration in any of the states. . . . As
a Michigan Department of Corrections official
bluntly stated in testimony to the Michigan legislature, these steps ‘‘have broken the political logjam
that has consistently stymied many prior justice policy reform proposals,’’ by providing incentives for
various stakeholders to support the initiatives and
without requiring politically-sensitive reductions in
statutory penalties for criminal offenses. . . .
The history of over-incarceration in Michigan
illustrates why the fact that over-incarceration results
from deliberate policy choices about punishment
rather than directly from crime rates is actually good
news. As a persuasive body of evidence demonstrates, with an effective criminal justice policy, public safety can be improved, crime rates lowered, and
our massive over-incarceration reduced. Michigan’s
experience is important because it demonstrates that
common sense can in fact beat demagoguery and
that smart-on-crime policies can actually triumph.18
This paper summarizes the most important lessons
learned in Michigan on how to reduce recidivism. It is
hoped that these lessons can assist other state corrections
systems to achieve similar outcomes in improved public
safety and reduced costs.
IV. The Seven Lessons
1. Understand the Political Context of the Work

Elected officials will ultimately make the decisions to allow
executive branch agencies to act ‘‘tough AND smart’’ on
crime issues. They need incentives and early successes.
When focusing on crime reduction and fewer victims,
working with offenders is easier to support.

2. Focus on Budget and Understand the Context of
Reentry in the Larger Justice System

The work on offender crime and recidivism reduction is
directly related to the national recognition that we cannot
sustain the high budget levels for corrections, and we must
reduce incarceration.
3. Dedication to Evidence-Based Strategies

It is impossible for major system reform to take shape
without highly disciplined strategic planning based on
research and evidence about what works when implementing targeted changes to policy and practice. Four cornerstones to the collaboration between justice and nonjustice agencies are essential:
•

Start with accurate offender risk and need
assessment.

•

Focus on improved offender case management,
driven by accurate risk and need assessment, and
work with one offender at a time to improve
outcomes.

•

Implement ‘‘success-driven’’ offender supervision
that stresses the role of the supervising officer as
a coach rather than merely a surveillance officer.

•

Focus on agency-wide staff development and
‘‘change management,’’ not merely training. Justice
agencies must become ‘‘learning organizations’’ and
embrace the need to learn new approaches to reduce
crime and recidivism.

4. Focus on Core Areas that Create Sustainable
System Change

Corrections and parole agencies are complex, and it is difficult for leaders and staff to wrap their arms around the
myriad of issues needed for sustainable system change.
Focus on specific core areas of functions that are critical to
the ability to sustain reforms over time. If capacity and
competency within the justice agencies are needed, use
outside assistance to help provide the skills and time
needed to execute the needed changes. Areas for capacity
and competency review include:
Mid-level organizational structure. Justice agencies
must have mid-level managers who are competent and
capable of overseeing the facility, field, and community
work required to improve offender success. High-level
leadership is critical, but changes must come from within
the existing management structure. Champions must be
identified who are willing to get in front of the initiatives
and help develop them and then guide them through the
trenches.
Resources for staff. All line staff must have the tools and
resources necessary to improve offender success. Agencies
must find ways to provide staff with incentives, rewards,
technology, and training that will be required to conduct
business in the new ways required by the system changes
for recidivism reduction. Technology is critical to free staff

FEDERAL SENTENCING REPORTER

• VOL. 28, NO. 2

• DECEMBER 2015

93

Packet Page 7

to work more closely with offenders so that their attitudes
and beliefs are adjusted.
Fully integrated policy and procedure. Justice agency
policies and procedures must eventually reflect that
offender success and recidivism reduction is not just
a ‘‘pilot’’ or ‘‘initiative’’ but is standard operating procedure.
These reforms are not about programs, although programming is important; they are about fundamental
changes in policy.
Internal and external collaboration. Effective and strategic collaboration with probation personnel, prison staff,
parole agents, and community-based agencies will be key in
determining the short-, intermediate, and long-term success of former prisoners. Community, faith, law enforcement, and victim leaders should not be an afterthought;
they should be brought to the table as equal partners in the
process. Sustained and long-term former offender success
happens in communities, not in justice agencies.
Budget alignment. To ensure that the allocation of
resources is consistent with policies and procedures, justice
agency budgets should be analyzed to determine if current
expenditures are supportive of the new vision of improved
offender success. Justice agency budgets have plenty of
funding. The key is not to find more money; it is to spend
the money they have more efficiently and in ways that are
more effective at improving offender outcomes.
Assessment, measurement, and evaluation. To ensure
that justice agencies develop and implement new and
innovative ways to measure offender success and failure,
more resources need to be allocated to evaluating and
implementing evidence-based practices, such as risk and
need assessment tools, that drive case management and
then evaluating their impact on crime.
Engage other human service agencies. State and local
agencies outside the justice system should be represented
on both state and local policy teams and included in efforts
to promote offender success, especially when these agencies present barriers that work against recidivism reduction
efforts. Offenders can only succeed when their needs are
viewed holistically; planning and implementation committees and councils should reflect that. Leaders in housing,
addiction services, training and employment, and mental
health should be at the table.
Quality assurance. To ensure data drives decisions aimed
at improving policies, procedures, and programs on an
ongoing basis, justice agencies must develop and implement quality assurance mechanisms that continually assess
program fidelity, staffing efforts, and offender outcomes.
This needs to be a formalized, fully resourced process.
5. Local Comprehensive Community Planning

Community leaders must own offender programs and be
full partners in the process, and this ownership should have
explicit expectations for engagement. In Michigan, local
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Steering Teams were responsible for developing and
reaching consensus in a collaborative manner on local,
community-based Comprehensive Community Plans for
both diversion from prison to probation on the front end
and prisoner reentry on the back end. To be funded by the
state, the local Plans had to address specific service areas
such as housing, employment, substance abuse services,
mental health, transportation, victim services, and the
involvement of local law enforcement and faith-based
institutions. For each of these service areas, the Comprehensive Community Plan described the local assets in place
to increase the potential for success for former prisoners,
barriers that impede maximum use of these assets, gaps in
services, and proposed solutions to address the barriers and
gaps. Thus, the Plans built upon existing services and
embedded their use within the context of comprehensive
service delivery. Plans must focus on both policy and procedure that is critical to implementation: Who does What
and When.
6. Local Management and Community Coordination

Local community coordinators are the essential staff to both
local diversion efforts and the prisoner reentry process at
each of Michigan’s eighteen regional sites, as they are
responsible for staffing the Steering Team and managing
the development and implementation of the Comprehensive Plans. They coordinate and monitor the use of funds,
the effectiveness of service delivery, community outreach
and education, and collaboration with service providers and
justice system professionals.
7. Public Education and Outreach

In Michigan, nothing was more important to prison diversion efforts and prisoner reentry efforts than continual
public education. Taxpayers must recognize recidivism
reduction services as public protection strategies, not as
‘‘coddling convicts.’’ This requires a disciplined dedication
of purpose that must be carefully developed, implemented,
and managed. Local diversion and reentry steering teams
comprised of elected and other officials offer many avenues
to educate the public and special stakeholder groups. Fundamental to full community support, for example, is the
support of law enforcement officials such as chiefs of
police, sheriffs, and prosecutors who dedicate their careers
to fighting crime. Their involvement in the local process as
partners in the development and the execution of the Public
Education Plan is essential to gain and sustain their ongoing support.
V. Conclusion

In conclusion, Michigan’s story about improving prisoner
reentry is one of several in the nation that show how
improvements in policy and practice, anchored in research
and proven over time, can pave the way for other states to
‘‘improve the odds that released offenders will not reappear
at the prison gate. That outcome benefits everyone, saving
public funds and keeping communities safe.’’19 If states
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will apply with fidelity the many lessons learned in Michigan that are outlined in this paper, they have great potential
to reduce mass incarceration.
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Notes
*
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The Michigan Council on Crime and Delinquency (MCCD),
established in 1956, is dedicated to improving the effectiveness of policies and systems aimed at the prevention and
reduction of crime and delinquency. MCCD’s Center for Justice Innovation specializes in adult corrections and justice
policy issues, and seeks to build capacity within state and
local jurisdictions to improve both system and individual
offender outcomes through the use of evidence-based practices. These improved outcomes include: (1) fewer crimes
committed by formerly incarcerated individuals and individuals who have been or are currently under correctional
supervision in the community; (2) community- and
institution-based programs that demonstrate increased
fidelity to the standards of evidence-based practices; (3)
prevention of unnecessary confinement of offenders in jail
and prisons; and (4) reduced costs and improved
efficiencies.
106th Naacp National Convention (Whitehouse.gov broadcast, July 14, 2015). President Barack Obama stated, ‘‘Mass
incarceration makes our country worse off, and we need to do
something about it.’’
Columbia School of International and Public Affairs: 18th
Annual David N. Dinkins Leadership and Public Policy Forum
(Columbia Media Services 2015), https://sipa.columbia.edu/
dinkins-forum. In Democratic presidential hopeful and former
Secretary of State Hillary Clinton’s speech, she called for body
cameras in every police department in the country, as well as
an end to an ‘‘era of mass incarceration.’’
Inimai Chettiar, Republicans and Democrats agree: End mass
incarceration, Aljazeera America (Sept. 26, 2015, 2:00 AM),
http://america.aljazeera.com/opinions/2015/9/
republicans-and-democratics-agree-end-massincarceration.html. Republican presidential candidates Jeb
Bush, Carly Fiorina, Rand Paul, Chris Christy, and Democratic candidates Hillary Clinton, Bernie Sanders, and
Martin O’Malley have all called for criminal justice reforms
in their runs for president.
Inimai Chettiar & Rebecca Mccray, Sing it, Newt! Gingrich and
Allies Promote Criminal Justice Reform, American Civil Liberties
Union (Jan. 13, 2011, 4:57 PM) https://www.aclu.org/blog/
speakeasy/sing-it-newt-gingrich-and-allies-promote-criminaljustice-reform.
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See, e.g., Brad Bogue et al., Implementing Evidence-Based Policy and Practice in Community Corrections 11–21 (2nd ed.
2009).
Dean L. Fixsen et al., Implementation Research: A Synthesis of
the Literature 51 (2005).
Stephen M. Haas, Current Practice and Challenges in EvidenceBased Community Corrections, 15 Just. Res. & Pol’y 1, 1 (2013).
Dean L. Fixsen, Karen A. Blasé, & Amy Campbell, Implementation and Public Policy 17 (2012).
Thomas E. Feucht & Christopher A. Innes, Contemporary
Issues in Criminal Justice Policy 7–16 (Natasha Frost,
Joshua Freilich & Todd Clear eds., 1st ed. 2010).
Thomas E. Feucht, Cultivating Evidence: Linking Knowledge
from Innovation to Program Evaluation and Multi-Site Replication, American Society of Criminology Annual Meeting (2010);
Fixsen et al., supra note 6; Haas, supra note 7.
Fixsen, supra note 6, at 51.
States Report Reductions in Recidivism, Justice Center (Sept.
25, 2012) https://csgjusticecenter.org/nrrc/publications/
states-report-reductions-in-recidivism-2/.
Id.
Michigan Prisoner Reentery: A Success Story, Michigan Department of Corrections (2013) https://www.michigan.gov/
documents/corrections/The_Michigan_Prisoner_Reentry_
Initiative__A_Success_Story_334863_7.pdf.
Id. From 2006 to 2009 the prison population dropped from
51,577 to 45,478—a 12% drop in three years. The decline
continues today; through February 2013, the population has
dropped by 17%.
Nicole D. Porter, On the Chopping Block: State Prison Closings,
The Sentencing Project (August 2011) http://
sentencingproject.org/doc/publications/On_the_chopping_
block_-_state_prison_closings_(2).pdf.
See Luke Mogelson, Prison Break: How Michigan managed to
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Proposed agenda for the Joint Meeting
of the

Behavioral Health Subcommittee
and

Legal and Justice Systems Subcommittee
Of the Incarceration Prevention and Reduction Task Force

11:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m. on Tuesday, May 14, 2019
1. Prosecutor referrals to specialty courts
2. The Ground-level Response and Coordinated Engagement (GRACE) program
3. Fast-track versus drug court
4. Jail transition and re-entry
5. Training needs across law enforcement, jail, legal and judicial systems, such as traumainformed care
6. Presentation by Dan Hammill and Barry Buchanan on Policy Academy effort to reduce
young adult incarceration
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Incarceration Prevention and Reduction Task Force
Legal & Justice Systems Subcommittee
Meeting Summary for March 12, 2019

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, Bill Elfo, Arlene Feld, Heather Flaherty, Deborra Garrett,
Stephen Gockley, Raylene King, Moonwater, Darlene Peterson, Eric
Richey
Also Present:

Caryl Dunavan (proxy for Raylene King), Kristin Hannah (proxy for Deborah
Hawley), Dan Hammill

Members Absent:

Deborah Hawley

Review December 11, 2018 Meeting Summary
There were no changes.
2.

Discussion with Mark Gardner on content of the INDEX Committee submission to
Incarceration Prevention & Reduction Task Force 2019 annual plan

Mark Gardner submitted the annual plan timeline and an updated section of the 2018 annual
plan. Committee members discussed sections and content of the draft 2019 plan and the schedule for
completing the plan by June.
3.

Discussion with Prosecutor Eric Richey
Richey submitted and presented his platform for prosecutorial change.
• Victim Bill of Rights
o Provide as much support as possible
o VR 7.69.030 is a priority
o Follow best practices
• Drug use as a health problem,
o Treatment instead of incarceration
o Changes and expansions to Drug Court, and reduced delays
• Mental Health Court
• Bail and Pretrial Incarceration
o Lower bail recommendations
o Reduced bail jump charges
o Allow people to reschedule missed court within six weeks
• Sentencing alternatives and reduced sentences
• Law Enforcement Assisted Diversion (LEAD)
• Reentry
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Vacating and sealing records
Relicensing
Data and transparency
Diversity, equity, and includsion in hiring and operational practices
Training
Ongoing review and adjustments as needed
Policy group and young adult offenders

Committee members discussed:
• Dropping felonies to misdemeanors in District Court and municipal courts
• Who decides on offering less punitive charges
• Prosecutor staff trained on mental health issues
• Prosecutor’s Office integrating with public health on drug issues
• The need for mental health, substance use, and other social services
• Assault 3 from the hospital and competency challenges; the option of local competency
evaluations and restorations
• Prosecutor involvement in the Incarceration Prevention and Reduction Task Force and
Legal and Justice Committee
• Efforts to reduce fines, fees, and judgment amounts in Superior Court
• Collaborating with the Dispute Resolution Center and other stakeholders
• Drug Court review by the National Association of Drug Court Professionals (NADCP)
• Restructuring and implementing the LEAD program in Whatcom County
• How the Prosecutor’s Office will use the Ground-level Response and Coordinated
Engagement (GRACE) Program
• Conflicts between the Fast Track and Drug Court programs
• Potential for racial disparity in a pretrial risk assessment tool
• Efforts to reduce young adult incarceration and diverting people away from the criminal
justice system at an early age
Public comments:
• Myra Ramos spoke on bail, personal recognizance, and jail
• Irene Morgan spoke on encouraging changes and more ideas
4.

2019 Work Plan

Committee members discussed focusing on the legal and justice system, not other systems or
social issues. Focus on efficient administration of justice within the court system, the court timeline,
and State caseload targets. This item was held to the April meeting to incorporate information from the
Prosecutor and other suggestions.
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5.

Update on National Association of Drug Court Professionals (NADCP) review of
Whatcom County drug court practices

Shoshana Paige, Public Defender’s Office, reported on the NADCP review, recommendations,
and approval from the Prosecutor’s Office. A full report is expected in April.
Committee members discussed staff training at a national training event.
6.

Review State legislation concerning driver's license suspensions and revocations: SB
5328 and HB 1282
Elfo moved to approve the draft letter. The motion was seconded.

Committee members discussed the lack of support from small cities due to reduced incentive for
people to drive responsibly and about the differences among poverty crime, justice, accountability,
consequence, and punishment.
Elfo amended his motion and moved to approve the letter without the sentence referencing the
Vera Report’s number of admissions for driving without a license 3rd (DWLS3).
Motion carried 7-1 with Anderson, Elfo, Feld, Gockley, Hannah, Moonwater, and Peterson in
favor. Dunavan opposed on behalf of the Small Cities. Garrett abstained due to judicial restrictions.
7.

Next Steps: Ideas & Further Information
This item was not discussed.

8.

Other Business
There was no other business.

9.

Public Comment
Andronetta Douglas spoke on game theory for motivation.
Lynn Skinner spoke on the importance of making connections.

Irene Morgan spoke on problems in court with ongoing continuances and ineffective treatment
programs and the need for court navigation training.
10.

Adjourn
The meeting adjourned at 1:35 p.m.
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