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September 8, 2009 

 

To:  Public Safety, Human Services & Education Committee 

 

From:  Dan Eder and Peter Harris, Central Staff 

 

Re:  Jail Capacity Study 

 

 

 

Executive Summary 

In last fall’s budget deliberations, the City Council’s Budget Committee adopted a Statement of 

Legislative Intent (SLI, Attachment 1) calling for a jail capacity study.  The goal was to “assess 

whether the City’s use of jail beds can be reduced by adopting a more treatment-focused 

approach toward the enforcement of certain lower level drug offenses. . .  When combined with 

changes in King County’s approach to felony prosecution of these and other unrelated crimes, it 

is possible that a shift in the City’s arrest policy towards lower level drug offenders could 

significantly affect the county-wide demand for jail services.”  The SLI called for the creation of 

an Advisory Group, a Project Team, and this Central Staff report to the Public Safety, Human 

Services & Education Committee.   

 

The main ideas the SLI wanted to test were:  How much can Seattle policy changes reduce the 

use of jail for the County’s drug felons?  Would such a reduction in County jail use be enough 

(alone or in concert with other policy changes or planning assumptions) to eliminate or to defer 

significantly the need for a new jail for misdemeanants from Seattle and other North/East Cities 

(NEC)?
1
 

 

As a point of reference, currently available data and projections by the County and NEC suggest 

that between 2018 and 2022 the average daily population (ADP) of NEC misdemeanants will 

outnumber available County jail space by between 300 and 500 inmates.  

 

 We estimate that treating all drug offenders arrested in Seattle with the most effective 

programs available would reduce recidivism by enough to lower the average daily 

population in King County’s jail by approximately 25 inmates.   

 

 We estimate that eliminating all jail time for Seattle’s lower-level drug offenders would 

reduce the average daily jail population by approximately 27 to 37 inmates.  (Consistent 

with input from the Advisory Group, we define “lower-level drug offenders” throughout 

this report as the population of individuals with drug charges (1) as the most serious 

offense at the time of arrest and (2) up to but not including the level of offense eligible 

for King County’s Drug Diversion Court.
2
) 

                                                           
1
 The North/East Cities is a jail planning group formed by Seattle and the other cities in northern and eastern King 

County.  See Section 2 and www.necmunicipaljail.org.  
2
 King County Drug Diversion Court is widely viewed as a successful program for reducing recidivism through 

enhanced supervision, monitoring of compliance with programs such as addiction treatment counseling, job training 
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 Thus, we conclude that even if all drug offenders arrested in Seattle (not just lower-level 

drug offenders) were provided drug treatment or other services designed to reduce their 

recidivism, and even if there were no jail penalties for Seattle’s lower-level drug 

offenders, the likely reduction in jail use would be an order of magnitude less than the 

amount of jail space needed by NEC misdemeanants. 

 

These estimates are not precise, but they suggest that treating drug offenders and reducing jail 

penalties for lower-level drug offenses are not approaches that appear likely – by themselves 

absent other changes – to eliminate the need for additional jail capacity.   

 

It is important to note that there are many uncertainties in the factors creating demand for jail 

space; and this report discusses some of the key planning assumptions, trends, and conclusions 

that form the baseline projections.  The baseline projections are not immutable, and in fact the 

County recently refreshed its analysis and changed some conclusions about its anticipated near-

term jail capacity even during the course of discussions with the Advisory Group and Project 

Team.  One could question whether the King County Executive’s recent judgment that the 

County will have space for NEC misdemeanants only through 2015 is too conservative, but this 

decision and its associated risks are ultimately the County’s.   

 

In the meantime Seattle and the other North/East Cities must make their own decisions about jail 

capacity planning.  This report reflects only the latest available data and forecasts of anticipated 

jail use from King County and the NEC.  As additional data becomes available about actual jail 

use and trends, it is possible that anticipated forecasts could change again.  While such changes 

could affect long-term projections about overall jail use, they are not likely to affect the 

conclusions about the impacts of strategies focused on lower-level drug offenders.  Their share 

of overall jail demand is low enough that significant impacts will not result from policies that 

focus on this group alone.   

 

 

  

                                                                                                                                                                                           
and mental health counseling.  Eligibility standards for King County Drug Diversion Court were increased in fall 

2008 in conjunction with changes in King County Prosecuting Attorney’s Office filing and disposition standards that 

reduced jail use for individuals with drug offenses less serious than those eligible for Drug Diversion Court.  New 

eligibility standards for Drug Diversion Court include (among other considerations) possession of at least 3 grams of 

cocaine, heroin or methamphetamine; or at least 100 grams of marijuana. See Section 5 and Attachment 9. 
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1. Report Highlights and Findings 

 

1.1. Analytical Framework 

 

Some argue that reducing jail use for lower-level drug offenders (through treatment or more 

direct changes) could have beneficial effects by freeing up scarce public safety resources for 

other higher priorities, reducing disruption to families of the jailed offenders, and other 

considerations.  Others argue that there could be adverse effects on public safety by increasing 

the prevalence of such criminal behavior.  We do not offer any opinion on the merits of these 

relatively charged questions.  Instead, our analysis is limited to the more direct effects that such 

strategies would likely have on jail use and by implication on jail capacity planning.  

 

Reducing the jail space occupied by any group of people requires reducing the number of 

offenses they commit or reducing the average amount of time they spend in jail per offense.  

Reducing the number of offenses they commit requires some form of crime prevention program, 

such as treatment for individual offenders.  Reducing the average amount of jail time per offense 

requires a change in the law, a change in the sentences that courts give under the law, or a 

change in the way that prosecutors or police enforce the law. 

 

Our first approach was to evaluate the potential reduction in jail beds that could be achieved by 

treating drug offenders (or providing them with other similar services designed to reduce future 

offenses).  This approach leads to the estimated ADP reduction of 25 inmates.  The size of jail 

bed reduction depends on the number of offenders treated, the baseline number of future offenses 

they would be expected to commit without the treatment, the amount of jail time they would 

spend for these baseline offenses, and the effectiveness of the treatment in changing expected 

behavior.  We assume all drug offenders arrested in Seattle would be treated, without respect to 

cost; and we assume the treatment would be as effective as the most effective known evidence-

based treatment programs for adult offenders.
3
   

 

Our second approach was to evaluate the number of jail beds that would be saved by eliminating 

all jail time for Seattle’s lower-level drug offenders, including misdemeanants and lower-level 

felons.  This approach does not assume a model of treatment alone, but rather a policy approach 

that also changes enforcement and/or penalties for those who do offend.  This approach produces 

the estimate of an ADP reduction of between 27 and 37 inmates. 

 

We end up with a range here because we developed two plausible scenarios under this approach.  

One scenario is tied to current average penalties, the other to the higher penalties that were 

imposed until recently.  Based on a budget shortfall, the King County Prosecuting Attorney’s 

Office (KCPAO) recently adopted new filing and disposition standards that reduce the average 

amount of jail time spent by eligible felony drug offenders.  In recognition of the possibility that 

the KCPAO may reverse this decision if the County’s budget situation improves, we also 

                                                           
3
 See Aos, Miller & Drake, “Evidence-Based Public Policy Options to Reduce Future Prison Construction, Criminal 

Justice Costs, and Crime Rates,” Washington State Institute for Public Policy, October 2006; available at 

www.wsipp.wa.gov. 
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evaluated the number of beds that would be saved by eliminating the greater amount of average 

time such offenders used to spend in jail prior to the change in KCPAO standards.   

 

 

1.2. Why Did We Include the Second Approach and Evaluate Reductions in Jail 

Penalties for Lower-Level Drug Offenders? 

 

We began this study by assuming our main focus would be on the potential for reducing the jail 

population by treating drug offenders and thereby reducing their anticipated future rate of 

offending, rather than by reducing jail time for some offenses.  We modeled our thinking on the 

Washington State Institute for Public Policy’s review of policy options for reducing prison 

construction, which does not consider reducing the use of prison by reducing penalties.
4
  This is 

why we began with the first approach described above.   

 

We expanded our scope to include the second approach and an analysis of jail time reductions 

for lower-level drug offenders for two reasons.  First, some Advisory Group members suggested 

we analyze a pre-booking diversion program in which police officers would refer lower-level 

drug offenders to treatment services instead of booking them into jail.  The proponents of this 

approach argued that the potential change in future jail use by lower-level drug offenders would 

not be limited to the effects of the treatment services.  Instead, the pre-booking diversion 

referrals themselves would result in a reduction in jail use.  Rather than just affecting jail use 

through reduced recidivism, this program would also reduce jail use by directing those who have 

offended away from the standard judicial processes and its associated penalties (including jail 

time). 

 

Second, we were urged by some Advisory Group members to consider a new approach to drug 

arrests in light of increasing demands for drug law reform nationally and locally.  The core of 

drug law reform is reducing jail or prison penalties for at least some drug offenses, with or 

without related conditions.  While changes in drug law cannot be made at the local level, changes 

in enforcement strategy could be used to mimic actual modification to the law.  The Council did 

not ask us to evaluate drug law reform, and we offer no opinions here about whether reform 

would be a good thing.
5
  However, our second approach to modeling jail use impacts does allow 

us to illustrate the potential impacts of reform targeting lower-level drug offenders.   

                                                           
4
 Aos, Miller & Drake, supra. 

5
 Those interested in a brief summary of the most compelling arguments for drug law reform could well start with 

the following quotation from Herbert Packer: 

 

For over fifty years the United States has been committed to a policy of suppressing the “abuse” of narcotic 

and other “dangerous” drugs. The primary instrument in carrying out this policy has been the criminal 

sanction. The results of this reliance on the criminal sanction have included the following: 

(1) Several hundred thousand people, the overwhelming majority of whom have been primarily users 

rather than traffickers, have been subjected to severe criminal punishment. 

(2) An immensely profitable illegal traffic in narcotic and other forbidden drugs has developed. 

(3) This illegal traffic has contributed significantly to the growth and prosperity of organized criminal 

groups. 

(4) A substantial number of all acquisitive crimes – burglary, robbery, auto theft, other forms of 

larceny – have been committed by drug users in order to get the wherewithal to pay the artificially 

high prices charged for drugs on the illegal market. 
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1.3. Demand-Driven and Resource-Driven Approaches to Jail Planning 

 

In deciding what directions to take our work, we were faced with one other fundamental analytic 

question.  Should we consider only demand-driven models, or should we also consider resource-

driven models as well? 

 

At the outset, we identified two basic paradigms for planning for jails.  One, which we could call 

demand-driven, is to base such planning on the best available forecasts of demand for jail space, 

including evidence of the potential effects on jail demand of any crime prevention efforts, 

alternatives to incarceration or changes in penalties.  Our first two approaches (evaluating the 

effects that treatment and jail reduction for lower-level offenders will likely have on jail use) fit 

within this paradigm.   

 

The other paradigm, which we could call resource-driven, is to decide first how much jail 

capacity to create and then restrict jail use accordingly.  One version of a resource-driven policy 

would be simply not to create more jail space than exists now, and then figure out how to use the 

space in a way that fits the existing supply.  Some argue that using a resource-driven paradigm 

would produce pressure for criminal justice reform, including drug law reform, by forcing the 

legal system to reserve scarce resources for the most serious offenses.  One risk in applying this 

approach is that a decision to change the allocation of scarce public safety resources may not be 

made until well after the jail is overcrowded.   

 

Initially, we had settled on a demand-driven paradigm and developed the two scenarios detailed 

previously under this framework.  However, the Advisory Group asked us to address a resource-

driven approach as well.  In particular, they asked us to estimate the potential effect on the jail 

population of holding constant the average daily jail population of drug offenders arrested in 

Seattle at the historically low 2008 level.  The rationale is that King County’s most recent 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
(5) Billions of dollars and a significant proportion of total law enforcement resources have been 

expended in all stages of the criminal process. 

(6) A disturbingly large number of undesirable police practices – unconstitutional searches and 

seizures, entrapment, electronic surveillance – have become habitual because of the great 

difficulty that attends the detection of narcotics offenses. 

(7) The burden of enforcement has fallen primarily on the urban poor, especially Negroes and 

Mexican-Americans. 

(8) Research on the causes, effects, and cures of drug use has been stultified. 

(9) The medical profession has been intimidated into neglecting its accustomed role of relieving this 

form of human misery. 

(10) A large and well-entrenched enforcement bureaucracy has developed a vested interest in the status 

quo, and has effectively thwarted all but the most marginal reforms. 

(11) Legislative invocations of the criminal sanction have automatically and unthinkingly been 

extended from narcotics to marijuana to the flood of new mind-altering drugs that have appeared 

in recent years, thereby compounding the preexisting problem. 

A clearer case of misapplication of the criminal sanction would be difficult to imagine.   

(Herbert L. Packer, The Limits of the Criminal Sanction, 1968) 

 

Today, Packer might add the impact of the U. S. drug demand and prohibition on international justice and violence 

in the nations that produce and distribute illegal drugs. 
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projection of the overall jail population apparently assumes the number of jail beds occupied by 

drug offenders arrested in Seattle will grow at the same rate as the average daily jail population 

as a whole.  The question is whether holding the jail population of Seattle drug offenders 

constant would significantly reduce the overall projected jail population.  Because this cap is 

somewhat arbitrary, and not the result of a specific new policy for treating drug offenders or 

reducing their jail penalties, it is outside the analytical framework described above and, strictly 

speaking, outside the scope of the SLI.  Nevertheless, we do provide the results of this analysis in 

Section 6.  

 

 

1.4. Findings 

 

A. Potential effects of treating drug offenders:   Even if all drug offenders arrested in 

Seattle were enrolled in the most effective types of treatment and crime prevention 

programs now known, the average number of King County jail beds used by these 

offenders would decline by approximately 25 beds.  This is well short of the 300 to 

500 additional beds needed to accommodate NEC misdemeanants between 2018 and 

2022.   

 

Treatment has a small potential effect on the County jail population for several reasons.  The 

most effective treatment programs reduce future offenses by only 20 percent at best,
6
 the average 

stay in County jail for drug offenses is only a few weeks, and many drug offenders would not be 

expected to return to County jail even without any treatment. 

 

We want to emphasize that treatment for drug offenders may have significant benefits for some 

offenders and their families, and it is quite possible that drug treatment could have more 

significant reductions on use of state prison.  Again, in this report we limit our analysis to the 

effects on the use of County jail. 

 

B. Potential effects of reducing jail time for lower-level drug offenses:   If all lower-level 

drug offenders arrested in Seattle (all misdemeanor drug offenders; and all felony 

drug offenders in possession of less than 3 grams of cocaine, heroin or 

methamphetamine or less than 100 grams of marijuana) were to serve no jail time 

whatsoever, then the average number of King County jail beds used would decline by 

approximately 27 to 37 beds.   

 

The potential effect of changes in drug arrest policies on the amount of jail time spent by drug 

offenders depends on the kinds of offenses for which officers would not book the offender into 

jail and the number of jail beds these offenses account for today.  The estimated effects are not 

large both because the number of offenders is relatively small and the number of days they serve 

is comparatively low.  Note again that we defined lower-level drug offenses as the population of 

individuals with drug charges (1) as the most serious offense at the time of arrest and (2) up to 

but not including the level of offense eligible for King County’s Drug Court. 

 

                                                           
6
 Aos, Miller & Drake, supra. 
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Were the City to pursue both a change in enforcement for lower-level drug offenders and new 

treatment programs (see finding in Section 1.4.A. above), the estimated total reduction in jail 

beds from each approach would not be fully additive.  That is, some of the jail bed reduction 

attributed to changes in enforcement for lower-level drug offenses likely overlaps some of the 

jail bed reduction from new treatment programs (leading to decreased recidivism for drug 

offenders). 

 

C. Effects of capping the number of drug offenders in jail:  If the jail population of drug 

offenders arrested in Seattle were capped at 255,
7
 rather than growing in step with 

the County’s expected overall growth in the County-responsible jail population, there 

could be approximately 60 fewer jail beds in use in 2016 and approximately 93 fewer 

in 2022. 

 

These reductions are significantly smaller than the number of jail beds required for NEC 

misdemeanants in both 2016 and 2022.  The resulting change in the County’s projection is larger 

in both years than the estimated potential reductions from treating all Seattle drug offender 

inmates and also larger than the estimated potential reductions in jail time for lower-level 

offenders.  Some additional – and as yet unspecified – policy actions would need to be taken in 

order for the City to achieve such an outcome.   

 

Bottom line: 

 

The SLI asked whether different arrest and treatment policies for lower-level drug offenders 

could significantly affect the county-wide demand for jail services.  All other things being equal, 

it appears that the City could expect some reductions in jail use for lower-level drug offenders by 

providing additional treatment services and through changes in jail booking policies.   What 

reduction in jail use by lower-level drug offenders would be “significant” and for whom? 

 

Any reduction in jail use by lower-level drug offenders could be significant for those individuals 

who might otherwise be jailed and for their families and communities.  This is important, but 

from the perspective of this report, a significant reduction would be one that is large enough to 

affect the County’s decision to offer jail space to the cities and in turn affect a City decision on 

the NEC municipal jail project.   

 

The upcoming City decision is whether to fund the NEC project in 2010.  Because of the time 

required to plan and build a jail, not funding the project would require faith that the County will 

provide jail space for the NEC until at least 2022.  Currently the County is offering jail space to 

the NEC only through 2015.  Based on the findings here, it is hard to see why a proposal to treat 

drug offenders arrested in Seattle or to reduce Seattle arrests of lower-level drug offenders would 

give the County reason to extend its offer of jail space beyond 2015.  As we have demonstrated 

here, such proposals are likely to have relatively small impacts on jail use.   

 

                                                           
7
 In 2008, individuals arrested by the Seattle Police Department for a drug charge as the most serious offense at time 

of booking used 255 County jail beds each day on average; see Section 3.1 below.  Note that the KCPAO’s new 

filing and disposition standards did not take effect until November 2008.  All other things being equal, we would 

expect jail use to decline in 2009 and beyond based on the new KCPAO standards. 
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The County’s offer of jail space through 2015 is based largely on an assumption that the inmate 

population for which the County is responsible – namely, felons arrested county-wide and 

misdemeanants arrested in unincorporated areas – will increase by 6% in 2010 and 4% annually 

between 2011 and 2015.  The County appears to be taking a conservative approach in an attempt 

to protect against forecasting uncertainties, thereby ensuring that space will be available for 

County-responsible inmates.  However, the County’s growth projection seems high on its face.   

 

The County’s new offer resulted partly from a City request that the County revisit its projections 

based on recent trends.  It would certainly be useful to have a better understanding than we have 

of the assumptions behind the County’s forecast, including those pertaining to jail bookings by 

the Seattle Police Department, and it will be important to monitor the actual jail population in 

comparison to the projection.  If the County-responsible jail population grows more slowly than 

projected, or other policy changes acceptable to the County and City offer a solid prospect of 

reducing the jail population, then the context for our findings may change.  This is further 

evidence of why the City needs to continue to work with the County as both entities continue 

their jail planning efforts.   

 

1.5. Organization of This Report 

 

Section 2 briefly reviews the context for this study. 

 

Section 3 reviews King County’s recently updated projection of the jail population for which it is 

responsible, the North/East Cities’ projection of the jail space needed for their misdemeanants 

and the currently available jail capacity.  It extrapolates and adjusts these trends in order to 

estimate the shortfall in jail space after 2015. 

 

Section 4 estimates the potential for reducing the jail population by treating drug offenders 

arrested in Seattle, based on the number of such offenders in the jail, their average recidivism, 

and the typical effectiveness of treatment programs in reducing recidivism. 

 

Section 5 estimates the potential for reducing the jail population by refraining from booking 

lower-level drug offenders in Seattle.  It describes two proposals for pre-booking diversion 

programs, the King County Prosecutor’s new filing and disposition standards for some drug 

offenses, and the new eligibility requirements for King County Drug Diversion Court.   

 

Section 6 estimates the potential for reducing the jail population by holding constant the jail 

population of drug offenders arrested in Seattle.   

 

Section 7 describes trends in drug offense bookings in Seattle. 

 

Section 8 describes the Advisory Group and Project Team for the study. 

 

Section 9 describes other information reviewed by the Advisory Group, including existing and 

potential treatment and services for offenders.  
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2. Context for the study 

Cities are responsible under state law for the cost of jailing individuals arrested for 

misdemeanors within their jurisdiction.  King County is responsible under state law for the cost 

of jailing individuals arrested for felonies within the county (even when they are arrested by city 

police officers) prior to adjudication and for sentences of less than one year.  King County is also 

responsible for the cost of jailing individuals arrested for misdemeanors by King County 

Sherriff’s officers.  The State is responsible for the cost of jailing individuals convicted of felons 

with sentences of one year or more. 

 

Currently Seattle and most other cities in the county meet this responsibility by contracting for 

jail space from King County.
8
  The context for the study is the combination of the City of 

Seattle’s need for jail space for its misdemeanants and King County’s position that it will soon 

need all its available jail space for felons and County misdemeanants.   

 

This resulted in the County’s previous decision not to extend its current jail contracts with the 

cities beyond 2012, and the cities’ subsequent decisions to begin planning their own jails.  To 

this end, seven cities in south King County formed the South Correctional Entity; and northern 

and eastern King County cities (including Seattle) formed the NEC.
9
  The South Correctional 

Entity has selected a preferred site for its jail in Des Moines, and construction of either a 660-bed 

or 860-bed municipal jail is expected to start in October 2009.  The NEC is currently evaluating 

six potential sites for a 640-bed municipal jail.  Also part of the context are the public 

controversy surrounding the NEC’s plans, changes in County policy referred to in the SLI, some 

recent trends in actual jail demand, the County Council’s July 2008 statement that the County 

should continue to be the primary regional jail provider,
10

 and the belief by many that the current 

approach to drug law enforcement is misguided nationally and locally. 

 

In June, after this study began, the County Executive announced his intention to offer cities jail 

contract extensions through 2015.  This new offer was based primarily on the Executive’s review 

of recent trends in the jail population.  The schedule for the NEC jail planning project already 

assumed the County would extend the contracts through 2014.  Because planning and building a 

new jail typically requires at least seven years, an extension through 2015 will not be long 

enough to give the NEC reason to halt or postpone its jail planning project.  For this reason the 

City Council had asked the County Executive to extend the contract through 2022 if possible.  

The City Council’s April 24, 2009 letter and the County Executive’s June 17, 2009 response are 

in Attachment 2. 

  

                                                           
8
 Seattle also contracts with Yakima County for a much smaller number of jail beds.  

9
 The South Correction Entity includes Auburn, Burien, Des Moines, Federal Way, Renton, SeaTac, and Tukwila.  

Bellevue, Kirkland, Redmond, Seattle and Shoreline are the five “principal cities” driving the NEC’s municipal jail 

planning.  The NEC is studying construction of a 640-bed jail that it estimates to be sufficient to meet its anticipated 

needs and the needs of several other cities in northeast King County, including Beaux Arts, Bothell, Carnation, 

Clyde Hill, Duvall, Hunts Point, Issaquah, Kenmore, Lake Forest Park, Medina, Mercer Island, Newcastle, North 

Bend, Sammamish, Skykomish, Snoqualmie, Woodinville, and Yarrow Point. 
10

 See Ordinance 16200, available at http://mkcclegisearch.kingcounty.gov/detailreport/?key=8724, and also 

included with Attachment 2. 



 

10 
 

3. Jail population trends and projections 

Section 3.1 describes the average daily inmate population in King County jail between 1996 and 

2008, including the portion accounted for by drug offenders.  Section 3.2 describes the County’s 

new projection of jail demand, which is the basis for its new offer to extend the jail contract 

through 2015.  Section 3.3 describes the North/East Cities misdemeanant inmate projection.  

Section 3.4 combines and discusses these trends and projections. 

 

 

3.1. King County Jail Inmate Population 

 

Table 1 below shows the total average daily population (ADP) in King County jails, including 

both the Downtown jail and the Maleng Regional Justice Center (MRJC) from 1996 through 

2008, and the ADP of inmates for whom a drug charge is the most serious charge, whether 

felony or misdemeanor.  The source of these data is the County Department of Adult & Juvenile 

Detention (DAJD). 

 

 Table 1:  King County Jail Average Daily Population, 1996-2008 

Year 

Average Daily Jail Population (ADP) 

Total ADP Seattle Drug Other Drug Total Drug ADP 

# % Change # 
% of Total 

ADP 
# 

% of Total 

ADP 
# 

% of Total 

ADP 

1996 2,332  343 15% 105 5% 448 19% 

1997 2,476 6.2% 363 15% 143 6% 506 20% 

1998 2,753 11.2% 383 14% 181 7% 565 21% 

1999 2,832 2.9% 399 14% 188 7% 587 21% 

2000 2,951 4.2% 434 15% 213 7% 647 22% 

2001 2,906 -1.5% 418 14% 221 8% 639 22% 

2002 2,648 -8.9% 367 14% 201 8% 568 21% 

2003 2,393 -9.7% 269 11% 168 7% 437 18% 

2004 2,454 2.6% 291 12% 172 7% 462 19% 

2005 2,600 6.0% 319 12% 202 8% 521 20% 

2006 2,665 2.5% 371 14% 225 8% 596 22% 

2007 2,726 2.3% 351 13% 253 9% 604 22% 

2008 2,575 -5.5% 255 10% 205 8% 459 18% 

 

 

The table reads as follows: 

 

 The second and third columns, under “Total ADP,” show the total ADP in each year and the 

percentage change from the previous year. 
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 The fourth and fifth columns, labeled “Seattle Drug,” show the ADP of inmates arrested in 

Seattle for whom a drug charge is the most serious charge, and the percentage this is of the 

total ADP in that year. 

 

 The sixth and seventh columns, labeled “Other Drug,” show the ADP of inmates arrested in 

King County outside Seattle for whom a drug charge is the most serious charge, and the 

percentage of the total ADP in that year. 

 

 The eighth and ninth columns, labeled “Total Drug,” show the ADP of inmates arrested 

anywhere in King County for whom a drug charge is the most serious charge – that is, the 

sum of “Seattle Drug” and “Other Drug” – and the percentage these comprise of the total 

ADP in that year. 

 

 

Figure 1 is a graphical representation of the information included in Table 1 above. 

 

 
 

 

Note the following: 

 

 Total ADP fluctuated during this period.  Total ADP rose from 1996 to 2000, then declined 

through 2003, rose again through 2007, and declined in 2008.  The decline between 2001 and 

2003 was due in part to cities contracting for jail beds in other facilities, including the 

Yakima County jail, largely to reduce jail costs.  

 

 The ADP comprised of drug offenders from Seattle generally followed the same pattern, 

although it declined as a percentage of the total ADP from an average of 14% in the earlier 

years (1996 to 2002) to average of 12% in later years (2003 to 2008).  The Seattle Drug ADP 

was lower in 2008 than in any of the other years, but not substantially lower than in 2003. 
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Figure 1:  King County Jail Average Daily Population
1996-2008

Total ADP For Non-Drug Charges

ADP for Other Cities Drug Charges

ADP for Seattle Drug Charges
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 The ADP comprised of drug offenders from outside Seattle also generally followed the same 

pattern, but increased from an average of 7% in the early years to an average of 8% in later 

years. 

 

 The ADP comprised of drug offenders from the entire county ranged between 18% and 22% 

of the total ADP over the whole period. 

 

 

3.2. King County Jail Population Projection 

 

Prior to the County Executive’s recent offer to extend the cities’ jail contracts through 2015, the 

County intended to let the current contracts expire at the end of 2012.  The rationale for the 

previous position was explained in an August 2008 report on the County’s Integrated Regional 

Jail Initiative.  That report and a related press release by the previous County Executive are 

included in Attachment 3 for background. 

 

Table 2 below shows the County’s latest projections of the jail population through 2015.  The 

source is the DAJD.  The table reads as follows: 

 

 The second column, labeled “Max. Available,” shows the total number of beds in the 

Downtown jail and the MRJC combined.
11

   

 

 The third column, labeled “Less Reserve for Peak,” shows the maximum capacity for ADP 

after deducting 250 beds as a reserve for periodic peaks in the actual daily population. 

 

 The fourth column, labeled “County responsible ADP,” shows the County’s projection of the 

ADP comprised by inmates for which it is responsible, namely, felons arrested county-wide 

and misdemeanants arrested in unincorporated areas. 

 

 The fifth column, labeled “Cities Contract,” shows the number of beds the County is willing 

to promise to cities. 

 

 The sixth column, labeled “Dept. of Corrections,” shows the number of beds the County 

plans to commit to the state Department of Corrections. 

 

 The seventh column, labeled “Total,” shows the total of the three previous columns. 

 

 The eighth column, labeled “Beds Remaining,” shows the difference between total 

population shown in the seventh column and the maximum capacity less the reserve for 

peaks shown in the third column. 

 

 

                                                           
11

 The County is considering a potential 460-bed expansion of the MRJC facility.  King County indicates that 

expansion could be built by 2016.  However, we did not include the potential MRJC expansion in our analysis 

because the County does not currently have the project funded in its Capital Improvement Plan. 
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Table 2:  King County Jail Population Projection 

Year 

Capacity Population 

Beds 

Remaining 
Max. 

Available 

Less 

Reserve 

for Peak 

County 

responsible 

ADP 

Cities 

Contract 

Dept. of 

Corrections 
Total 

2007 3,039 2,789 2,083 330 220 2,633 156 

2008 3,039 2,789 1,986 330 220 2,536 253 

2009 3,039 2,789 1,828 330 445 2,603 186 

2010 3,039 2,789 1,939 330 445 2,714 75 

2011 3,039 2,789 2,018 330 330 2,678 111 

2012 3,039 2,789 2,098 330 220 2,648 141 

2013 3,039 2,789 2,178 330 100 2,608 181 

2014 3,039 2,789 2,261 330 100 2,691 98 

2015 3,039 2,789 2,363 250 100 2,713 76 

 

 

Note the following: 

 

 The County projects that the County-responsible ADP will increase substantially each year 

after 2009.  As discussed in the next section, the County projects an increase of about 6% in 

2010 and about 4% annually thereafter. 

 

 The increases in the projected beds remaining in 2011 through 2013 results from declines in 

the County’s commitment to the state Department of Corrections (DOC). 

 

The County’s published projection stops in 2015.  The beds remaining would be below zero 

starting in 2016 if all of the following happen:  (a) the County-responsible ADP continues to 

increase; (b) the County maintains its 100-bed commitment to the DOC; and (c) the County 

offers the NEC cities 250 beds (same number of beds as County’s current offer for 2015).  The 

DAJD Director confirmed that this is the reason the County Executive offered a contract 

extension only through 2015 and not for 2016 or beyond. 

 

We will extrapolate and further discuss this projection in Section 3.4. 

 

 

3.3. Projection of jail demand from North/East Cities 

 

In 2006, the NEC hired a consultant to estimate the number of jail beds these cities would need 

for their misdemeanant inmates through 2026.  Attachment 4 includes a table drawn from the 

consultant report that shows the estimated number of beds needed each year.  As shown in the 

table, the consultant estimated that by 2022 the ADP of misdemeanants from Seattle will be 375; 

the ADP of misdemeanants from other NEC cities will be 159; and the combined total NEC ADP 
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will be 534.  Attachment 4 also includes a narrative description of the projection based on the 

description in the project website, which is www.necmunicipaljail.org.  For the full consultant 

report, see the link under “Background / Projected Number of Jail Beds” on the website. 

 

The NEC consultant attempted to forecast how much jail space would be needed to house all 

NEC misdemeanants in a new separate municipal jail.  If instead the NEC were to contract for 

jail services with the County (i.e., assuming the NEC does not build a new municipal jail for 

misdemeanants), then the NEC consultant’s ADP projections need to be adjusted downward.  

The reason is that some current inmates with city misdemeanor charges are also being held on 

felony charges.  Because the felony charges are the more serious, these inmates are currently 

regarded as part of the County responsible population.  With the County providing jail services 

for individuals in jail for both felony and misdemeanor charges, the Municipal Court can 

adjudicate the misdemeanor charges while inmates are being held in County jail during the same 

period that King County Superior Court adjudicates the felony charges.  The NEC consultant 

assumed that with a new NEC jail, the Municipal Court would not adjudicate the misdemeanor 

charges until after the felony charges are resolved and the inmates are transferred to the NEC 

jail.  The consultant’s assumption increased the 2006 baseline to account for the beds these 

transferred misdemeanant inmates would need.  For a projection of the NEC misdemeanant ADP 

population to be housed in the King County jail, we amended the original NEC consultant’s ADP 

projection by backing out the 12 percent additive multiplier included in the NEC consultant’s 

new jail capacity analysis. 

 

Table 3 makes this reduction.  The second column shows the consultant’s total NEC ADP 

projection (assuming a new jail) from Attachment 4, and the third column shows an adjusted 

projection (assuming a long-term contract with King County) that is 88% of the consultant’s 

projection in each year.  The 88% adjusted ADP will be used in the next section. 
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Table 3:  Adjusted NEC jail population projection 

Year 

NEC Average Daily Population 

Consultant 

Projection 

Assuming New Jail 

88% Adjusted 

Projection 

Assuming King 

County Contract 

2006 463 407 

2007 467 411 

2008 472 415 

2009 476 419 

2010 480 422 

2011 484 426 

2012 489 430 

2013 493 434 

2014 497 437 

2015 502 442 

2016 506 445 

2017 511 450 

2018 515 453 

2019 520 458 

2020 525 462 

2021 529 466 

2022 534 470 

2023 539 474 

2024 544 479 

2025 549 483 

2026 554 488 

 

 

3.4. Implications of the King County and North/East Cities projections 

 

Table 4 shows Central Staff’s extrapolation of the recent County projection of the County 

responsible portion of the jail population and joins the extrapolated projection with the adjusted 

NEC misdemeanant ADP from Table 3 in order to estimate the future shortfall in jail space. 

 

The table reads as follows: 

 

 The second column (“County Capacity”) shows the maximum ADP capacity after deducting 

250 beds as a reserve for periodic peaks in the actual daily population, as in Table 2. 

 

 The third column repeats the County’s projection of the County-responsible ADP from Table 

2 for 2007 through 2015 and then extrapolates 2016 through 2022.  The shaded portion of the 
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table highlights the extrapolation.  The extrapolation is based on the annual rates of growth 

shown in the shaded portion of the fourth column. 

  

 The fourth column shows the year-by-year percentage change in the projected County 

responsible ADP.  For 2007 through 2015, the percentage changes reflect the County’s recent 

projection of County-responsible ADP shown in Table 2.  For 2016 through 2022, the annual 

percentage changes are the same as the annual percentage changes from the County’s 

previous projection of the County-responsible ADP for each of these years.  The previous 

projection is contained in a 2008 report on the County’s Integrated Regional Jail Initiative; 

see Attachment 3. 

 

 The fifth column shows the number of beds allocated to the state Department of Corrections 

(DOC).  The extrapolation assumes this allocation will remain at 100 beds. 

 

 The sixth column shows the adjusted projection of the NEC ADP from Table 3. 

 

 The seventh column shows the total projected demand for space, which is the sum of the 

County responsible ADP, the beds allocated to the DOC and the adjusted NEC ADP.  

Demand is expressed as ADP rather than the beds needed for peak demand because the listed 

capacity already accounts for peaks. 

 

 The eighth column, labeled “Surplus / (Shortfall),” shows the difference between the total 

projected ADP and the County’s existing jail capacity. 
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Table 4:  Extrapolated King County Projection and Adjusted NEC Projection  

Year 
County 

Capacity  

Demand 
Surplus / 

(Shortfall) 
County Responsible ADP Dept. of 

Corrections 

Adjusted 

NEC ADP 

Total 

Demand # % change 

2007 2,789 2,083  220 411 2,714 75 

2008 2,789 1,986 -4.7% 220 415 2,621 168 

2009 2,789 1,828 -8.0% 445 419 2,692 97 

2010 2,789 1,939 6.1% 445 422 2,806 (17) 

2011 2,789 2,018 4.1% 330 426 2,774 15 

2012 2,789 2,098 4.0% 220 430 2,748 41 

2013 2,789 2,178 3.8% 100 434 2,712 77 

2014 2,789 2,261 3.8% 100 437 2,798 (9) 

2015 2,789 2,363 4.5% 100 442 2,905 (116) 

2016 2,789 2,455 3.9% 100 445 3,001 (212) 

2017 2,789 2,503 2.0% 100 450 3,053 (264) 

2018 2,789 2,554 2.0% 100 453 3,107 (318) 

2019 2,789 2,597 1.7% 100 458 3,154 (365) 

2020 2,789 2,632 1.4% 100 462 3,194 (405) 

2021 2,789 2,680 1.9% 100 466 3,246 (457) 

2022 2,789 2,707 1.0% 100 470 3,277 (488) 

 

 

Figure 2 is a graphical representation of the information included in Table 4 above. 
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Note the following: 

 

 As seen in Table 2, the County projects that the County-responsible ADP will continue to 

decline in 2009, increase by 6% in 2010, and then increase 4% per year from 2011 through 

2015.  One plausible interpretation is that the County believes the decline in 2008 and 2009 

is a short-term fluctuation rather than the beginning of a new lower plateau.  Taken as a 

whole, the average annual projected rate of increase between 2007 and 2015 is about 1.6%. 

 

 The total projected demand for jail space (the County-responsible ADP plus the DOC ADP 

plus the adjusted NEC ADP) significantly exceeds County jail supply beginning in 2015.  

This assumes the NEC ADP will be 442 in that year.  As seen in Table 2, the County 

Executive has offered 250 beds to the cities in that year.  Whether 250 beds will be enough 

remains to be seen.  Recall that under the current NEC jail project schedule, the NEC would 

open a new municipal jail at the end of 2014.  

 

 The shortfall in jail space begins in 2015 and grows larger annually thereafter.  Under this set 

of projections, starting in 2021 the County will have space only for the County-responsible 

population and the DOC allocation; no beds will be available for NEC misdemeanants. 

 

Table 4 ends in 2022 because the City Council asked the County Executive for at least a ten-year 

contract extension from the expiration of the current contract in 2012, if that were possible, on 

the grounds that this would be the minimum extension that would allow the NEC to halt or 

postpone its jail planning project.  Ten years (or something close) appears to be the practical 

minimum extension because it generally requires at least seven years to build a jail after the 

decision to do so.  This at least was the advice from the National Institute of Corrections four 

years ago, and indeed Seattle’s experience is bearing it out.
12

  A five-year extension through 

2017, for example, would require the NEC to start another jail planning process next year.  A 

six- or seven-year extension would allow one or two years’ hiatus, which probably would not 

merit abandoning the costs incurred so far.  This implies that accommodating NEC 

misdemeanants in the existing County jails would require addressing the shortfall at least 

through 2019 and perhaps through 2022, which means that the relevant size of the shortfall is 

somewhere between 300 and 500 ADP.  

 

This projection, of course, depends heavily on the rate of growth in the County-responsible 

population in the next several years.  The annual growth rate would have to be about 1% between 

2010 and 2015 to eliminate the shortfall in the later years, rather than the County’s 4% to 6% 

projection; but it nevertheless bears watching. 

 

 

  

                                                           
12

 The City began discussing the potential need for a jail in 2005.  The Council approved the first budget for the jail 

project in the fall of 2007.  The current schedule, which has little or no slack, has the jail opening at the end of 2014. 
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4. Reducing the jail population by treating lower-level drug offenders 
 

Section 4.1 outlines the logic of preventing crime and reducing incarceration by treating 

offenders, and provides a simple example for illustration.  Section 4.2 applies this logic to 

available data in order to estimate the potential impact on the County jail population of treating 

drug offenders arrested in Seattle. 

 

 

4.1. The Logic of Treating Offenders for Preventing Crime and Reducing Incarceration 

 

In 2005 the Legislature directed the Washington State Institute for Public Policy (WSIPP) to 

identify evidence-based programs that could reduce the need for additional prison beds, save 

money for taxpayers and help lower crime rates.  WSIPP issued a report in response in 2006.
13

    

Attachment 5 contains a table from this report, labeled “Exhibit 4,” that conveys the core 

findings. 

 

The table suggests the range of effects we might reasonably expect from a treatment-focused 

approach to reducing jail use, whether applied to drug offenders or others.  The second column in 

the table, labeled “Effect on Crime Outcomes,” shows the reduction in crime attributable to a 

wide variety of crime prevention programs about which there is good evidence.  The evidence is 

that successful programs for adult offenders reduce their future offenses by somewhere between 

4% and 20% (the negative numbers indicate the average decreases in crime resulting from each 

program).  Note these in particular: 

 

 

Programs for Persons in the Adult Offender System 
Effect on Crime 

Outcomes 

Intensive supervision:  treatment-oriented programs -16.7% 

Cognitive-behavioral therapy in prison or community -6.3% 

Drug treatment in community -9.3% 

Adult drug courts -8.0% 

Employment and job training in the community -4.3% 

 

 

The effect of any treatment program on jail use depends on three things:  the number of people in 

the group receiving the treatment; the baseline estimate of jail resources we would expect these 

individuals to use without treatment, which in turn is a function of the likelihood of future 

offenses and the amount of jail time per offense; and the effectiveness of the program in reducing 

or eliminating future jail use by these individuals. 

 

For illustrative purposes only, imagine a group of 500 jail inmates whose average likelihood of 

recidivating one or more times in a given year is 50%, and who, if they recidivated once or more 

during this period, would each serve an average of 60 days in jail for all the new offenses 

                                                           
13

 Aos, Miller & Drake, supra. 
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combined.  The recidivism of these offenders would lead them to serve a total of 15,000 more 

jail days in this one year period, which would be an ADP of (15,000)/(365) = 41.  

 

Imagine further a theoretical new treatment program that reduces recidivism by 10% (which 

would be more effective, for example, than drug courts or drug treatment in the community).  

The effect of the treatment program on jail use would be to reduce the ADP by 4 inmates (10% 

of 41 ADP).  This means that jail capacity planners can expect to need four fewer beds with the 

500-offender treatment program than without it. 

 

As demonstrated by the example above, it is difficult to reduce the jail population by treating 

individual offenders.  Even the best treatment programs reduce jail use by a relatively small 

amount because some individuals would not have returned to jail even without the program, the 

effect on future recidivism is small, and the average County jail stay for each offense is short, 

around 20 days. 

 

Note that the calculus is quite different for jail inmates than for State prisoners.  A jail inmate 

serving a sentence of 20 days accounts for 5.5% of one ADP.  A state prisoner serving a sentence 

of several years accounts for a full one ADP over each of those years.  This means that a 

treatment approach that is effective in reducing the prison population may make very little 

difference for the jail population. 

 

 

4.2. Potential impact on the County jail population of treatment for lower-level drug 

offenders 

 

Following the logic described above, the first step in estimating the impact on the jail population 

of a treatment-focused approach to drug offenses is to determine the share of inmate offenders to 

which it would apply.  Here we make the simplifying assumption that all misdemeanor and 

felony drug offenders arrested in Seattle and booked in King County jail would be provided 

treatment services in a new program.    Because our objective is to reduce the future jail 

population in order to reduce the shortfall in jail space through 2022, the relevant ADP of Seattle 

drug offenders is not the current ADP of 255 (see Table 1), but the ADP in 2022.  Table 5 in 

Section 6 projects the total County-responsible ADP through 2022 based on the County’s recent 

projection through 2015 and its prior projection of the rate of growth between 2016 and 2022.  If 

the Seattle drug offender ADP increases at the same rate as the total County-responsible ADP, 

then in 2022 it would be approximately 348 ADP. 

 

The second step is to estimate the effect of this hypothetical new treatment program on the 

recidivism of Seattle drug offenders.  Here we assume our new program would reduce recidivism 

in the subsequent year by 20%, which is greater than the effectiveness of most crime prevention 

programs evaluated by WSIPP. 

 

The third step is to estimate the current rate of recidivism among these offenders (without the 

new treatment program).  The King County DAJD analyzed the 5-year recidivism of Seattle drug 

offenders booked in 2003.  Attachment 6 contains this analysis.  It shows that 36% of the drug 

offenders booked in 2003 were again booked for at least one drug offense in 2004.  If we assume 
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this will otherwise continue to be the rate of recidivism in 2022, then the effect of our treatment 

program on the ADP would be this: 

 

(348 ADP) * (36% of ADP due to recidivism) * (20% treatment effectiveness) 

 

= 25 ADP 

 

Thus, the effect of our treatment program on the total 2022 jail population would be to reduce it 

by about 25 ADP.  Note again that this assumes we treat every single Seattle drug offender, and 

the treatment program is as effective as any known evidence-based program and more effective 

than most.  Given these assumptions, this estimate almost certainly overstates the impact of any 

near-term policy shift toward treatment programs.   

 

It is worth noting that many treatment programs offer opportunities to make profound differences 

in the lives of participants and their families.  Our analysis is not intended to minimize the 

benefits that can flow from such programs.  Rather, our analysis is intended to address the 

questions posed in the SLI about the effects on jail use and jail capacity planning. 
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5. Eliminating Jail Time for Lower-Level Drug Offenders 
 

As noted in the introduction, some Advisory Group members suggested that the potential effect 

on the jail population of a pre-booking diversion program, in which police officers would refer 

offenders to treatment services instead of booking them into jail, would not be limited by the 

effects of the treatment services on the offenders’ recidivism.  Instead the referrals themselves 

would be a means of reducing jail bookings. 

 

To test the potential impact of such an approach, we take a somewhat extreme analytic tack and 

estimate the potential effect on the King County jail ADP of entirely eliminating jail bookings of 

lower-level drug offenders.  Section 5.1 briefly describes the main pre-booking diversion 

programs discussed by the Advisory Group.  Section 5.2 describes the King County Prosecuting 

Attorney’s Office (KCPAO)’s new standards for expedited prosecution of some drug offenders, 

which we use to define lower-level felony offenders.  Section 5.3 estimates the effect on the 

ADP of eliminating all jail time for lower-level drug offenders arrested in Seattle, including 

lower-level felony offenders and all misdemeanor offenders. 

 

 

5.1. Pre-Booking Diversion Proposals 

 

Last April, The Defender Association, on behalf of a partnership including Evergreen Treatment 

Services, People of Color Against AIDS Network and the ACLU of Washington, submitted two 

New Strategy Proposals to King County for funding by the Mental Illness & Drug Dependency 

(MIDD) levy.  One is for a community-based intervention targeting low level drug offenders in 

the Belltown neighborhood of Seattle.  The other is for a pre-booking diversion demonstration 

project targeting low level drug offenders in the Skyway neighborhood in unincorporated King 

County.  Both reflect the evolution of a concept developed last year on pre-booking diversion of 

drug cases in Seattle and King County, as described in an October 2008 concept paper by The 

Defender Association.  The Council’s interest in the concept paper was one of the main reasons 

for the SLI and this Central Staff report. 

 

Rather than attempting to describe the proposals in more detail, we will let them speak for 

themselves.  Attachment 7 contains all three papers. 

 

It is difficult to estimate the potential effect of these proposals on the demand for jail space.  One 

reason is that the target populations are not clearly defined or estimated.  Neither of the proposals 

for MIDD funding defines low level drug offenses.  The October concept paper defines low level 

drug offenses as those involving marijuana or less than 10 grams of any other drug.  If 

“involving” includes drug sales, this would include more serious offenses than are eligible for 

either expedited prosecution under the KCPAO’s new filing and disposition standards or 

diversion to King County Drug Diversion Court (see Sections 5.2 and 5.3).  The potential effects 

on jail population are difficult to estimate because the criteria for referring offenders to treatment 

or other services are not defined, beyond the statements in the MIDD proposals that the programs 

“are not intended to work with drug-involved offenders who are working for profit as part of a 

criminal organization.” 
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It is important to note that these proposals do not explicitly state an objective of reducing jail 

time per offense.  The Belltown proposal would not directly reduce jail time for actual offenses 

because police officers would make referrals only in the course of “social contacts” and not 

when faced with probable cause for an arrest.  Whether the Skyway proposal is intended to 

reduce arrests somewhat independently of the success of treatment is not yet clear.  We infer that 

the core concept seeks to reduce the jail population in part by reducing jail time per offense and 

not just by reducing recidivism from the argument made by proponents that the proposals would 

reduce the jail population by more than the effect of the proposed treatment and other services on 

the recidivism of the offenders who are referred to them.  Because the total amount of jail time 

spent by low level drug offenders is the product of the number of offenses they commit and the 

average jail time per offense, any reduction in jail time that is not due to a reduction in the 

number of offenses must be due to a reduction in the jail time per offense.   

  

 

5.2. King County Prosecuting Attorney’s Filing & Disposition Standards 

 

In September 2008, the KCPAO revised the filing and disposition standards for some property 

crimes and some drug crimes.  As noted above, we use the new standards for filing drug crimes 

to define lower-level drug felonies.  The new standards were a response to King County’s budget 

shortfall, which resulted in an 11% cut in the KCPAO’s annual budget.  The purpose of the new 

standards was to reduce the work required to prosecute some less serious offenses so that the 

remaining KCPAO staff could focus on the prosecution of more serious offenses.  Attachment 8 

contains the KCPAO’s summary of the new standards. 

 

Under the new standards, some drug offenses are now filed as so-called “expedited felonies.”  

These include possession of less than three grams of cocaine, heroin or methamphetamine and 

less than ten grams of marijuana.  If the defendant pleads guilty, the case is processed as a gross 

misdemeanor rather than as a felony.  The defendant avoids a felony conviction on his or her 

criminal history, avoids a potentially longer jail stay (compared to being found guilty and 

sentenced according to state-mandated sentencing guidelines), and likely is released immediately 

upon pleading guilty with a sentence of time served – often only a few days in jail.  If a 

defendant rejects the reduced charge from an expedited felony, the KCPAO typically prosecutes 

the case as a felony in Superior Court.
14

  

 

In 2008 when the KCPAO was considering its options for how to restructure in face of budget 

cuts, the KCPAO had predicted there would be approximately 2,500 annual filings for expedited 

drug felony cases in 2009.  However, there were only about 400 actual expedited felony filings 

in the six-month period between October 2008 and April 2009.  Based on 2009 year-to-date 

information, the KCPAO now predicts there will be approximately 1.200 expedited drug felony 

filings in 2009.  Approximately 600 of these are projected to originate from Seattle Police 

Department arrests.
15

  

 

                                                           
14

 Either way, the jail time served by the individual is the responsibility of King County since the charge at time of 

arrest and jail booking was a felony. 
15

 See Attachment 11, 4/24/09 Advisory Group meeting notes at p. 2. 
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Note the statement in the KCPAO’s summary that the new standards “are not advanced as good 

policy, rather they represent a realistic approach to focus our remaining personnel on the cases 

that are our highest priorities.”  This suggests that the standards may revert in the event that the 

County’s budget situation improves. 

 

 

5.3. Effect on the Jail Population of Eliminating Jail Time for Lower-Level Drug 

Offenders 

 

As shown in Table 1, in 2008 all drug offenders arrested in Seattle accounted for 255 ADP in 

King County jail.  The amount that reducing jail time for lower-level offenders can influence jail 

ADP depends in part on the definition of “lower-level.”  The Advisory Group discussed the 

KCPAO’s new filing and disposition standards and agreed that the offenses eligible for 

expedited prosecution should serve as a working definition of lower-level drug offenses.
16

  Our 

analysis includes jail time served by all such offenders plus jail time served by all misdemeanor 

drug offenders. 

 

Between October 2008 and April 2009, there were a total of 72 bookings (approximately twelve 

per month) at King County jail for felony offenses qualifying as expedited felonies under the 

new standards.  These bookings led to a total of approximately 450 total jail days served for an 

average length of stay of six days.  This is a significant reduction compared to an average length 

of stay of 20 days for each booking for the same offense types in years prior to the new 

standards.
17

 

 

Based on data available through March 2009, the KCPAO now estimates there will be a total of 

600 expedited drug felony filings in 2009 resulting from arrests made in Seattle.  If the average 

length of stay per filing is 6 days, then these filings will generate an ADP of 10 ADP: 

 

(600 filings per year) * (6 days per filing) / (365 days) = 10 ADP 

 

In addition, some drug offenses are filed as misdemeanors in Seattle Municipal Court.  In 2008, 

these accounted for 17 ADP out of the total 255 ADP.  If we include these in our definition of 

lower-level drug offenses, the combined total ADP that could be saved by completely 

eliminating jail time for low level offenses would be 27 ADP (10 ADP for Seattle expedited drug 

felony cases plus 17 ADP for Seattle drug misdemeanant cases).
18

 

 

One likely reason the number of drug offenses filed as expedited felonies in the first six months 

was lower than the KCPAO anticipated is that the total number of felony drug bookings in 

Seattle declined in 2008.  We will discuss further the implications of this development and trend 

in Section 7.  In the event that the number of felony drug bookings in Seattle increases in future 

years, as assumed in the County’s projection of the County-responsible jail population, then one 

                                                           
16

 See Attachment 11, 3/27/09 Advisory Group meeting notes at p. 2.  
17

 See Attachment 11, 4/24/09 Advisory Group meeting notes at p. 2. 
18

 Note that there may be other reasonable definitions of lower-level drug offenses.  One virtue of the definition used 

here is that it includes all drug offenses that are below the threshold for Drug Diversion Court eligibility, a program 

that is already widely viewed as a proven and effective alternative to mainstream prosecution. 
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likely effect would be to increase the number of expedited felonies.  If the resulting number of 

expedited drug felony cases doubled, and the average length of stay remained at six days, these 

offenses would account for approximately 20 ADP.  We conclude therefore that eliminating jail 

time for these cases along with Seattle drug misdemeanor cases could reduce the future ADP by 

up to 37 ADP (20 ADP for Seattle expedited drug felony cases plus 17 ADP for Seattle drug 

misdemeanant cases). 

 

We also tested the possible effects should budget cuts in the KCPAO be reversed and the filing 

and disposition standards revert to what they were before the 2008 change (i.e., more jail time on 

average for lower-level drug cases).  In this scenario, if there were 1,200 filings for lower-level 

drug offenses in Seattle, and the average length of stay reverted to 20 days, these offenders 

would account for an ADP of: 

 

(1,200 filings per year) * (20 days per filing) / (365 days) = 66 ADP 

 

Before this full 66 ADP is counted as the share of the total County ADP that could be reduced by 

reducing jail time for these offenses, it would be good to know whether the County is assuming 

the KCPAO’s new standards would revert to the old.  If the DAJD’s recent projections assumed 

the new standards will remain in place, then the 66 ADP are not “there” to be reduced through 

eliminating jail time for these cases.  If the DAJD assumed the standards will revert, this 

accounts for some of the sharp projected growth in the County responsible population, and we 

have less reason to hope the projection is too high.  If the standards do revert, of course, 

eliminating jail time for these offenses would be exactly contrary to the King County 

Prosecutor’s intent in returning to the prior standards. 

 

Subsequent to the Advisory Group discussions of this topic, two members of the Advisory Group 

argued that lower-level drug offenses could be defined to include more serious drug charges.  

One such definition might be the one contained in The Defender Association’s October 2008 

concept paper, namely, those involving any amount of marijuana or less than 10 grams of any 

other drug.   

 

The eligibility criteria for Drug Diversion Court are in Attachment 9.  As they apply to cocaine, 

heroin, methamphetamine, and marijuana the basic criteria are these:  (a) possession of between 

3 and 5 grams of cocaine, heroin or methamphetamine (if less the 3 grams, the offender is now 

eligible for expedited felony prosecution); (b) possession of between 100 and 125 grams of 

marijuana; (c) delivery (that is, sales) of no more than 3 grams or $350 worth of cocaine, heroin 

or methamphetamine; or (d) delivery of no more than 25 grams or $350 worth of marijuana. 

 

Unfortunately, we do not have data that allow us to estimate the effect on the jail population of 

eliminating jail time for offenses meeting Drug Diversion Court eligibility criteria or for those 

within the yet higher limit of The Defender Association’s October concept paper.  Again, we 

have estimated the potential impact of reducing jail time for one definition of lower-level drug 

offenders by estimating the impact of entirely eliminating jail time for all drug offenders below 

the Drug Diversion Court level.  If the target population were expanded to include some more 

serious offenses, the impacts would be larger.  On the other hand, it is highly unlikely that all 

these drug offenders would be spared all jail time, so we expect the current estimates already 
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reflect the range of impacts that would result from a somewhat broader definition of “lower-

level.” 
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6. Effect on the Jail Population of Holding the Seattle Drug ADP Constant 
 

Some Advisory Group members have suggested that the County’s projections assume jail use 

will grow unreasonably high, particularly for jail use by drug offenders.  While ultimately these 

projections amount to a judgment call that the County (not the City) will have to make, we 

analyzed the impact that potential changes in these assumptions could make on jail use.   

 

King County’s latest projections indicate that the County-responsible jail population (including 

but not limited to felony drug offenders arrested in Seattle) will increase by 6% in 2010 and by 

another 4% annually thereafter through 2015.  The Council stated in a recent letter to the King 

County Executive that “the minimum extension that would allow the [North/East Cities] to stop 

or postpone planning for a new jail would be ten years.  With a shorter extension we would be 

compelled to continue planning for our own jail facility.”
19

  Unless extended on terms mutually 

agreeable to both the City and the County, the current jail services contract is set to expire in 

2012.   

 

It is possible that the County’s current growth projection is too high generally, and it is possible 

that the County’s current growth projection is too high in particular for County-responsible drug 

offender jail use.  However, even with no growth whatsoever in jail use for all Seattle drug 

offenses above 2008 levels, there would not be enough jail space for NEC misdemeanants.   

 

Table 5 shows the effect of holding the Seattle Drug ADP constant at 2008 levels rather than 

increasing at the rate of King County’s general ADP projections.  It reads as follows: 

 

 The second and third columns are drawn from Table 4.  They show the County’s projection 

of growth in the County responsible ADP through 2015 and our extrapolation of these from 

2016 through 2022. 

 

 The fourth column projects the Seattle drug offender ADP as a constant share of the 

projected County-responsible ADP.   

 

 The fifth column projects the Seattle drug offender ADP at a constant 255, and the sixth 

column shows the difference between the fourth and fifth columns. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
19

 See Attachment 2 (April 24, 2009 letter from City Council to Interim King County Executive). 



 

28 
 

Table 5:  Hold Seattle Drug ADP Constant 

Year 

County responsible ADP Seattle Drug ADP 

# % change 

Vary with 

County 

responsible 

Hold constant Difference 

2007 2,083     

2008 1,986 -4.7% 255  255 0  

2009 1,828 -8.0% 235  255 20  

2010 1,939 6.1% 249  255 6  

2011 2,018 4.1% 259  255 (4) 

2012 2,098 4.0% 269  255 (14) 

2013 2,178 3.8% 280  255 (25) 

2014 2,261 3.8% 290  255 (35) 

2015 2,363 4.5% 303  255 (48) 

2016 2,455 3.9% 315  255 (60) 

2017 2,503 2.0% 321  255 (66) 

2018 2,554 2.0% 328  255 (73) 

2019 2,597 1.7% 333  255 (78) 

2020 2,632 1.4% 338  255 (83) 

2021 2,680 1.9% 344  255 (89) 

2022 2,707 1.0% 348  255 (93) 

 

 

This analysis assumes that the County’s projection of the County-responsible jail population 

includes a constant share of drug offenders arrested in Seattle.  If this assumption is valid, and 

the Seattle drug offender ADP were instead capped at the current 255, the jail population would 

be 60 ADP less in 2016 and 93 ADP less in 2022.  These reductions are less than the number of 

jail beds required for NEC misdemeanants in both years.  In 2022 the reduction would be greater 

than the potential reductions from treating all Seattle drug offender inmates or reducing jail 

penalties for lower-level offenders. 
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7. Trends in Drug Offense Bookings in Seattle 
 

The main reason the ADP of drug offenders arrested in Seattle declined in 2008 is that the 

number of jail bookings of such offenders declined.  Table 6 shows the number of bookings of 

drug offenders arrested in Seattle between 1990 and 2008. 

 

 

Table 6:  Drug Offense Bookings in Seattle, 1990-2008 

Year 

Felony Misdemeanor Total 

# % of Total # % of Total # 

% Change 

from 

Previous 

Year 

1990 3,813 92% 345 8% 4,158  

1991 3,884 90% 410 10% 4,294 3% 

1992 3,713 91% 370 9% 4,083 -5% 

1993 3,596 90% 408 10% 4,004 -2% 

1994 3,819 88% 500 12% 4,319 8% 

1995 4,135 92% 341 8% 4,476 4% 

1996 3,778 91% 359 9% 4,137 -8% 

1997 4,017 93% 316 7% 4,333 5% 

1998 4,851 95% 263 5% 5,114 18% 

1999 4,578 95% 233 5% 4,811 -6% 

2000 5,517 96% 226 4% 5,743 19% 

2001 4,953 95% 264 5% 5,217 -9% 

2002 4,647 93% 325 7% 4,972 -5% 

2003 4,554 95% 243 5% 4,797 -4% 

2004 4,595 96% 214 4% 4,809 0% 

2005 4,245 93% 306 7% 4,551 -5% 

2006 4,384 83% 924 17% 5,308 17% 

2007 3,821 82% 828 18% 4,649 -12% 

2008 2,511 85% 446 15% 2,957 -36% 

 

 

The table reads as follows: 

 

 The second column shows the number of felony drug offense bookings, and the third column 

shows the percentage these are of all drug offense bookings. 

 

 The fourth column shows the number of misdemeanor drug offense bookings, and the fifth 

column shows the percentage these are of all drug offense bookings. 
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 The fifth column shows total drug offense bookings, and the sixth column shows the year-to-

year change in the total. 

 

Figure 3 is a graphical representation of the information included in Table 6 above. 

 

 
 

Note the following: 

 

 The large majority of drug offense bookings in Seattle are felony bookings.  Between 1990 

and 2005 the percentage of felony bookings was over 90% in every year but one.  The 

number and percentage of misdemeanor drug bookings rose sharply in 2006 when the 

County Prosecutor ceased filing Attempted Violation of Uniform Controlled Substances Act 

(VUCSA) cases as felony cases in Superior Court, as a cost saving measure, and the City 

Attorney began filing these cases as misdemeanors in Municipal Court. 

 

 The total number of drug offense bookings in Seattle has fluctuated substantially over the last 

two decades.  For most of the 1990’s the fluctuations were plus or minus 8%.  In 1998 the 

total increased 18%, then declined the next year by 6%, and then rose again by 19% in 2000.  

The total declined between 2001 and 2005, rose by 17% in 2006, and declined sharply again 

in both 2007 and 2008.  These fluctuations are roughly paralleled by the fluctuations in the 

Seattle drug offense ADP shown in Table 1. 
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We asked the Police Department representatives to the Advisory Group whether they could 

explain the decline in drug offense bookings in 2008.  In particular, we sought to determine 

whether this decline resulted from deliberate drug arrest policies that – if maintained – might 

keep the Seattle drug offense ADP at the current low levels.  Their response is included in 

Attachment 12 as part of their comments on the draft of this report.  It includes this statement: 

 

“[There] have been no changes to SPD policy that could have affected felony drug arrests 

to the degree we have seen over the last few years.  Nor can we point to any one factor, or 

specifically quantify many possible factors, to fully explain the reduction in drug arrests.” 

 

The response goes on to discuss several possible explanations for the decrease, including 

evolving tactics of both offenders and police, changes in law, the Prosecutor’s new filing and 

disposition standards, the shift in venue for drug paraphernalia cases, and crime trends generally.  

In continued work with the County, this is another issue that needs to be better understood and 

discussed further. 
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8. Advisory Group and Project Team 
 

Attachment 10 lists the original members of the Advisory Group and Project Team.  As the study 

continued, some members of the Advisory Group designated others to attend on their behalf. 

 

The Advisory Group met each month from February through June.  Attachment 11 contains 

notes from the Advisory Group meetings.  Those attending the meetings are listed in the notes. 

 

The Project Team met slightly more frequently than once a month, depending on need.  Project 

Team members were very helpful to us throughout the project.  They are not responsible for the 

findings and conclusions in this report. 

 

Some Advisory Group members have made written comments on this report.  These comments 

are in Attachment 12.  
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9. Other Information Reviewed by the Advisory Group 
 

The Advisory Group discussed other existing and potential programs for actual and potential 

offenders in order to identify any available opportunities for reducing the jail population other 

than those discussed above.  Section 9.1 summarizes services for offenders provided by Seattle 

and King County today.  Section 9.2 describes two Seattle pilot projects on law enforcement and 

human services. 

 

 

9.1. Existing Services Provided by Seattle and King County for Offenders 

 

Attachment 13 summarizes existing services for offenders provided by Seattle and King County.  

In addition to Drug Diversion Court, they include City and County Mental Health Courts, the 

City’s Community Court, a variety of services provided in King County Jail, and a collection of 

services provided as part of the County’s Criminal Justice Initiative, and City efforts to reduce 

homelessness. 

 

The first thing to note is that Seattle and King County already invest a substantial amount in 

services for people in the criminal justice system or at high risk of offending.  Seattle and King 

County combined spend $300 million per year on these services. 

 

There is no immediately apparent opportunity to significantly reduce the use of jail by expanding 

these services.  One reason is that although these services may produce good results for many of 

their clients, there is little evidence that they significantly reduce jail use, either because no 

evidence is available on this effect or because the available evidence shows little impact. 

 

Drug Diversion Court, for example, has not reduced the use of jail.  Although defendants who 

successfully complete drug court spend less time in jail than if they were normally prosecuted, 

those who fail to complete Drug Diversion Court spend more time in jail, and the majority of 

defendants who go to drug court fail to complete the program.  This by itself implies that 

expansion of Drug Diversion Court, if it were feasible, would not reduce the use of jail.  The 

point is not that Drug Diversion Court is a bad idea.  Defendants who succeed in Drug Diversion 

Court often turn their lives around.  Evaluations of drug courts nationally show that, on average, 

drug courts reduce the recidivism of adult offenders by 8%, which is enough to generate 

combined public and private savings greater than the cost of drug court, largely in the prison 

system (see Section 4.1 and Attachment 5).  The point is that the Drug Diversion Court does not 

present an opportunity to significantly reduce the demands on King County jail any time soon. 

 

Housing may be an exception.  There is good evidence that the “housing first” approach can 

reduce the use of public services by chronically homeless persons with severe alcohol problems, 

including the use of jail.
20

  In a recent survey of King County Jail inmates at booking, more than 

a quarter reported having been homeless at least once in the prior year, and about a fifth of the 

                                                           
20

 Larimer et al., “Health Care and Public Service Use and Costs Before and After Provision of Housing for 

Chronically Homeless Persons With Severe Alcohol Problems,” Journal of the American Medical Association, Vol. 

301 No. 13, April 2009 
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inmates arrested in Seattle were sleeping on the street immediately before jail.
21

  These results 

should be interpreted cautiously, because homeless offenders may be more likely to be minor 

offenders and thus constitute a larger share of bookings than ADP. 

 

9.2. Seattle Pilot Projects on Law Enforcement and Human Services 

 

In 2006, the City of Seattle launched three public safety pilot projects: Clean Dreams (replaced 

in early 2008 by Communities Uniting Rainier Beach, or CURB), Get Off the Streets (GOTS), 

and Court Specialized Treatment and Access to Recovery Services (Co-STAR).  CURB is a peer 

outreach, service intervention, and case management program for young adults in Rainier Beach 

who are involved in low-level criminal activity.  GOTS offers similar services to adults in the 

Central Area who are continually involved in the criminal justice system.  Co-STAR was 

designed as a longer-term strategy to reduce recidivism by providing housing, treatment, and 

other services to individuals who create public safety concerns in Downtown.  In 2009, CURB 

was budgeted to serve approximately 75 young adults; GOTS to serve approximately 50 adults; 

and Co-STAR to provide treatment for 50 persons per month and to maintain 45 persons in 

housing. 
 

All three programs were designed to improve public safety, reduce recidivism among people that 

are frequently involved in the criminal justice system, and link law enforcement with human 

services by providing participants with access to housing, treatment, and employment services.  

The initial plan for evaluating these programs focused mostly on implementation, including 

whether participants were referred to services and completed case management plans.  Some 

information was developed on the subsequent criminal histories of participants, but the City 

Council concluded that this information did not provide an adequate basis for deciding whether 

to continue the programs, so in 2009 the Council commissioned an evaluation of their effects on 

criminal justice system costs, including the use of jail.  The results from this evaluation should be 

available at the end of the summer. 

 

 

  

                                                           
21

 “Jail Health Services’ Profile of Homelessness in the King County Jail,” January 9, 2009; prepared by Public 

Health – Seattle & King County for City of Seattle’s Office of Housing and City of Seattle’s Human Services 

Department. 
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Conclusion 
 

The findings in Section 1 are based on analysis of the best available data and the most current jail 

capacity projections.  We acknowledge that the data are incomplete or imperfect, and the 

projections necessarily reflect multiple uncertainties.  It is possible that our analysis and 

conclusions could change somewhat with additional data; and clearly it is in the mutual interests 

of the City and County to redouble coordination efforts to further refine projections of future jail 

demand and capacity. 

 

Our estimates of the effects on the County jail population of treatment and reduced penalties for 

drug offenders are an attempt to estimate the upward bound and may be substantially greater 

than what would be achievable if such programs were implemented.  For example, if we were 

able to treat only half the two thousand or so Seattle drug offenders passing through King County 

jail each year, and if our treatment were only as effective as drug court, then the effect of 

treatment on ADP would be about a quarter of that estimated here.  Likewise, if we did not 

completely eliminate jail time for lower-level drug offenders, but instead only reduced it for 

some individuals or only for a limited number of times for each individual, then the effects of 

reducing jail penalties on ADP could also be much lower.   

 

The Council’s initiative in seeking a collaborative effort has already paid dividends.  The 

Council’s SLI resulted in a collaborative effort between City staff and elected officials, County 

staff and elected officials, the King County Prosecuting Attorney’s Office and public defender 

organizations, the ACLU of Washington, Municipal Court and Superior Court judges, a 

Washington State Representative, Seattle Police Department representatives, and other criminal 

justice experts.  The conversations and engagement likely contributed to a refresh of the 

County’s forecast, which in turn set the stage for the County’s recent offer to extend the existing 

jail services contract from 2012 to 2015. 

 

There is much that we did not have time to fully investigate or to address in this report.  In 

coming months, the jail capacity planning efforts may benefit from additional work in all of the 

following areas: 

 

1. We suggest the City continue to test the County’s average daily jail population (ADP) 

projections and work in cooperation with County staff on monitoring the actual ADP 

trends. 

2. Additional work is also needed to update the NEC’s ADP projections and actual trends. 

3. We suggest exploring with the County the potential for more alternatives to incarceration 

of inmates at the County jail such as Electronic Home Monitoring. 

4. The Council engaged a consultant to evaluate the CURB, Co-Stars, and GOTS programs.  

The consultant’s report is expected in August or September, and it may provide 

additional information about these existing crime prevention strategies. 

5. The Council should review the progress of the new Drug Market Initiative and its 

impacts on illegal drug markets and the use of jail. 

6. The City should evaluate the potential for Seattle and the other NEC cities to meet some 

jail capacity needs by extending (and possibly by expanding) its jail services contract 

with Yakima County. 
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7. The City should evaluate the potential for Seattle and the other NEC cities to meet some 

or all jail capacity needs at the new SCORE facility (scheduled to start construction later 

this year). 

8. The City should consider whether Seattle wishes to advocate in Olympia and/or 

Washington, D.C. for legislative reform, including drug law reform, sentencing reform, 

new/additional resources for community supervision, or consolidation of jurisdictional 

jail responsibility for both felons and misdemeanants.   

 

The discussions in the Advisory Group and Project Team raised some issues that do not bear 

directly on the question posed by the SLI but which are likely to emerge again as the City 

continues to search for ways to reduce the use of jail and to address illegal drug markets.  One of 

these topics is the effect of jail itself on crime.  Another is the proper use of discretion by police 

officers.  A third is the potential role of pre-booking diversion in achieving the most effective 

balance between enforcement and treatment for drug offenses.   

 

We want to conclude by thanking the members of the Advisory Group and Project Team for their 

hard work and their willingness to engage in a vigorous discussion of the many issues presented 

here.  They reviewed multiple technical reports and draft materials; attended many meetings; and 

engaged in sometimes spirited but always respectful dialogue during a 6-month process from 

February through July 2009.  We know some of them do not agree with what we say here, but 

we are sure this report would have been poorer without all of their contributions.     
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Attachments to Central Staff Jail Capacity Study Memo 
 

 

1. Statement of Legislative Intent on Jail Capacity Study 

 

2. Seattle City Council’s 4/24/09 letter to King County Executive; and 

King County Executive’s 6/17/09 letter to Seattle City Council 

 

3. “Integrated Regional Jail Initiative Phase I Preliminary Report and Proviso Response,” King 

County Department of Adult & Juvenile Detention (DAJD); and 

King County Executive’s press release on “Jail planning discussions to move forward”  

 

4. North/East Cities projection of misdemeanant jail space requirements 

 

5. Exhibit 4 from “Evidence-Based Public Policy Options to Reduce Future Prison 

Construction, Criminal Justice Costs, and Crime Rates,” Washington State Institute for 

Public Policy, 2006 

 

6. Drug Offender Recidivism Data Request from King County DAJD 

 

7. The Defender Association’s Concept Paper (October 2008);  

Belltown MIDD Funding Proposal; and 

Skyway MIDD Funding Proposal 
 

8. King County Prosecuting Attorney’s Office’s filing and disposition standards 

(Executive Summary) 

 

9. King County Drug Diversion Court – Eligibility Criteria 

 

10. Advisory Group and Project Team members 

 

11. Advisory Group Meeting Notes 

 

12. Advisory Group comments 

 

13. Summary of King County and Seattle services for offenders 
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Jail Capacity Study 

 

Statement of Legislative Intent: 

 

As part of the City's work to identify regional solutions to jail capacity issues, the 

Council, in cooperation with the Mayor, will assess whether the City's use of jail beds can 

be reduced by adopting a more treatment-focused approach toward the enforcement of 

certain lower level drug offenses.  Over the last ten years, there has been a 40% reduction 

in the average daily population of people in jail on Seattle misdemeanor charges.  There 

are a variety of reasons for this, including the City's expansion of diversion and treatment 

models for its misdemeanant population and a reduction in crime, as reflected in the 28% 

drop in misdemeanor jail bookings. The success of City misdemeanor diversion programs 

raises the question of whether additional alternative models of enforcement that rely less 

on jails and more on alternative responses could reduce rates of incarceration, enhance, or 

at least not negatively impact, public safety and improve the long-term outcomes for 

offenders. 

 

When combined with changes in King County's approach to felony prosecutions of these 

and other unrelated crimes, it is possible that a shift in the City's arrest policy toward 

lower level drug offenders could significantly affect the county-wide demand for jail 

services. In the context of the City's on-going work to identify regional solutions to jail 

capacity constraints, these potential changes need to be better understood. 

 

The Council will form a staff-level Project Team with representatives from the Municipal 

Court, the City Attorney's office and the Executive (specifically including staff from the 

Office of Policy and Management, the Finance Department, the Human Services 

Department and the Seattle Police Department). 

 

The Project Team will be tasked with reviewing questions such as: 

 

* What reductions in jail demand can be reasonably forecast and what will it take 

to maintain these reductions for the long run if alternative responses to low-level 

drug offences are utilized, including, possibly, pre-arrest diversion programs? 

 

* What types of alternative approaches to lower level drug offenses, including 

drug dependency treatment and other services, would be needed and at what cost? 

 

* Will there be negative impacts on public safety, and if so, what are they likely to 

be? 

 

* Can these alternatives to criminal prosecution of lower level drug offenses be 

established in such a manner as to ensure long-term changes in the demand for jail 

services? 

 



Attachment 1 

a1-2 

* How will changes in King County's approach to felony and/or misdemeanor 

prosecutions affect the forecast growth in the regional demand for jail services? 

 

* What other jurisdictions have tried similar alternatives to incarceration and what 

has been their experience? 

 

The Project Team, in consultation with the Advisory Group, will develop and implement 

a work plan, and the Project Team will produce a final report documenting findings and 

policy recommendations related to the above questions.  The report will highlight policy 

areas where there may be diverging viewpoints. 

 

To ensure that the Project Team has the information needed to address these questions 

and to fully assess what changes would be needed within the criminal justice system, 

what enhancements will be required in the network of support services, and what the 

potential impact on public safety and the public perception of safety will be, the Project 

Team will consult with an Advisory Group.  The Advisory Group - established to serve 

as a resource and sounding board for the Project Team - will include representatives from 

the leadership of SPD, the Municipal Court, the City Attorney's Office and the City's 

contracted public defense services, King County and others in the community who have 

knowledge of, or expertise in, drug enforcement and treatment, mental health and 

criminal justice matters. 

 

The Advisory Group will meet regularly with Project Team representatives to ensure that 

there are appropriate opportunities for review and feedback throughout the development 

of the Project Team's final report. 

 

The Project Team's final report, including specific policy recommendations, will be 

presented to the Council's Public Safety, Human Services, and Education Committee by 

no later than July 31, 2009. 
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Executive Summary 
 
Consistent with the Integrated Regional Jail Initiative (“IRJI”) work plan, Phase I, and a County 
Council proviso to the 2008 Adopted Budget (Ordinance 15975), this report highlights current 
local and regional jail planning efforts and outlines the next steps by which King County and the 
cities can create a framework that may meet their collective, projected jail needs.      
 
Historically, King County has provided the majority of jail beds for local cities at its two adult 
detention facilities, the King County Correctional Facility (KCCF) in Seattle and the Maleng 
Regional Justice Center (MRJC) in Kent.  By 2002, regional jail population was projected to 
exceed capacity.  In 2002, the county and the cities signed an agreement which reduced and will 
eventually remove city inmates from county facilities by 2012, unless different terms are 
negotiated.   
 
Since the 2002 contract took effect, both the county and the cities have made efforts to manage and 
reduce jail population.  The county has implemented system efficiencies and alternatives to secure 
detention to reduce the jail population.  Cities contract with a variety of sources for jail beds, 
including Yakima County and King County.  Individual cities have also pursued alternatives to 
secure detention.   
 
The county undertook an Integrated Regional Jail Initiative in 2005 to address inefficiencies 
identified in the current jail system.  Phase I of the IRJI work plan called for studies of future 
county population, operating costs and facilities needs, and options for both secured detention and 
community corrections.  At the same time, cities have conducted studies of jail population needs, 
facility needs and options, and potential facility costs.  
 
Several key results of the studies to date:   
 

• In 2012, King County will have insufficient capacity to continue contracting beds to cities  
and the Washington State Department of Corrections (“DOC”) at current levels.   

• In 2015, the county must cease contracting with either the cities or the DOC and reduce the 
remaining contract significantly.  

• In 2017, the county can no longer contract out beds to any outside entity. 
• In 2018, projected county-responsible inmates will begin to exceed existing secure 

detention capacity. 
• By 2024, projected county-responsible inmate populations will exceed existing secure 

detention capacity by approximately 300. 
• By 2026, projected city-responsible inmate populations will be approximately 1,450 

inmates.  
 
As the 2012 expiration date for the cities’ jail services agreement with the county approaches, the 
issue has become very urgent for cities.  Any regional solution to this pressing need for jail beds 
will require resolution of several challenging issues, including:   
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1. The estimated number of jail beds for which to plan;  
2. Capital and operating cost sharing and financing mechanisms;  
3. Siting of new jail facilities; 
4. Interim capacity options for meeting short-term jail bed needs until needed new jail 

capacity is constructed and operational; and 
5. Principles for regional jail partnership or governance to determine responsibilities for 

constructing and operating jails and terms of access for use of jail beds.  
 

The county is proceeding to enter into negotiations with the cities regarding these issues.  If an 
agreement in principle can be reached, detailed negotiations must then be completed to set terms of 
the partnership for construction and operation of jail capacity.   
 
In addition, the county will continue its planning efforts on two fronts.  It is developing a site 
master plan for the MRJC which includes possible jail expansion and addresses other critical 
criminal justice issues.  It is also developing operating and capital options for other critical 
criminal justice needs.  These efforts will be coordinated with the long-range provision of regional 
jail capacity. 
 
Much of the work has already been completed which will support these efforts.  Nonetheless, the 
issues that remain to be negotiated and decided are complex and far reaching and time is short.  It 
will require continued and focused efforts by the Executive and Executive departments, with 
strong support from the council and partner jurisdictions to reach a successful result.  
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I.  Scope 
 
This report provides information on current local and regional jail planning efforts consistent with 
Integrated Regional Jail Initiative Work Plan, Phase I and a proviso in the 2008 Adopted Budget:  
 

• In the Third Quarter 2005 Omnibus (Ordinance 15290), the Executive requested funding to 
launch the Integrated Regional Jail Initiative and subsequently developed a work plan in 
response to the proviso in this ordinance.  The proviso requested a study that “shall analyze 
the county’s future needs for secure detention and alternatives to incarceration” and 
“evaluate possible options for providing regional secured detention and alternatives to 
incarceration services for cities and other contracting agencies, as long as these options are 
consistent with adopted policies established in Ordinance 14330 and with the policy of full 
cost recovery for these services.”  Transmitted to council in January 2006, the IRJI Work 
Plan, Phase I outlines a series of studies to forecast the jail and community corrections 
population needs and assess potential facility options. 

 
• A proviso in the 2008 Adopted Budget (Ordinance 15975) which states:   

 
It is the intent of King County that when new jail capacity is needed in the region there 
would be great public benefit to maintaining the current integrated regional system of adult 
and juvenile detention.  As the county and cities evaluate their detention needs, the council 
directs that the Executive seek partnerships with the cities to develop and send to the 
council a plan, prior to July 1, 2008, that shows options to expand the county’s current jail 
facilities and/or build new facilities in partnership with the cities.   

 
The following studies have been concluded:  
 

• King County Jail Population Forecast 2007 to 2024.  This forecast models felony and King 
County-responsible misdemeanant populations separately from contracted populations, 
such as city or State Department of Corrections (“DOC”) inmates.  It also models special 
inmate populations such as psychiatric, medical, and high security inmates.  (“O’Connell 
forecast”). 

 
• Operational Cost Model.  This analysis provides a menu-driven and transparent cost model 

for secure detention, community corrections and jail health costs.  The cost model shows 
costs on a per-inmate basis for the full range of operations related to inmates and clients in 
community corrections.   

 
The following studies have been substantially concluded and will be finalized shortly:  
 

• Community Corrections Division (“CCD”) Workload Forecast to 2026.  This forecast 
considers the potential future workload for the Community Corrections Division, or 
alternatives to secure detention, focusing on county-responsible participants. 
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• CCD Facility Needs and Options Evaluation.  This evaluation reviews the workload, 
operational, and space needs for CCD within the Department of Adult and Juvenile 
Detention, again focusing on county-responsible participants.1  It includes potential 
operational scenarios, reviewing the extent to which existing facilities can accommodate 
preferred operational scenarios.  This needs evaluation is not a detailed operational plan or 
facilities master plan, but an examination of workload, staffing and operational 
configurations that specifically drive the general amount and location of space for CCD.   

 
• Secure Detention Facility Needs and Options Evaluation.  This evaluation reviews space 

alternatives to meet the forecasted needs of adult secure detention operations within the 
Department of Adult and Juvenile Detention.  It includes an assessment of existing 
facilities and identification of possible options for expanding and/or reconfiguring space to 
accommodate projected county workload and potential contractual workload from cities 
within King County.  The analysis of each option provides preliminary estimates of capital 
and operational costs.  

 
This report also includes information developed by additional studies and reports, 
including:  

 
o Jail Administrative Group Cities’ study of jail alternatives conducted by Ricci Greene 

Associates; 
 

o “Use of Community Corrections Division Review – Report to King County Council,” 
May 2008, prepared by the King County Office of Management and Budget; and  
 

o “Community Corrections Division Capacity Analysis – Report to King County 
Council,” May 2008, prepared by King County Department of Adult and Juvenile 
Detention, King County Office of Management and Budget and King County 
Department of Executive Services.  

 
II.  Background  
 
King County and Regional Jail Services – A Brief History  
 
The regional detention system is complex, comprising city, county, state and other jurisdictions.  
No single person or agency controls the many system parts.  Rather, these parts are bound together 
by a web of legal directives that set out areas of responsibility and authority.  King County is 
responsible by law for the detention of individuals charged with felonies prior to trial, charged 
with or convicted of misdemeanors originating in unincorporated King County, and those 
convicted of felonies and sentenced to serve less than one year.  Cities are responsible for the 
detention of individuals charged with or sentenced for misdemeanor offenses originating within a 
city’s jurisdiction.  The DOC is responsible for the detention of individuals serving sentences of 

                                                 
1 Cities currently participate in CCD programs in limited numbers, primarily in the Work and Education Release 
program.   
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more than one year for felony convictions, and state-responsible offenders released into the 
community who have violated the terms of community supervision.   
 
The county has historically contracted with cities and the state DOC to hold inmates for which 
those jurisdictions are responsible, in exchange for a contract fee.  The county’s contract with the 
cities has been renegotiated over time.  By 2002, the key issue had surfaced:  the county’s inmate 
population projections showed that it would soon require all available space in county facilities for 
inmates the county is required by law to detain, leaving no excess beds for the county to contract 
out to the cities or to the state.  
 
By 2002, projected increases to regional jail population would have required construction of a new 
jail, if the status quo contract relationship between the county and the cities continued.  While 
cities were concerned with the expense of housing inmates and were looking for lower jail rates, 
the county was facing major budget shortfalls and rising jail populations and could not assume the 
risk for funding the construction and operation of a third jail or justice center.  In contract 
negotiations, the county and the cities were unable to reach agreement on financial contributions 
for a new jail facility and there was no agreement guaranteeing that the cities would use a new 
county facility in the long term.   
 
At the same time, the county’s criminal justice and human service partners sought to make greater 
use of alternatives to detention, link offenders to services that reduce recidivism, and become more 
efficient in moving people through the criminal justice system, in an effort to delay the need to 
build costly new jail capacity. 
 
Given these circumstances, the county and the cities agreed in 2002 to a contract that would reduce 
and ultimately remove city inmates from county facilities by 2012.   
 
2008 – The Picture Today 
 
The county and the cities now find themselves in very different positions than a few years ago.  
First, both the county and the cities have become more assertive about containing costs through 
managing jail populations.  The county has initiated a variety of programs and efficiencies in the 
criminal justice system to aggressively manage its jail population.  The county criminal justice 
agencies through the Criminal Justice Council are working cooperatively to better manage the 
criminal justice process.  King County has taken aggressive steps to reduce and manage its own 
jail population, for example, by forming its Community Corrections Division and emphasizing 
alternatives for appropriate offenders.  These efforts have combined to help reduce the need for jail 
beds today.    
 
Cities also manage their jail populations, moving inmates to the least costly bed and making use of 
alternatives to secure detention.  From an average of 494 in the first quarter of 2002, the 
contracting cities have successfully reduced their population in King County facilities to an 
average of 283 inmates in the first five months of 2008.2  Finally, the county and the cities have 

                                                 
2 2002 average: O’Connell Forecast report, p. 39.   2008 average: DAJD Daily City Headcount Reports (January 
through May 2008).   
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recognized common interests and work together to improve operations and to plan for the future, 
as further discussed herein.   
 
Nevertheless, the countywide jail system remains a complex web of arrangements:  
 

• Of the 39 cities within King County, 36 have a jail contract to house inmates with King 
County DAJD.  Kent, Enumclaw, and Milton do not.  

• 34 of the cities also contract with Yakima County for beds needed in excess of the King 
County caps.  Kent, Enumclaw, Hunts Point, Milton, and Renton do not.  

• The cities of Auburn, Enumclaw, Issaquah, Kent, Kirkland, and Renton operate their own 
municipal jails.  

• Several cities also contract with other counties and local municipal jails for bed space. 
 
The challenge with the current fractured system is that it is not possible to measure the full extent 
of resulting inefficiencies.  However, these issues are faced every day by corrections staff, police 
officers, and the courts.  The list includes the following: 
 

• It can be difficult for courts to find out if a person is in custody in one of the county or city 
jails in King County, delaying processing of court cases. 

• Police spend too much time away from their patrol districts to complete the booking 
process.  Moreover, as some police officers currently travel long distances to a booking 
facility, they may pass one or two jails on the way. 

• Inmates are traveling frequently between Yakima and local jails/courts.  
• Inmates with matters from several jurisdictions can bounce around to several jails and 

courts, increasing the total length of stay in the system, and the chances of an erroneous 
release or the charges being dismissed. 

• Policies, forms, and practices are inconsistent and in some cases contradictory. 
• Cities are increasingly using King County facilities for intensive medical or psychiatric 

inmates, who are more expensive to house than the average inmate.  At this time, King 
County is the only jurisdiction that is available to provide these intensive medical or 
psychiatric services to cities. 

 
The jail system in King County is reaching a critical juncture as the 2012 expiration of the current 
King County jail services agreements approach.  Since 2002, both the county and the cities have 
undertaken new efforts to address regional jail capacity and operations.  In 2005, the County 
Executive established the Integrated Regional Jail Initiative, with a funding request that was 
approved by the County Council as part of the 2005 third quarter supplemental budget 
authorization.  Key goals of the IRJI are to improve public safety and efficiency, while reducing 
jail costs.  By initiating the IRJI, the county sought to address the inefficiencies listed above, 
working with cities toward an integrated jail system.  
 
As set out in the IRJI work plan and detailed in this report, DAJD has taken the lead role in 
conducting studies needed to support future regional jail planning.  In support of the IRJI effort, 
DAJD has worked with cities on both future jail planning and administration of the current jail 
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contract.  DAJD representatives meet with city representatives regularly via monthly JAG (Jail 
Administrative Group) meetings, as well as in ad-hoc forums.  
 
Recently, the county shared information and planning efforts with the city JAG’s North and East 
Cities Committee (“NECC”).  These meetings were attended by representatives from each of the 
city planning sub-areas.  The county’s goal in its work with cities on jail planning has been to 
complete its own studies, to share information for the cities’ studies, and to encourage decisions 
that increase the overall coordination of the system.   
 
The cities are well advanced in the process of planning for new jail beds.  After completing their 
joint assessment of jail needs for all JAG cities, the cities formed three sub-groups to study 
possible jail options.   
 

• South County Corrections Entity (“SCORE”) includes the cities of Auburn, Des Moines, 
Federal Way, Renton and Tukwila.  In November 2007, the group funded a soon-to-be 
completed feasibility study of an approximately 800-bed misdemeanant facility.  Their goal 
is to acquire a property by the end of 2008, begin construction by mid-year 2009, and to be 
open and operational by the end of 2011.   

• The JAG North/East Cities Committee (NECC) represents 22 King County cities north of 
Renton and Burien.  The NECC group began a feasibility study in April 2008, which is 
scheduled to be completed by the fall of 2008.  The cities that have been actively 
participating in the committee include Bellevue, Kirkland, Issaquah, Lake Forest Park, 
Newcastle, Redmond, Seattle and Shoreline.  The committee is managing its study in two 
phases.  Phase 1 will provide a spatial program for 200, 440, and 640 bed facilities, plus an 
evaluation of initial candidate sites, construction and operating costs, and a basic definition 
of per diem charges.  Phase 2 will define the facility size, an architectural plan, and site 
development concepts and will provide more detailed cost estimates.  During Phase 2, 
participating cities will need to engage in discussions of potential funding sources and 
operational/governance structures.  

• The City of Seattle is also separately conducting a study, including site analysis, of the 
feasibility of building a 450-bed misdemeanant facility within the city limits. 

 
Some cities have shown an interest in a potential jail partnership with King County, but time is of 
the essence in their planning processes and they will be looking to arrive at decisions regarding jail 
construction no later than September of this year. 
 
As planning work proceeds, the county and the cities continue to administer the existing jail 
services agreement.  DAJD staff members participate in city “JOG” (Jail Operational Group) 
meetings and have worked with cities to implement operational improvements that assist both 
parties in the more efficient management of jail populations.  For example, DAJD, with support 
from the cities and the King County District Court, implemented the “court transport order” form 
and procedure, which allows cities to transport inmates to court when they are in jail on another 
jurisdiction’s charge.  This facilitates the completion of court cases and can minimize the overall 
length of time inmates spend in detention.     
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The county has implemented information technology projects that support efficient regional 
criminal justice operations.  These projects include the Jail Inmate Lookup Service (JILS), a web 
based application for law enforcement officers and the public that provides access to information 
about current inmates and historical bookings for individuals who have been booked into King 
County's jail facilities since 1984.  The county has also implemented the Booking and Referral 
System (BARS), which integrates systems used by police officers and prosecutors to book suspects 
and initiate court proceedings.  This application increases efficiency by allowing for electronic 
filing of booking documents by law enforcement and for increased data sharing with police 
departments and the court system.  
 
In addition, in 2007 through early 2008, the county negotiated with the cities regarding a re-opener 
of the current jail services agreement.  As allowed under the agreement, the county requested to 
negotiate variable rates for special needs inmates.  Since the county can and will house city 
inmates with certain medical, mental health or behavioral issues, the cities send a disproportionate 
number of such special needs inmates to the county.  These inmates require additional staff 
attention, as well as medical care, medications and supplies.  However, contract cities pay a flat 
daily rate regardless of the level of inmate need.  
 
In re-opener negotiations, the county sought to implement a variable rate system to charge 
jurisdictions an amount for special needs inmates more in line with the level of services being 
provided.  In exchange, the cities sought an extension of the jail services agreement beyond 2012.  
The parties soon realized that neither variable rates nor a contract extension could be resolved 
without addressing the larger issue of how the region will provide sufficient jail capacity for all 
inmates in the future.  These re-opener negotiations were placed on hold by agreement of all the 
parties, to be resolved later, along with the capacity question.   
 
III.  IRJI and Related Studies 
 
A.  Secure Detention Population Projections 3  
 
As part of its regional jail planning efforts, the county conducted an updated forecast of its 
anticipated long-term jail population.  This forecast forms the basis for a capacity and needs 
analysis for detention planning.   
 
Components of Change Forecast Method.  Over the past 15 years, DAJD has periodically engaged 
an independent consultant to prepare a jail population forecast using a “Components of Change” 
methodology.  This approach to jail population forecasting takes into account changes in county 
demographics, crime and policies.  The process relied on a broad group of key criminal justice 
system policy and decision makers, including  representatives from local police departments, 
county and city prosecutors, judges and judicial staff, public defenders, King County Executive 
and County Council representatives, and members of DAJD staff.  These decision makers 

                                                 
3 Section credit:  King County Jail Population Forecast:  2007 to 2024 and Historical Jail Population Profile,  John 
(Jack) P. O’Connell, Jr., 2008.  Special acknowledgment to Deanna Strom, DAJD.  
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reviewed relevant background data in order to direct the admission and length of stay assumptions 
that determine the calculations of the jail population forecast.  
 
Forecast of County-Responsible Population.  New to this 2007 to 2024 population forecast is the 
identification of the jail population needs for county-responsible inmates specifically.  Previous 
forecasts have not distinguished between county-responsible inmates and inmates being held for 
other jurisdictions.   
 
For a county jail with multiple detention service agreements in place, this is a complex issue.  On a 
typical day, 27 percent of the total King County Jail bed count consists of inmates with non-
county-responsible charges and holds.  Some inmates are held exclusively on city or DOC charges 
(16 percent of the total jail population), while other inmates are held on mixed (both county and 
non-county) matters (11 percent of the total jail population).  On a daily basis, it is common for 
those inmates held for a “joint-jurisdiction” status to shift to solely a city-responsible status or vice 
versa, without leaving custody or changing cells.   
 
Forecast Findings.  Upon review of the companion crime and historical jail studies, and 
independent input from jurisdictions and agencies across the county, the Jail Population Work 
Group found in 2006 that violent crime was no longer on the decrease, as it has been for the past 
decade, but is expected to increase across the county for some time to come.  This includes the 
City of Seattle, which anticipated responding with increased police staffing.4 
 
The Jail Population Work Group’s review of the historical pre-sentence length of stay also 
documented the impact of changes related to the October 2004 Washington State Supreme Court 
ruling that diminished the application of the 60-90 day trial rules.  This was thought to be a 
significant contributor to increases in pre-sentence length of stay and the increases are expected to 
continue in the future.  
 
Forecast assumptions related to increasing serious crime and longer pre-sentence detainment 
heavily influence the first five years of the jail population forecast.  These “short-term” 
assumptions gradually merge with the longer term forecast assumptions.  The result is an annual 
jail population growth rate that increases from about four percent through 2012, and then about 
one percent through 2024.  
 
While the policy oriented assumptions have their primary influence in the first three to five years 
of the forecast, the impact of King County demographic growth impacts the jail population 
forecast throughout the 20 year forecast period.  Of particular importance is the projected 19 
percent increase in at-risk males aged 30 to 39 in the population between 2009 and 2015, and the 
23 percent increase in the female at-risk population by 2020.  “At risk” refers to the age and 
gender groups most likely to be arrested or detained.  The significant growth for these two key 
demographic groups places continued growth pressure on the older and female jail populations.  

                                                 
4 Note that as some time has passed since the assumption-setting process in 2006, some experience can inform that 
accuracy of the early-year assumptions in the forecast.  Additional information, such as the actual crime trends in 
2007, should be taken into account when setting a planning number for any future regional jail capacity, as 
recommended in this report.  
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The jail population forecast shows that between 2007 and 2024, the county-responsible King 
County “secure” average daily jail population (those inmates in the main jail facilities excluding 
the custodial community correction populations) is projected to increase by 57 percent from 2,062 
to 3,228.5 During the same time period, the number of average monthly bookings is expected to 
increase by 38 percent from 2,402 to 3,318.   
 
The forecast includes the calculation of monthly “peak” populations, which are the population 
levels that occur on the days within a month that exceed the monthly average. The peak secure 
averaged daily jail population is forecasted to increase from 2,176 in 2007 to 3,355 in 2024.  These 
numbers are particularly important to the analysis of capacity since beds must be available not just 
for the average population, but for the actual number of inmates expected on a daily basis.  
 
An overlay to the forecast process is the issue of planned annexations and incorporations.  This jail 
population forecast has been adjusted month-by-month and area-by-area for the projected impact 
of the 13 Potential Annexation Areas (PAA’s) based on the county’s 2006 area plan and time 
schedule for annexations and incorporations.  This process of annexing unincorporated areas into 
adjoining cities and towns will shift 71 of the county’s misdemeanant jail inmates from the county 
to city responsibility category by 2024.  To the extent that these annexations do not take place or 
are delayed, all or a portion of the 71 misdemeanants would remain county-responsible cases.6  
 
Relationship to Other Forecast Populations 
 
The following charts display the historical jurisdictions responsible for inmates held in the King 
County jail.  The county forecast is for county-responsible inmates only, which includes the 72.9 
percent of inmates with only county charges (“pure county”), the 7.2 percent of inmates with 
county and city charges (“county-city”), and the 3.3 percent of inmates with county and DOC 
charges.  
 
Because county-city inmates are counted in the analysis and projections as county-responsible 
inmates, there is some overlap between the county’s forecast and the cities’ separate forecasts.  
The cities’ forecast of city jail population also includes inmates held for both county and city 
charges.  This overlap should be taken into account in setting planning numbers for any regional 
jail effort.   
 

                                                 
5 Compare to JAG cities’ population forecasted increase of 25% over 20 years. Ricci Greene Associates.  
6 Similar to the observation regarding crime rates above, we now know more about the pace of annexations and 
incorporations than we did at the time of assumption-setting for this long-range forecast.  We know that annexations 
have not occurred as scheduled.  This development has the effect of increasing population, at least in the early years of 
the forecast.  It may affect the long-term forecast as well, if annexations and incorporations do not occur.  
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King County Jail Population 

Percentage by Responsible Jurisdiction 
 

 
O’Connell, pp. 37-38. 
 
Prior to 2002, cities provided around 20 percent of the total county jail inmate population.  That 
number began to decrease markedly after the initiation of the current contract, to 10.6 percent in 
the second quarter of 2006.  (This percentage corresponds to today’s average of 283 city inmates 
in county facilities for January to May, 2008).   At the same time, the county’s average daily 
population decreased from a high of 2,427 in the second quarter of 2000 to 2,250 by the second 
quarter of 2006.   
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O’Connell, p. 39 
 
 
Regional Jail Population Projected Needs 
 
The current capacity for DAJD adult secure jails is 3,039 beds.7  Based on the county-responsible 
inmate forecast, the number of inmates will begin to exceed the county’s jail capacity by the year 
2018, at peak population, and by the year 2020 at average population.   
 

                                                 
7 The capacity is based on 1,655 beds in KCCF (after applying a vacancy factor of 2.5%) and 1,384 in the MRJC (after 
applying a vacancy factor of 5%).  A vacancy factor is included to allow for fluctuations in the day-to-day population 
in the jail, and for the fact that jails cannot utilize every available bed or cell.  Beds or cells may be unavailable for a 
variety of reasons, including:  mechanical problems, maintenance, or the need to separate inmates by gender (which 
often results in housing females in units that are not completely filled). 
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King County Jail secure bed capacity equals 3, 039. This includes vacancy rates at KCCF of 2.5%, and RJC 
at 5%

*

County Responsible Secure Populations Forecast

ITR (Intake-Transfer-Release) inmates are in transit and do not need beds.**
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Available CapacityITR**Jail Population

 
 
Other Regional Inmate Projections 
 
If the county wishes to continue to provide regional jail services for city and DOC responsible 
inmates, demand for beds from those agencies must be taken into account in capacity planning.  
The 36 JAG cities have conducted an assessment of their jail population needs and projected a 
total population need of 1,450 beds by 2026.  The population projections by subregion are in round 
numbers:   
 
 South cities:      800  
 Seattle:      450  

North and East cities outside Seattle:  200 
               1450  

 
In addition, the DOC has exhibited an increasing demand for local jail beds to house inmates for 
which it is responsible.  DAJD does not have a projection from the state as to its long-range needs.  
The state may have a greater ability to meet its inmate needs in its own facilities in the long-term, 
as prison capacity comes on line and the state pursues initiatives to reduce violations via its re-
entry and other programs.  However, any long-range capital planning efforts should take into 
account the potential need for the DOC to house its responsible inmates locally. 
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Current projections support the county’s initial determination that it would need to curtail 
contracting by 2012.  The Department of Adult and Juvenile Detention contracts out 550 beds 
under two major contracts:  330 beds to cities in King County and 220 to the state Department of 
Corrections.  Analyzing the above findings:  
 

• In 2012, King County can no longer maintain 2008 contract levels for cities and the DOC. 
 

• In 2015, the county must eliminate one contract entirely and reduce the other significantly.  
 

• In 2017, the county can no longer contract out beds within existing secure detention 
capacity. 

 
• In 2018, projected county-responsible inmates will begin to exceed existing secure 

detention capacity. 
 
In the forecast period, regional inmates will far exceed existing regional jail capacity within King 
County:   
 

Available Jail Beds 2008 
 

King County  3039 
JAG cities:  
     Auburn   52 
     Renton   50 
     Issaquah   62 
     Kirkland   12 
 
Total:    3215  

 
Excludes non-JAG cities with municipal jails (Kent, 
Enumclaw) 
 

Projected Jail Population: 
 
King County   3355         (year 2024) 
JAG cities   1450         (year 2026) 
 
 
 
 
 
Total:     4805 
 
Excludes non-JAG cities jail populations  (Kent, 
Enumclaw, Milton) 
 

 
 
B. Community Corrections Projections and Space Needs 
 
On May 15, 2008, the Executive transmitted, and on June 30, 2008 the Council adopted, two 
proviso responses regarding the Community Corrections Division (CCD).  These reports included 
recommendations for improving and expanding services and programs available through CCD.  
They also addressed the projected numbers of participants in CCD programs, as determined by the 
secure detention forecast by Jack O’Connell (Work Education Release and Electronic Home 
Detention projections) and the CCD population analysis conducted by Carter, Goble, Lee 
Associates.  Based on these population projections:    
 

• Work and Education Release (WER) is projected to reach maximum capacity in 2012-
2013.  This is the most difficult alternative to expand because it requires custodial housing 
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space which takes significant time and resources to select a site and to carry out the 
necessary public involvement process, to acquire the site, and to complete the required 
permitting processes.   

• Electronic Home Detention (EHD) will not reach capacity until some time after 2026.  This 
alternative is most easily expanded because space requirements are only for staff offices. 

• Community Center for Alternative Programs (CCAP) is expected to reach maximum 
capacity in 2011-2012.  Expansion of CCAP requires not only staffing, but also adequate 
classroom space and security to monitor and manage a more diverse population mix. 

• Based on current average daily workload, Community Work Program (CWP) is not likely 
to reach maximum capacity for some time.   

 
As discussed in the CCD facility proviso response, the IRJI’s consultant work to date provides 
limited insight into where expanded programs could be located, but:  
 

Given that King County has a secure custody facility along with courts and other criminal 
justice services in the city of Kent, it is logical to consider geographic expansion in South 
King County.  Because many programs are located in downtown Seattle, it is difficult for 
individuals residing outside of Seattle to participate in them, particularly if they are reliant 
on public transportation.  If CCD alternatives were available in closer proximity to where 
individuals live, more MRJC judges may use them.  Exploration of this option requires 
working with Facilities Management Division (FMD), the Office of Management and 
Budget (OMB) and the south end community in the broader consideration of space needs, 
program site and funding availability.  An assessment needs to be done regarding 
accessibility by bus/train from various parts of the county to determine the best location for 
geographic expansion.   

 
The Executive’s work plan, included in these proviso responses, sets out work to be completed by 
the third quarter of 2009 including:  coordination with the IRJI studies completion and criminal 
justice facilities master planning, detailed work plan development, work plan execution, and final 
recommendations.   
 
Cost Model 
 
DAJD commissioned consultant Kathy Gookin, Criminal Justice Planning Services, to create an 
operational cost model.  The cost model provides a method for analyzing and comparing jail 
operational costs on a per inmate/per diem basis.  The cost model was completed in 2006 and has 
been refined and updated throughout 2007 and 2008 by DAJD and OMB.8   
 
The cost model is based on activity centers.  Components of the various programs within DAJD 
and Jail Health were outlined and then the cost centers of those components were calculated based 
on the budget.  The cost model includes all budgeted costs for DAJD operations, detention costs by 
housing type, health services (including specialized health service), juvenile detention, community 
                                                 
8 Special acknowledgement to Toni Rezab, Chief of Administration;  Pat Presson, Finance Manager; and David Pierce, 
Assistant Finance Manager. 
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corrections division costs by program and all associated overhead.  Costs for programs where 
participants receive services each day (detention, work release and electronic monitoring) are 
based on the average daily population (ADP).  In cases where services are intermittent (work crew 
and CCAP), costs are based on the average daily enrollment (ADE).  
 
Since its development, the cost model has been refined and updated as new budget and actual 
expenditure information becomes available.  DAJD is currently updating the cost model based on 
the mid-year 2008 working budget.  The cost model provides a useful way to consistently track 
and report jail costs over time in a way that can be understood and explained to a broad audience.  
It is also a useful tool for evaluating the impact on costs when changing assumptions or activities.   
 
In applying the cost model to the 2008 working budget, DAJD found that basic housing costs for 
an inmate in secure detention is reasonably in line with the current city contract rate of $109 per 
day, if the costs for booking activities and for special services are separated out of basic housing 
costs.  “Special services” include psychiatric care, infirmary care, acute psychiatric housing and 
one-on-one guarding at Harborview or elsewhere outside the facility.  The costs of these services 
are significant and can add from $200 day for inmates requiring psychiatric housing and care to 
$1200 or more per day for inmates requiring one-on-one guarding.  Booking costs are significantly 
higher than the current contract rate (over $300 per booking).  Costs for programs in CCD are 
lower when considered separately from the secure detention costs.  For example, the 2008 cost 
model shows costs at about $75 per day for the Work and Education Release program. 
 
Preliminary Facility Options for a Regional Partnership 
 
Given the wide range of needs to be met, the possible facility options are quite broad.  As noted 
above, cities are currently studying facilities as small as 200 beds and as large as 800.  The total 
projected population of all contract cities (1,450) plus the county’s projected need for beds over its 
current capacity (almost 300) together total 1,750 projected inmates in the long term.  Options for 
facilities to meet this wide range of needs include a limited expansion of current facilities, 
construction of a full-scale regional jail, and construction of multiple smaller facilities.   
 
Any expanded or new detention facilities should be considered in conjunction with the space needs 
for CCD or other programs which provide alternatives to secure detention.  Needs of other 
criminal justice agencies, such as the courts, should be considered, as should how any new jail 
capacity impacts the overall efficiency of the criminal justice system.  Any new jail would be most 
efficient if it was situated near existing courts.  The county is currently coordinating the space 
needs and facility plans for criminal justice agencies as a whole, to ensure that capital investments 
support the needs of the combined and interdependent parts of the criminal justice system as a 
whole.   
 
DAJD has substantially completed consultant work on two preliminary studies of needs and 
options for secure detention and community corrections.  These studies identify the expansion of 
the MRJC as a good candidate for additional jail capacity.  The results from these consultant 
studies will be included and refined in FMD’s criminal justice planning efforts. 
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In particular, FMD is developing a site master plan for the MRJC.  Site master planning has been 
under way since October 2007 and is scheduled to be completed in September 2008.  This work 
will provide the overall site plan for future programmatic needs for District Court, Superior Court, 
the Prosecuting Attorney’s Office and Judicial Administration in addition to secure detention.  It 
will also consider possible inclusion of some Community Corrections programs.   
 
FMD is conducting research to establish the potential building envelope for expanding detention at 
the MRJC.  This will include research on zoning and building requirements, prior agreements 
related to the original construction of the MRJC, physical site characteristics, preliminary 
environmental analysis, and transportation issues, including parking.  Based on all of this 
information, FMD will develop the overall site plan and will provide an estimated cost for the 
ultimate expansion.   
 
Based on research to date, it appears that an additional four housing units could be built at the 
MRJC, for an operational capacity of 460 new beds (which translates into capacity for 
approximately 437 inmates, when a vacancy factor is applied).  This expansion could provide 
sufficient capacity to meet county needs alone through 2024.  However, because the total regional 
bed need far exceeds 460 beds, there will be a need for additional regional capacity beyond the 
MRJC expansion.   
 
IV.  Plan for Options to Build Regional Jail Capacity in Partnership with Cities 

 
As discussed above, the county has been working on jail planning activities since 2006, along with 
the contract cities’ concurrent planning efforts.  These planning efforts have identified a broad 
range of options for providing regional jail capacity, each of which has significant cost and timing 
challenges.  The most viable option for the county to add jail capacity in the next several years 
would be an expansion at the existing MRJC detention center, which could provide up to an 
additional 460 beds.  Other options include partnering with cities to assist them in building one or 
more of the sub-regional jails currently under consideration by cities and/or building a new, full-
service regional justice center.   
 
As the 2012 expiration date for the cities’ jail services agreement with the county approaches, the 
issue has become very urgent for cities.  Any regional solution to this pressing need for jail beds 
will require resolution of several challenging issues, including:   
 

1. The estimated number of jail beds for which to plan;  
2. Capital and operating cost sharing and financing mechanisms;  
3. Siting  of new jail facilities; 
4. Interim capacity options for meeting short-term jail bed needs until needed new jail 

capacity is constructed and operational; and 
5. Principles for regional jail partnership or governance to determine responsibilities for 

constructing and operating jails and terms of access for use of jail beds.  
 

Each of these issues poses significant challenges: 
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Setting an Estimated Number of Jail Beds for Planning Purposes 
 

Several issues remain to be resolved with regard to this issue:  
 
Refine population projections:  While the current long-range population forecasts for the county 
and the cities provide a sound basis for regional planning discussions, they should be periodically 
refined to take into account any significant new legislation, emerging crime trends, delays in 
annexations, implementation of new efficiencies, or changes in underlying assumptions.  For 
example, as the cities and county discuss regional options, they can consider the most effective and 
efficient ways to handle inmates who have both city and county charges. 
 
Population reduction efforts:  The parties to any jail capacity agreement would need to account for 
possible reductions in future jail population that could be achieved through diversion or 
efficiencies.  These efforts include alternatives to secure detention, criminal justice system 
efficiencies, treatment programs, and support services such as housing.  For county-responsible 
populations, it is the Executive’s policy to take full advantage of these approaches consistent with 
maintaining public safety and availability of resources.  Moreover, through IRJI, there may also be 
opportunities to explore partnerships with cities to extend some of these efforts to their jail 
populations. 
 
The following three initiatives are key examples of efforts that may reduce the jail population: 
 

• Community Corrections Division:  Since the creation of this division in DAJD, the county 
has pursued innovative programs and expansions of alternatives to secure detention.  As 
outlined in the recent proviso responses regarding community corrections, the county’s 
criminal justice partners are continuing to explore changes in practices and expansion 
opportunities that could further reduce jail capacity needs in the future.   

• Criminal Justice Initiatives (CJI):  Since 2003, the county has provided a range of programs 
focused on housing, mental health and chemical dependency treatment services for inmates 
being released or participating in community alternatives to incarceration.  CJI also 
includes process improvements to train stakeholders, and to assist individuals involved 
with the criminal justice system in accessing treatment services and publicly-funded 
benefits.  

• Mentally Ill and Drug Dependency (MIDD):  With additional resources available via the 
MIDD sales tax, the county is poised to implement a series of programs identified in the 
council adopted Action Plan.  Some of these programs are intended to serve mentally ill 
and chemically dependent youth and adults who are involved in the justice system or at risk 
of becoming involved.  As the MIDD Action Plan is fully implemented, the impact to jail 
population will be monitored. 

 
At this time, the county secure detention forecast assumes that all existing efficiencies and 
programs continue into the future.  For many reasons, the additional number of inmates who may 
be diverted from a future jail is not clear.  In particular, the county is facing severe budget 
shortages which not only limit its ability to expand current alternative programs but also create an 
uncertain future for funding some of the programs.  Conversely, if new efficiencies are achieved, 
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or new or expanded programs become available through current or new initiatives, the county may 
be able to decrease the number of anticipated jail inmates. 
 
By closely monitoring population reduction efforts, the county and its partners may find that the 
jail population estimates should be adjusted.  The county has been gathering data and has begun 
conducting long-term studies on the effect of some of its alternatives programs to incarceration.  
However, the development of better and more long-term data sets for alternatives to secure 
detention is needed, and is a key recommendation of the earlier CCD proviso responses. 
 
A final note is that, with the Equity and Social Justice Initiative launched in February 2008, the 
Executive is seeking strategies and partnerships that will address the underlying conditions in low-
income and minority communities that lead to so many poor outcomes including high-rates of 
crime and incarceration.  This work is just getting underway and represents a truly long term 
endeavor.  However, it will be important to track this work and consider its possible long-term 
implications for criminal justice infrastructure needs. 
 
Capital and Operating Cost Sharing and Financing Mechanisms 
 
Funding the significant capital and operating expenses of new jail capacity will be a challenge for 
all the jurisdictions, as will finding a way to share costs appropriately.   
 
Siting Issues 

 
Although it is an essential public facility, siting any new jail construction is a complex and 
difficult process.  Even with the expansion of the MRJC detention facility, projected regional jail 
bed needs through 2026 would far exceed available regional jail capacity.  Consequently, any 
regional solution intended to address city and county inmate housing needs over the next 15-20 
years will require that new jail capacity be sited and built.      
 
Interim Capacity Options 

 
As noted above, jail population projections currently show that after 2012 the county will not have 
available jail beds to contract out the number of beds the county contracts out today.  By 2018, the 
county will need all its available beds for county-responsible inmates only.  Considering that 
planning and building a jail takes several years, there may be a period of time after 2012 where 
regional jail needs are exceeding our regional jail capacity.  Interim strategies will be needed to 
meet any shortfall in this period of time. 
 
Principles for Regional Jail Partnership or Governance  
 
Any regional solution will have to determine the division of rights and responsibilities among the 
parties to that solution, including ownership, operational authority and responsibility, and rights of 
access to use facilities.   
 
The County Executive has directed staff to meet with the cities in the coming weeks to explore 
these issues and to determine whether there are feasible partnerships, given ongoing budget 
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challenges that are of interest to the cities and can promote a regional integrated jail system.  At 
the same time, the county is proceeding with related work plans that will be important to any 
regional jail partnership effort, specifically planning for the future of the MRJC detention center 
expansion, for the expansion of CCD programs and facilities, and for other critical county criminal 
justice needs. 
 
 



Attachment 3 
 

 
King County Executive, Ron Sims  
King County Executive 

 
 

Aug. 5, 2008 

Jail planning discussions to move forward  

A new King County report shows area cities should continue planning underway 
for new jail facilities as the region will have significant new jail capacity needs in 
the future. The report is part of the county's regional jail planning effort, begun in 
2006, to prepare for the area's future jail needs.  

The report provides important information needed for King County to continue 
joint planning with its contract cities whose jail contracts expire in 2012. The 
County Executive notes the increasing urgency, especially for cities, to add jail 
capacity. The region's collective detention space needs are significant, and 
cannot be met within existing county facilities, even with a planned expansion of 
the Maleng Regional Justice Center in Kent. The Executive has directed staff to 
accelerate discussions with the cities to explore the possibility of partnerships to 
meet the region's collective detention space needs, including moving forward 
with planning for an MRJC expansion.  

King County is responsible by law for detaining individuals charged with felonies 
prior to trial, charged with or convicted of misdemeanors originating in 
unincorporated King County, and convicted of felonies and sentenced to serve 
less than one year. King County projects that by 2024, it will need approximately 
300 beds more than current available King County jail capacity. 

King County's 36 contract cities (all King County cities, excluding Kent, 
Enumclaw and Milton), which are responsible for the detention of individuals 
charged with or sentenced for misdemeanor offenses originating within a city's 
jurisdiction, project a total inmate population of 1,450 by 2026. This amount 
exceeds the total existing jail bed capacity at the contract cities' existing 
municipal jails by over 1,200 inmates.  

Put simply, the region currently does not have enough jail beds to house all local 
inmates for all jurisdictions including the cities, the state and the county. By the 
expiration of the current contract in 2012, there will not be enough regional beds 
for the city and county inmate populations alone. By 2026, city and county inmate 
populations will far exceed any regional jail capacity.  
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The county does have the potential to add up to four additional inmate housing 
units at the Maleng Regional Justice Center and is completing a site master plan 
for that potential expansion. This expansion can provide additional needed jail 
beds, but not enough to solve the regional problem completely either in the short-
term or the long term.  

"We support and encourage the cities' jail planning processes and are open to 
partnering with cities in a variety of ways to assist them in support of a regionally 
integrated jail system," said Executive Ron Sims. "Regional solutions must 
include construction of new jail beds." 
 
The county's current budget challenges further complicate the search for 
solutions to regional jail needs. 

"Although the county is fully committed to regional jail planning and is moving 
forward to pursue a truly integrated system, the county does not have the ability 
to fund construction and operation of jail capacity for cities," Sims said. "We must 
work together to meet our collective challenges for providing adequate jail space 
for the next several years." 

   

Related information  

Integrated Regional Jail Initiative Phase I : Preliminary Report and Proviso 
Response (PDF) 

 

http://www.metrokc.gov/exec/news/2008/pdf/IRJI%20PhaseIPreliminaryReport.pdf
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Projected Number of Jail Beds for the NEC 
 
[Drawn in part from the NEC Municipal Jail website, http://www.necmunicipaljail.org/.] 
 
A brief look at the NEC’s misdemeanant inmates: 
 

The average misdemeanor inmate spends only a short amount of time in jail on a 
misdemeanor charge (e.g. Seattle misdemeanor inmates average 10 days in jail). Some 
people are booked and released within 48 hours. Others may spend up to a year serving a 
jail sentence. 

 
People are most often booked in jail on misdemeanor charges related to property (e.g., 
theft), driving under the influence (DUI), traffic related charges, misdemeanor assault, 
and misdemeanor domestic violence.     

 
Sixty-three percent of the inmates are pre-trial defendants.  

 
Determining how much municipal jail space the NEC group needs: 
 

Cities in King County hired a consultant to create a long-term jail population forecast, as 
well as develop some preliminary long-term municipal jail housing options. The 
consultant estimates that in 2026, Seattle will need approximately 445 municipal jail beds 
and the other cities located in north and east King County will need roughly 200 beds. 
Thus, the NEC group estimates a 640-bed regional municipal jail will meet its needs for 
the next 20 years.  [A link to the full consultant report is available on the NEC website at 
http://www.necmunicipaljail.org/JailBeds.htm.] 
 

Municipal Jail Bedspace Projections 

 2026 
ADP* Bedspace 

Seattle 387 445 
North & East KC cities 167 192 
Total for NEC group 554 637 

                                                        *Average Daily Population 
 
The projection for Seattle was based on these assumptions: 
 

First, the 2005 baseline ADP was increased for both Seattle and the other cities to reflect 
that the County currently pays for jailing inmates who are held on both County felony 
charges and Seattle misdemeanor charges.  Currently the Municipal Court can adjudicate 
the misdemeanor charges while such inmates are also held on the felony charges.  If the 
NEC builds a separate jail, the cities’ courts would not be able to adjudicate the 
misdemeanor charges against such inmates until the felony hold is released from County 
jail and the inmate is transferred to the NEC jail. 
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Second, the baseline ADP was increased by 12 over the 2005 starting point to reflect the 
restoration of the state statute on Driving While License Suspended in 2006. 
 
Third, the baseline ADP was increased by 17 to reflect recent changes in processing 
minor drug violations and trends in the number of misdemeanor domestic violence and 
assault charges. 
 
Fourth, the baseline was reduced by 8% to reflect a goal of reducing the ADP by this 
amount through new alternatives to incarceration. 
 
Fifth, the projection assumes that between 2006 and 2026 the Seattle ADP will grow by 
15% and the ADP for the other north and east cities will grow by 25%, based on overall 
population growth.  

 
The jail bed space projections are 15 percent higher than the average daily jail populations to 
allow for peaking factors (e.g., Saturday nights are busier than Tuesday nights; the jail 
population in August is higher than December, etc.). 
 
The projection is shown in the table on the next page. 
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NEC Jail ADP/Bedspace Projections (from 2006 Ricci Greene study) 

 
Assumptions: 
 
Seattle’s ADP will increase by 15% between 2006 and 2026, an annual increase of 0.8%. 
 
Other NE cities’ ADP will increase by 25% between 2006 and 2026, an annual increase of 1%. 
 

 Seattle Other NE cities Total 
Year Bedspace ADP Bedspace ADP Bedspace ADP 
2006 383 333 150 130 533 463 
2007 386 336 152 132 538 467 
2008 389 338 154 134 542 472 
2009 392 341 155 135 547 476 
2010 395 343 157 137 552 480 
2011 398 346 159 139 557 484 
2012 401 348 161 140 562 489 
2013 404 351 163 142 567 493 
2014 407 354 165 144 572 497 
2015 410 356 167 146 577 502 
2016 413 359 170 147 582 506 
2017 416 362 172 149 587 511 
2018 419 364 174 151 593 515 
2019 422 367 176 153 598 520 
2020 425 370 178 155 603 525 
2021 428 373 180 157 609 529 
2022 432 375 183 159 614 534 
2023 435 378 185 161 620 539 
2024 438 381 187 163 625 544 
2025 441 384 190 165 631 549 
2026 445 387 192 167 637 554 

 
Note:  ADP = Average Daily Population 
 
Bedspace is the ADP + 15% to allow for peaking factors (e.g., Saturday is busier than Tuesday, 
and August is busier than December). 
 
 
 



9

Benefits to 

Crime Victims  
(of the reduction 

in crime)

Benefits to    

Taxpayers    
(of the reduction 

in crime)

Costs 
(marginal program 

cost, compared to 
the cost of 

alternative)

Benefits (total)

Minus

Costs

(per participant)

(2) (3) (4) (5)

Programs for People in the Adult Offender System
Vocational education in prison -9.0% (4) $8,114 $6,806 $1,182 $13,738
Intensive supervision: treatment-oriented programs -16.7% (11) $9,318 $9,369 $7,124 $11,563
General education in prison (basic education or post-secondary) -7.0% (17) $6,325 $5,306 $962 $10,669
Cognitive-behavioral therapy in prison or community -6.3% (25) $5,658 $4,746 $105 $10,299
Drug treatment in community -9.3% (6) $5,133 $5,495 $574 $10,054
Correctional industries in prison -5.9% (4) $5,360 $4,496 $417 $9,439
Drug treatment in prison (therapeutic communities or outpatient) -5.7% (20) $5,133 $4,306 $1,604 $7,835
Adult drug courts -8.0% (57) $4,395 $4,705 $4,333 $4,767
Employment and job training in the community -4.3% (16) $2,373 $2,386 $400 $4,359
Electronic monitoring to offset jail time 0% (9) $0 $0 -$870 $870
Sex offender treatment in prison with aftercare -7.0% (6) $6,442 $2,885 $12,585 -$3,258
Intensive supervision: surveillance-oriented programs 0% (23) $0 $0 $3,747 -$3,747
Washington's Dangerously Mentally Ill Offender program -20.0% (1) $18,020 $15,116 n/e n/e
Drug treatment in jail -4.5% (9) $2,481 $2,656 n/e n/e
Adult boot camps 0% (22) $0 $0 n/e n/e
Domestic violence education/cognitive-behavioral treatment 0% (9) $0 $0 n/e n/e
Jail diversion for mentally ill offenders 0% (11) $0 $0 n/e n/e
Life Skills education programs for adults 0% (4) $0 $0 n/e n/e

Programs for Youth in the Juvenile Offender System
Multidimensional Treatment Foster Care (v. regular group care) -22.0% (3) $51,828 $32,915 $6,945 $77,798
Adolescent Diversion Project (for lower risk offenders) -19.9% (6) $24,328 $18,208 $1,913 $40,623
Family Integrated Transitions -13.0% (1) $30,708 $19,502 $9,665 $40,545
Functional Family Therapy on probation -15.9% (7) $19,529 $14,617 $2,325 $31,821
Multisystemic Therapy -10.5% (10) $12,855 $9,622 $4,264 $18,213
Aggression Replacement Training -7.3% (4) $8,897 $6,659 $897 $14,660
Teen courts -11.1% (5) $5,907 $4,238 $936 $9,208
Juvenile boot camp to offset institution time 0% (14) $0 $0 -$8,077 $8,077
Juvenile sex offender treatment -10.2% (5) $32,515 $8,377 $33,064 $7,829
Restorative justice for low-risk offenders -8.7% (21) $4,628 $3,320 $880 $7,067
Interagency coordination programs -2.5% (15) $3,084 $2,308 $205 $5,186
Juvenile drug courts -3.5% (15) $4,232 $3,167 $2,777 $4,622
Regular surveillance-oriented parole (v. no parole supervision) 0% (2) $0 $0 $1,201 -$1,201
Juvenile intensive probation supervision programs 0% (3) $0 $0 $1,598 -$1,598
Juvenile wilderness challenge 0% (9) $0 $0 $3,085 -$3,085
Juvenile intensive parole supervision 0% (10) $0 $0 $6,460 -$6,460
Scared Straight +6.8% (10) -$8,355 -$6,253 $58 -$14,667
Counseling/psychotherapy for juvenile offenders -18.9% (6) $23,126 $17,309 n/e n/e
Juvenile education programs -17.5% (3) $41,181 $26,153 n/e n/e
Other family-based therapy programs -12.2% (12) $15,006 $11,231 n/e n/e
Team Child -10.9% (2) $5,759 $4,131 n/e n/e
Juvenile behavior modification -8.2% (4) $19,271 $12,238 n/e n/e
Life skills education programs for juvenile offenders -2.7% (3) $6,441 $4,091 n/e n/e
Diversion progs. with services (v. regular juvenile court) -2.7% (20) $1,441 $1,034 n/e n/e
Juvenile cognitive-behavioral treatment -2.5% (8) $3,123 $2,337 n/e n/e
Court supervision vs. simple release without services 0% (8) $0 $0 n/e n/e
Diversion programs with services (v. simple release) 0% (7) $0 $0 n/e n/e
Juvenile intensive probation (as alternative to incarceration) 0% (5) $0 $0 n/e n/e
Guided Group Interaction 0% (4) $0 $0 n/e n/e

Prevention Programs (crime reduction effects only)
Nurse Family Partnership-Mothers -56.2% (1) $11,531 $8,161 $5,409 $14,283
Nurse Family Partnership-Children -16.4% (1) $8,632 $4,922 $733 $12,822
Pre-K education for low income 3 & 4 year olds -14.2% (8) $8,145 $4,644 $593 $12,196
Seattle Social Development Project -18.6% (1) $1,605 $4,341 n/e n/e
High school graduation -10.4% (1) $1,738 $2,851 n/e n/e
Guiding Good Choices -9.1% (1) $570 $2,092 n/e n/e
Parent-Child Interaction Therapy -3.7% (1) $268 $784 n/e n/e

Program types in need of additional research & development before we can conclude they do or do not reduce crime outcomes: 

Comment
Case management in the community for drug offenders 0% (13) Findings are mixed for this broad grouping of programs.

COSA (Faith-based supervision of sex offenders) -22.3% (1) Too few evaluations to date.

Day fines (compared to standard probation) 0% (1) Too few evaluations to date.

Domestic violence courts 0% (2) Too few evaluations to date.

Faith-based programs 0% (5) Too few evaluations to date.

Intensive supervision of sex offenders in the community 0% (4) Findings are mixed for this broad grouping of programs.

Medical treatment of sex offenders -21.4% (1) Too few evaluations to date.

Mixed treatment of sex offenders in the community 0% (2) Too few evaluations to date.

Regular parole supervision vs. no parole supervision 0% (1) Too few evaluations to date.

Restorative justice programs for lower risk adult offenders 0% (6) Findings are mixed for this broad grouping of programs.

Therapeutic community programs for mentally ill offenders -20.8% (2) Too few evaluations to date.

Work release programs (from prison) -4.3% (4) Too few recent evaluations.

Dialectical Behavior Therapy 0% (1) Too few evaluations to date.

Increased drug testing (on parole) vs. minimal drug testing 0% (1) Too few evaluations to date.

Juvenile curfews 0% (1) Too few evaluations to date.

Juvenile day reporting 0% (2) Too few evaluations to date.

Juvenile jobs programs 0% (3) Too few recent evaluations.

Juvenile therapeutic communities 0% (1) Too few evaluations to date.

Mentoring in juvenile justice 0% (1) Too few evaluations to date.

Programs needing more research for youth in the juvenile offender system

Effect on Crime 

Outcomes        
Percent change in crime 

outcomes, & the number of 

evidence-based studies on 
which the estimate is based 

(in parentheses)

(1)

Programs needing more research for people in the adult offender system

Exhibit 4

Reducing Crime With Evidence-Based Options: What Works, and Benefits & Costs
Washington State Institute for Public Policy
Estimates as of October, 2006

.

Notes:

"n/e" means not estimated at this time.

Prevention program costs are partial program costs, pro-rated to 

match crime outcomes.

Benefits and Costs
(Per Participant, Net Present Value, 2006 Dollars)
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Drug Offender Recidivism Data - May 18, 2009 

Pool: all the individuals who had at least one booking in 2003 with a drug charge originated by Seattle 
police as the most serious offense on the booking. 

% of 2003 Bookings with a drug charge as the most serious charge on the booking by court: 

Court 

Total 
Superior 

Court 
District 
Court 

Municipal 
Court Other/Unknown 

2,476  468  94  1,999  5,037  

49% 9% 2% 40% 100% 

 

 
 

Individuals, Bookings and Jail Days by Number of 2003 Bookings 

# Bookings 
in 2003 

1
 # of Individuals # of Bookings 

Total Jail Days for 
2003 Bookings 

Total Jail Days for 
2003-2008 
Bookings 

1 1,223 38% 1,223 14% 31,253 18% 115,691 18% 

2 754 23% 1,508 17% 33,678 19% 123,407 19% 

3 446 14% 1,338 15% 28,267 16% 108,382 17% 

4 297 9% 1,188 14% 26,427 15% 89,234 14% 

5 183 6% 915 11% 16,710 9% 61,512 10% 

6 131 4% 786 9% 14,624 8% 53,936 8% 

7 80 2% 560 6% 10,450 6% 33,652 5% 

8 47 1% 376 4% 5,730 3% 20,418 3% 

9 33 1% 297 3% 4,873 3% 16,714 3% 

10 or more 40 1% 450 5% 5,310 3% 19,132 3% 

Total 3,234 100% 8,641 100% 177,322 100% 642,078 100% 

 
1
 Count includes all bookings in 2003 for qualifed inmates, including non-qualified bookings (i.e. bookings 

where a Seattle drug charge was not the most serious charge on the booking). 
 

 In 2003, there were 3,234 individuals booked into the King County Jail with at least one booking 
where the most serious charge was a drug charge originated by Seattle Police. 

 

 People with 5 or more bookings in 2003 accounted for: 
o 16% of the individuals 
o 39% of the bookings in 2003 
o 33% of the jail days associated with those bookings in 2003 
o 32% of the jail days 2003 – 2008 
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Bookings in Subsequent Years (bookings on any type of charge) 

# 
Bookings 
in 2003 

# 
Individuals % Who Returned by Year       

  2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

Zero 
Bookings 

After 
2003 

1 1,223 42% 33% 28% 26% 24% 35% 

2 754 58% 48% 43% 37% 33% 19% 

3 446 71% 58% 54% 46% 42% 11% 

4 297 76% 62% 57% 52% 44% 9% 

5 183 84% 70% 58% 50% 49% 7% 

6 131 85% 73% 68% 60% 53% 3% 

7 80 88% 69% 61% 50% 48% 3% 

8 47 87% 60% 60% 60% 51% 6% 

9 33 94% 85% 70% 67% 45% 3% 

10 or 
more 40 85% 80% 73% 60% 58% 5% 

Total 3,234 59% 49% 43% 38% 35% 21% 

 
 

 79% of the people booked in 2003 with a drug charge as the MSO had at least one booking in the 
following 5 years.  59% returned in year 1; 35% returned in year 5. 

 
 
Bookings in Subsequent Years if the booking included a drug charge originated by SPD 

# 
Bookings 
in 2003 

# 
Individuals % Who Returned by Year with a drug charge originated by SPD 

  2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

Zero 
Bookings 

After 
2003 

1 2,088 30% 18% 15% 12% 8% 53% 

2 704 44% 28% 25% 21% 12% 36% 

3 236 50% 31% 28% 20% 17% 27% 

4 113 61% 37% 36% 27% 19% 20% 

5 59 51% 42% 42% 41% 25% 20% 

6 23 52% 30% 43% 39% 17% 30% 

7 7 71% 57% 43% 29% 43% 14% 

8 3 100% 100% 67% 33% 33% 0% 

10 or 
more 1 100% 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 

Total 3,234 36% 22% 20% 16% 10% 45% 

 

 45% of the people booked in 2003 with a drug charge as the MSO did not have any drug related 
bookings originated by SPD in the following 5 years. 
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King County Mental Illness and Drug Dependency Action Plan 
New Strategy Proposal 
April 30, 2009 
 
Strategy Title: Community-Based Intervention Targeting Low-Level Drug 

Offenders (Belltown) 
 
Strategy No:  
 
County Policy Goals Addressed: 
 
• Reduction in the number of mentally ill and chemically dependent people 

using costly interventions like jail, emergency rooms, and hospitals. 
 
• Reduction in the number of people who recycle through the jail, returning 

repeatedly as a result of their mental illness or chemical dependency. 
 
• Diversion of mentally ill and chemically dependent youth and adults from 

initial or further justice system involvement. 
 
• Furthering the work of other council directed efforts including the Adult and 

Juvenile Justice Operational Master plans, the Plan to End Homelessness, 
the Veterans and Human Services Levy Service Improvement Plan and the 
King County Mental Health Recovery Plan. 

 
1. Program/Service Description 
 

� A. Problem or Need Addressed by the Strategy 
 

Street-Level Drug Activity in Belltown 
 
People living, working, and walking in Belltown are concerned that it has become 
a hot spot of street-level drug activity.  One local newspaper columnist described 
witnessing a “narcotics fire sale” on a neighborhood street corner last summer,1 
while another reported on a neighborhood “video vigilante” who captures footage 
of the criminal activity occurring near her home and posts the films on YouTube: 
 

You can watch people smoking crack or shooting up, peeing or fighting.  
Dealers pass out drugs.  Pimps berate hookers.2 

 
Belltown is perceived as chronically unpleasant and even dangerous for people 
trying to live, work, shop and dine in the area, or simply stroll its sidewalks.  
Consequently, there has been considerable community pressure on law 
                                                 
1 Seattle Post-Intelligencer, “Belltown becoming a lawless town,” by Robert L. Jamieson, Jr. 
(August 5, 2008). 
2 Seattle Times, “Shining light on ‘real’ Belltown,” by Danny Westneat (May 11, 2008). 

ederd
Typewritten Text
Attachment 7



 2 

enforcement to increase arrests, and on the King County Prosecutor to punish 
low-level drug offenders through the courts.  At a well-attended Belltown 
Community Council meeting in fall 2008, prosecutors and police were repeatedly 
asked by community members whether they did not know about the rampant 
drug activity in Belltown, or just did not care. 
 
Yet we know that in fact, SPD has made more arrests in Belltown than in any 
other Seattle census tract but one (in the tract encompassing 2nd Avenue and 
Pike Street, which barely exceeded Belltown arrests in 2005-2006).  The King 
County Prosecutor has been similarly responsive, filing and prosecuting cases 
from Belltown in large numbers.  Community pressure could lead to that number 
increasing, sending low-level drug offenders through the court system in greater 
numbers.  This strategy aims to create a community-based diversion alternative 
that responds effectively and transparently to community public safety needs, but 
in a way that does not make unnecessary use of the jail and the court system. 
 
Fortuitously, Belltown public safety leaders are open to and expressly supportive 
of this approach.  The Belltown Community Council writes: 
 

It is clear that existing city police and social programs are not being 
successful in Belltown. It is common knowledge that Belltown has suffered 
over the years from an unending open-air drug market.  This situation has 
persisted in all seasons despite crackdowns from time to time.  Our 
community observations and recent discussions with city officials support the 
premise it will not be possible to correct the problems in the neighborhood 
through increased arrests, prosecutions or incarcerations alone. 
     
A new approach is required.  This new approach should target both the 
environment perpetuating drug dealing and the addictive cycle that fuels it.  
The Belltown Community Council strongly believes that the Clean Dream 
model should be implemented in our neighborhood in conjunction with other 
existing efforts. 
 

(Complete letter of support attached.) 
 

Limits of Incarceration in Reducing Street-Level Drug Crime 
 
As recently reported by the Pew Center on the States, incarceration has limited 
effectiveness in addressing street-level drug activity: 
 

Once incarcerated, drug dealers tend to be quickly replaced by new 
dealers and, as during the crack epidemic, the new recruits can be 
younger and more prone to violence than their predecessors.  . . .  [M]ost 
leading researchers, and many law enforcement officials, now agree that 
incarcerating the foot soldiers in drug gangs, not to mention drug users, 
has a negligible impact on crime.  Moreover, by creating job openings in 
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drug-dealing organizations, it draws more people into criminal lifestyles 
and may in certain cases exacerbate crime.3 

 
The limits of incarceration to substantially or permanently reduce the level of drug 
activity in our neighborhoods, and the call for new and more effective responses, 
is receiving national attention: 
 

Drug offenders, most of them passive users or minor dealers, are 
swamping our prisons.  According to data supplied to Congress’ Joint 
Economic Committee, those imprisoned for drug offenses rose from 10% 
of the inmate population to approximately 33% between 1984 and 2002.  
Experts estimate that this increase accounts for about half of the dramatic 
escalation in the total number imprisoned over that period.  Yet locking up 
more of these offenders has done nothing to break up the power of the 
multibillion-dollar illegal drug trade.  Nor has it brought about a reduction in 
the amounts of the more dangerous drugs – such as cocaine, heroin, and 
methamphetamines – that are reaching our citizens. 
. . ..4 

 
King County has been at the forefront of developing a continuum of innovative 
approaches to the problems that impact communities and individual lives as a 
result of chemical dependency.  However, in light of the County’s need to reduce 
the criminal justice budget, there is a pressing need to find new strategies that 
are based outside the court system and that direct scarce resources to direct 
services for offenders.  Community-based intervention with street-level drug 
offenders is a promising new strategy that can enhance public safety, improve 
individual lives, and reduce reliance on the justice system to address drug 
offenses. 

 
� B. Reason for Inclusion of the Strategy 

 
Treatment and Services Work 

 
Whether offered in a coercive context (as in drug diversion court) or a voluntary 
one, there is substantial evidence that treatment, case management and other 
supportive services (including housing assistance) can redirect drug offenders to 
a life path that poses less of a health and safety problem for themselves, their 
families and their communities.5 

 

                                                 
3 Pew Center on the States, One in 31: The Long Reach of American Corrections (Washington, 
DC: The Pew Charitable Trusts, March 2009) (citations omitted). 
4 PARADE Magazine, “Why We Must Fix Our Prisons,” by Senator Jim Webb (March 29, 2009). 
5Washington State Institute for Public Policy, Evidence-based public policy options to reduce 
future prison construction, criminal justice costs and crime rates (Oct. 2006); King County Bar 
Association, Is It Time To End the War on Drugs? An Examination of Current Law and Practice in 
Drug Abuse Prevention, Drug Addiction Treatment and the Use of Criminal Sanctions (Dec. 
2001). 
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Over the last two decades, jail diversion programs have been developed 
with the goal of reducing or eliminating the time people with mental and 
substance use disorders spend in jail by redirecting them from the criminal 
justice system to community-based treatment and supports.  Groups that 
plan jail diversion programs develop and build on broad-based community 
consensus and collaboration to integrate services and systems designed 
to improve the lives of people with mental disorders and enhance public 
safety.6 

 
Although evaluations of drug diversion courts have demonstrated that treatment 
and other support services can be offered effectively in a coercive, court-based 
context, the same research shows that court-required treatment is no more 
effective than community-based treatment.7   In both contexts, immediate access 
to services, removing obstacles to getting and remaining in treatment and 
housing, and ongoing support to maintain positive direction, are critical.  King 
County Superior Court drug diversion court judges and staff have offered to 
share best practices derived from over a decade of experience that can be 
applied in the context of pre-booking diversion. 

 
� C. Service Components/Design 

 
Individuals at high risk of arrest for low-level drug activity will be referred to the 
program, or identified to outreach workers as possible participants, by local 
public safety leaders, Department of Corrections CCOs, and Belltown human 
services providers.  SPD officers may refer individuals with whom they make 
“social contacts” and whom they view as promising program participants. 
Outreach workers will also initiate contact with possible participants during street 
outreach. 
 
Following referral to the project, each individual will complete a detailed intake 
with the project case manager. Taking the form of an in-depth needs 
assessment, the initial intake will address a wide range of factors that might 
contribute to ongoing drug activity.  In addition to chemical dependency, such 
problems may include mental health issues, lack of housing, other health or 
disability issues, prior legal involvement, lack of previous employment, and lack 
of education.  Based on the intake results, the case manager will work with each 
participant to design an intervention plan, which will form both the action plan for 
the project and a key element of program evaluation. As noted above the plan 
may include factors such as chemical dependency treatment, housing 
assistance, medical intervention, education, job training, job placement, licensing 
assistance, small business counseling, child care or other services. 
 

                                                 
6 CMHS National GAINS Center. (2007). Practical advice on jail diversion: Ten years of learnings 
on jail diversion from the CMHS National GAINS Center. Delmar, NY. 
7 National Institute on Drug Abuse, Principles of Drug Addiction Treatment: A Research-Based 
Guide, FAQ #11, available at http://www.nida.nih.gov/PODAT/faqs2.html#faq11. 
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Core components of the intervention program will be: 
 

• Transparency to and involvement of neighborhood public safety leaders.  This 
will ensure the long-term viability of this approach in Belltown.  Community 
accountability will be manifested in part by Belltown Community Council 
participation in a Community Advisory Board, and in part by the program 
taking suitable referrals from community public safety leaders including the 
Belltown Citizens on Patrol (BCOP), a project of the Belltown Community 
Council. 

 
• Commitment to harm reduction principles, meaning that the program intends 

to reduce the harm done to the participant, her immediate community and the 
Belltown neighborhood by the participant’s drug activity, even if complete 
abstinence from drug activity is not achieved or not immediately achieved. 
 

• The program will be “robustly resourced,” in that lack of access to services 
will not be the reason for participant failure to move in positive directions and 
avoid re-offense.  Approximately 50% of program resources will be directed 
toward acquiring direct services for program participants, rather than toward 
program overhead, administration or staffing. 

 
The program will employ a “no displacement” principle.  Existing services will be 
used to the extent they currently have unused capacity.  However, the 
demonstration program will not displace others seeking services.  Program funds 
will be used to purchase new services when existing programs do not meet 
participants’ identified needs, will not effectively engage the participant, or are 
currently at capacity. 
 
It is likely that the program will employ peer outreach workers to enhance the 
credibility of the program with potential participants, and the insights available to 
program staff about the pressures operating on individual participants.8 
 
To the extent appropriate depending on participant characteristics, the Belltown 
community-based intervention program will continue practices and interventions 
established by Street Outreach Services and POCAAN in the Clean 
Dreams/CURB programs in Rainier Beach.  Launched in 2006, Clean 

                                                 
8 See, e.g., L. Davidson & M. Rowe, Peer Support Within Criminal Justice Settings: The Role of 
Forensic Peer Specialists (CMHS National GAINS Center, May 2008).  This approach is modeled 
after NIDA’s highly successful indigenous leader outreach projects, also know as Community 
Health Outreach Worker (CHOW) projects (1988-1994).  The CHOW projects relief on outreach 
workers hired directly from the communities they were to work in, trained them in basics of 
disease prevention (in particular, HIV/AIDS), and then employed them in public health efforts.  In 
the mid-1990s the CDC modified parts of this intervention and adopted the use of peer educators.  
Called the Community Promise Model, this intervention has been certified by the CDC as an 
“effective intervention” and is part of the CDC Diffusion of Effective Behavioral Interventions 
(DEBI) package.  All new CDC projects are required to use a DEBI or demonstrate why such an 
intervention is not applicable. 
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Dreams/CURB has intervened with young adults with a high level of risk for 
arrest for low-level drug activity, using the same principles identified above as 
core principles for the Belltown program.  Preliminary recidivism data for Clean 
Dreams participants are very promising, at least equal to the recidivism impact of 
drug courts in Washington State one year post-intervention.  An assessment of 
the program’s first 18 months is attached.9 
 
Program services will be provided by Evergreen Treatment Services/REACH.  
What follows describes REACH’s existing methodology for engagement of 
chronically homeless addicted clients, which will be modified as necessary to the 
extent that pre-booking diversion participants are found to have different needs 
or encounter different obstacles than those currently addressed by REACH. 
 
Evergreen Treatment Services (ETS)’s REACH program has a twelve-year 
history of providing successful, client-centered outcome-based outreach/case 
management services to chronically homeless, chemically dependent individuals 
in King County.  Case management services are delivered in a respectfully 
individualized way.  REACH offers clients with long term histories of chemical 
dependency, trauma and homelessness an opportunity to feel supported to 
address their issues within the safety of a nonjudgmental relationship and begin 
the incremental work toward making positive changes in their lives. 
 
REACH takes a harm reduction approach by providing an arena to help clients 
examine the impact of their substance use and increase their motivation to 
change in ways that reduce the harmful consequences.  All REACH case 
managers are trained in Motivational Interviewing, an evidence-based treatment 
model designed to increase a client’s motivation for positive change.  REACH 
case managers do not require clients to express a desire to address their 
substance use in order to receive services.  Rather, as clients begin to trust that 
their REACH case manager is truly interested in assisting them with their stated 
priorities, they often become interested in addressing the behaviors that have 
been interfering with their ability to reach their personal goals.  As a client’s 
immediate needs are gradually met they often realize that in order to achieve and 
sustain improved life conditions such as permanent housing, ongoing healthcare 
and income stability, they must address how their use of substances can 
undermine their efforts toward higher functioning. 
 
Services are “street-based” not office-based, rather, case managers meet with 
clients wherever they are located: on the street, in shelters, hospitals, jail, 
treatment centers, their homes.  Case managers may transport clients to 
appointments and accompany them in sessions where assistance would be 
helpful to the client. 
 

                                                 
9 A. Harris, Program Evaluation of “Clean Dreams,” A Pre-Arrest Diversion and Community Re-
Entry Program in Seattle, Washington (Sept. 2008) (attached). 
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REACH provides a case management "home" for clients, an ongoing relationship 
that is maintained with the client regardless of where they live or what other 
services they access.  We help clients explore their needs and goals, strategize 
with clients how to meet goals, keep them on track and provide follow up support 
and linkages to appropriate resources.  We collaborate with housing providers, 
medical care, mental health and chemical dependency treatment, payee 
services, financial assistance programs, and help clients find food, clothing and 
shelter when needed. 
 
Chemical Dependency Treatment:  In addition to our chemical dependency 
focused services, REACH has established efficient routes to access a wide array 
of chemical dependency services, including priority beds at medical detox, 
placement at culturally appropriate inpatient and outpatient treatment facilities, 
and recovery housing units when necessary.  As a result, REACH annually 
engages 75% of our clients in community-based chemical dependency treatment 
services. 
 
Primary Medical Care Services:  REACH utilizes a multidisciplinary team to 
maximize engagement opportunities with addicted individuals who also have 
chronic medical conditions and co-occurring mental health issues.  Since the 
inception of REACH twelve years ago, a nurse (Jeff Thelen-Clemmons), 
employed through Pike Market Medical Clinic, has worked as an integrated 
member of the REACH team.  Jeff provides a range of nursing services to 
REACH clients, from health screenings and assessments to flu shots and wound 
care.  As a nurse, Jeff is able to engage individuals who might otherwise be 
resistant to speaking with a case manager by addressing their medical concerns.  
REACH staff have found that addicted individuals who are distressed by acute 
medical symptoms are sometimes interested in speaking to a nurse about their 
issues before they are willing to address other needs with a case manager.  Jeff 
also links REACH clients to primary care providers, often scheduling 
appointments and accompanying clients to clinics and coordinates follow-up care 
with other medical providers and then meets with clients on the street or in their 
housing units to monitor their symptoms and medication regimens. 
 
Mental Health Services:  The REACH program incorporates the services of a 
Mental Health Practitioner (Suzanne Wolf, MSW) hired by the Harborview 
Pioneer Square Clinic Healthcare for the Homeless Program.  Suzanne provides 
essential mental health services in the most flexible way possible.  Suzanne 
provides services to individuals who often encounter barriers to being served by 
traditional mental health programs as she works with individuals who are actively 
using substances, who don’t meet the diagnostic criteria for RSN services, who 
are unfunded or under-insured, and who don't identify themselves as needing 
mental health treatment.  Some have never been identified or diagnosed with a 
psychiatric disorder.  Others have been unable or unwilling to access services in 
the traditional mental health system.  Suzanne conducts a mental health 
assessment to determine the appropriate plan of care for each client, 
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coordinating services with their REACH case manager.  When appropriate, 
Suzanne can facilitate a client’s access to psychiatric services by scheduling 
appointments with psychiatrists on her Pioneer Square Clinic team and helping 
the client stay motivated and realize the benefits of psychiatric care. 
 
Housing (permanent, transitional or shelter):  The REACH program has an 
excellent record of engaging chronically homeless individuals and working with 
them to secure and maintain permanent housing.  Our 2007 outcomes for 
Sobering Center clients served by case managers included 102 clients whom we 
assisted to improve and/or maintain their housing.  REACH relies on long 
standing relationships with other providers as well as thoughtful individual case 
planning to create housing opportunities for our clients.  REACH case managers 
simplify the application process and minimize the barriers that have prevented 
clients from accessing housing in the past.  As advocates for clients with poor 
rental histories, bad credit and criminal offenses, we work with housing managers 
to accept our clients by conveying that REACH case managers are a resource to 
them if problems arise and we provide ongoing support to ensure clients stability 
in permanent housing.  We regularly house clients in supportive, low-income 
programs such as Plymouth Housing Group [PHG] (Gatewood, Pacific, St. 
Charles, etc.), Downtown Emergency Services Center [DESC] (Morrison, Lyon, 
Kerner-Scott, 1811), the Archdiocesan Housing Authority [AHA] (Wintonia, Frye, 
Josephinum), Pioneer Housing, Compass Center transitional and permanent 
housing, as well as utilizing independent market rate units through Shelter Plus 
Care and Section 8 vouchers.  We currently have contracts and partnership 
agreements with PHG, DESC and AHA for set aside permanent housing units for 
REACH clients and The Compass Center for set aside shelter beds.  REACH will 
develop connections with the Landlord Liaison Program and the Seattle Office of 
Housing to increase housing stock available to the homeless or marginally 
housed population committing drug crime in Belltown. 
 
Income assistance and other entitlements:  Case managers assist clients in 
accessing entitlements by helping clients complete applications and eligibility 
reviews, reminding clients of appointments and going with them, receiving 
correspondence from DSHS and Social Security and helping clients understand 
the paperwork, etc.  REACH case managers are trained in assisting clients with 
SSI applications, help clients file appeals and attend Social Security hearings to 
advocate for approval of SSI benefits on their client’s behalf.  REACH case 
managers help clients secure protective payeeships which can provide the 
financial management necessary for maintaining housing. 
 
Belltown Community-Based Intervention Program Referral Sources: 
 

o Belltown Community Council (BCC) / Belltown Citizens on Patrol 
(BCOP) 

o Belltown area service providers 
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o Department of Corrections (DOC) Community Corrections Officers 
(CCOs) 

o Street outreach to individuals identified or self-identified with 
confirmation by SPD or community partners as at high risk of arrest for 
drug activity 

 
o Seattle Police Department officers may refer individuals with whom 

they make “social contacts” and view as promising program 
participants 

 
Services To Be Provided: 
 

o Outreach and Engagement:  On the street, in Belltown area homeless 
service centers, and from referral sources 

o Assessment:  Service needs, including chemical dependency, mental 
health, housing, health care and employment assistance (where 
appropriate) 

o Referral and Linkage:  Some individuals connected or re-connected to 
existing services 

o Case Management:  Ongoing support for individuals with the highest 
needs 

o Peer Support: Ongoing peer support meetings which are mandatory or 
optional depending on stage of engagement with participants 

 
�  D. Target Population 

 
Certain street-level drug offenders in the Belltown/census tract 81, identified as 
appropriate for community-based intervention by one or more of the listed referral 
sources.  The program is not intended to work with drug-involved offenders who 
are working for profit as part of a criminal organization. 
 

� E. Program Goals 
 
• Enhance public safety and quality of life for residents, business owners and 

visitors in the Belltown community of downtown Seattle 
 
• Improve the lives of people suffering chemical dependency and related 

consequences of involvement in street-level drug activity 
 
• Reduce use of King County’s jail, courts, emergency rooms, and hospitals 

through earlier and more effective intervention in the lives of street-level drug 
users 

 
� F. Outputs/Outcomes 
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• Community perception of increased neighborhood safety and order in public 

spaces throughout Belltown neighborhood 
 
• As a consequence, reduced community pressure on law enforcement for 

increased arrests, prosecutions and long jail terms as indicia of government 
responsiveness to drug activity 

 
• Improvements in identified needs of clients, which may include housing 

stability, mental health care, employment, education, reduced substance use 
or sobriety, and/or reduced or eliminated recidivism 

 
• Reduced drug offense jail bookings and case filings initiating from the 

Belltown neighborhood, or sustained reductions of current below-projections 
numbers 

 
2. Funding Resources Needed and Spending Plan 
 

This proposal assumes initial disbursement of funds to program occurring 
October 1, 2009. 

 
Dates Activity Funding 

Oct – Dec 2009 Program design, establish 
protocols and linkages, hire 
staff 

$ 30,000 

 Total Funds 2009 $30,000 
Jan – Mar 2010 Begin outreach, case 

management, services and 
peer support 

$230,000 

Apr – Jun 2010 Outreach, case management, 
services and peer support 

$230,000 

Jul – Sept 2010 Outreach, case management, 
services and peer support 

$230,000 
 

July-Sept 2010 Contract with program 
evaluator, produce data for 
preliminary assessment 

$ 30,000 

 Total Funds 2010 $720,000 
   
 Total Funds $750,000 

 
Funding needs going forward after September 30, 2010, would be determined 
after review of program evaluation and consideration of program scope and 
capacity in light of current community needs. 

 
3. Provider Resources Needed (number and specialty/type) 
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� A.  Number and Type of Providers (and where possible FTE capacity 
added via this strategy) 

 
Evergreen Treatment Services/REACH would be the primary provider.  The 
strategy would add approximately 4.0-4.5 FTEs (part-time outreach workers, full-
time case managers and a part-time program coordinator).  If education and job 
development prove to be needs of the participant group, Evergreen may 
subcontract with a provider with existing expertise in that area to supplement 
REACH’s expertise in treatment, housing and case management. 
 

� B. Staff Resource Development Plan and Timeline (e.g. training needs, 
etc.) 

 
October-December 2009:  Post, recruit applicants and interview for outreach 
workers and case managers.  Identify or hire program coordinator.  Provide 
training for outreach workers and case managers, including trainers from SPD, 
DSHS, DOC, CURB (Communities Uniting Rainier Beach), GOTS (Get Off The 
Streets) (existing community-based diversion efforts) and technical support staff 
provided by the Defender Association/Racial Disparity Project. 
 
January-September 2010:  Ongoing training for outreach workers and case 
managers arranged by program coordinator based on identified needs of 
program participants and problems encountered in accessing housing stock, 
benefits, employment or treatment. 
 

� C. Partnership/Linkages 
 
The Belltown Community-Based Intervention Project will be built upon 
partnerships and linkages among the Belltown Community Council, the Seattle 
Police Department West Precinct, the King County Prosecuting Attorney’s Office, 
Evergreen Treatment Services/REACH, and the Dutch Shisler Sobering Support 
Center.  If funded, linkages will be established with the Department of 
Corrections, which has made frequent use of the CURB project in Rainier Beach. 
 
The Defender Association/Racial Disparity Project will provide technical support 
for the program with grant funds from the Ford Foundation and/or the Open 
Society Institute. 
 
King County Superior Court drug diversion court judges and staff are consulting 
on program design elements, so that best practices identified in more than a 
decade of drug court can be applied in the context of community-based 
intervention. 
 

4. Implementation/Timelines 
 

� A. Project Planning and Overall Implementation Timeline 
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A working group of key partners has begun meeting to create protocols for 
participant referrals.  This group includes the SPD West Precinct Captain, Deputy 
Chief of Staff for the King County Prosecutor, the Evergreen Treatment Services 
Director and REACH staff, the Deputy Director for the Defender Association, the 
ACLU of Washington Drug Policy Director, and the Belltown Community Council 
President and other interested members.  Representatives of this group are 
meeting with King County Superior Court drug diversion court judges and staff to 
identify best practices from that court which can be applied in the community-
based intervention context.  The Defender Association has secured grant funding 
to provide technical assistance to this and other projects in the project design, 
start-up and operation stages. 
 
If MIDD funding is allocated to this project, referral protocols and support 
services linkages will be refined in the period October-December 2009.  Referrals 
will start no later than January 1, 2010. 
 

� B. Procurement of Providers 
 
Evergreen Treatment Services will recruit, employ, train, and supervise project 
outreach and case management staff.  Direct services will be acquired by ETS 
staff on behalf of the clients from providers outside pre-existing social services, to 
avoid displacing other individuals who would be eligible for pre-existing programs 
and services. 
 

� C. Contracting of Services 
 
If participants require assistance with education, job development and/or job 
training, ETS likely will subcontract with a provider experienced in providing such 
services. 
 

� D. Services Start Date(s) 
 
January 1, 2010. 
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King County Mental Illness and Drug Dependency Action Plan 
New Strategy Proposal 
April 30, 2009 
 
Strategy Title: Pre-Booking Diversion Demonstration Project Targeting Low-

Level Drug Offenders (Skyway) 
 
Strategy No:  
 
County Policy Goals Addressed: 
 
• Reduction in the number of mentally ill and chemically dependent people 

using costly interventions like jail, emergency rooms, and hospitals. 
 
• Reduction in the number of people who recycle through the jail, returning 

repeatedly as a result of their mental illness or chemical dependency. 
 
• Diversion of mentally ill and chemically dependent youth and adults from 

initial or further justice system involvement. 
 
• Increased engagement of individuals in need of treatment with treatment 

programs. 
 
• Furthering the work of other council directed efforts including the Adult and 

Juvenile Justice Operational Master plans, the Plan to End Homelessness, 
the Veterans and Human Services Levy Service Improvement Plan and the 
King County Mental Health Recovery Plan. 

 
1. Program/Service Description 
 

� A. Problem or Need Addressed by the Strategy 
 

Low-level drug crime in Skyway 
 
Community public safety leaders in the Skyway neighborhood of unincorporated 
King County report chronic street-level drug activity and a resulting feeling of 
disorder and lack of safety.  The King County Sheriff is not in a position to 
increase arrests of low-level offenders in light of resource limitations, yet the 
community perception of disorder due to drug activity deserves to be addressed.   
 
Staff or representatives from Skyway Solutions Community Collaboration, 
Renton Area Youth and Family Services Center, Skyway Boys & Girls Club, the 
Urban Family Center, the 4Cs Coalition, Caring Acts, and several individual 
community leaders have formed a community advisory board to work with the 
proposed pre-booking diversion program for low-level drug offenders because 
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they realize that arrest and prosecution alone are unlikely to solve the underlying 
problems driving drug activity in their neighborhood. 

 
Limits of Incarceration in Reducing Street-Level Drug Crime 
 
As recently reported by the Pew Center on the States, incarceration has limited 
effectiveness in addressing street-level drug activity: 
 

Once incarcerated, drug dealers tend to be quickly replaced by new 
dealers and, as during the crack epidemic, the new recruits can be 
younger and more prone to violence than their predecessors.  . . .  [M]ost 
leading researchers, and many law enforcement officials, now agree that 
incarcerating the foot soldiers in drug gangs, not to mention drug users, 
has a negligible impact on crime.  Moreover, by creating job openings in 
drug-dealing organizations, it draws more people into criminal lifestyles 
and may in certain cases exacerbate crime.1 

 
The limits of incarceration to substantially or permanently reduce the level of drug 
activity in our neighborhoods, and the call for new and more effective responses, 
is receiving national attention: 
 

Drug offenders, most of them passive users or minor dealers, are 
swamping our prisons.  According to data supplied to Congress’ Joint 
Economic Committee, those imprisoned for drug offenses rose from 10% 
of the inmate population to approximately 33% between 1984 and 2002.  
Experts estimate that this increase accounts for about half of the dramatic 
escalation in the total number imprisoned over that period.  Yet locking up 
more of these offenders has done nothing to break up the power of the 
multibillion-dollar illegal drug trade.  Nor has it brought about a reduction in 
the amounts of the more dangerous drugs – such as cocaine, heroin, and 
methamphetamines – that are reaching our citizens. 
. . ..2 

 
King County has been at the forefront of developing a continuum of innovative 
approaches to the problems that impact communities and individual lives as a 
result of chemical dependency.  However, in light of the County’s need to reduce 
the criminal justice budget, there is a pressing need to find new strategies that 
are based outside the court system and that direct scarce resources to direct 
services for offenders.  Pre-booking diversion of street-level drug offenders is a 
promising new strategy that can enhance public safety, improve individual lives, 
and reduce reliance on the justice system to address drug offenses. 

 
� B. Reason for Inclusion of the Strategy 

                                                 
1 Pew Center on the States, One in 31: The Long Reach of American Corrections (Washington, 
DC: The Pew Charitable Trusts, March 2009) (citations omitted). 
2 PARADE Magazine, “Why We Must Fix Our Prisons,” by Senator Jim Webb (March 29, 2009). 
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Treatment and Services Work 

 
Whether offered in a coercive context (as in drug diversion court) or a voluntary 
one, there is substantial evidence that treatment, case management and other 
supportive services (including housing assistance) can redirect drug offenders to 
a life path that poses less of a health and safety problem for themselves, their 
families and their communities.3 

 
Over the last two decades, jail diversion programs have been developed 
with the goal of reducing or eliminating the time people with mental and 
substance use disorders spend in jail by redirecting them from the criminal 
justice system to community-based treatment and supports.  Groups that 
plan jail diversion programs develop and build on broad-based community 
consensus and collaboration to integrate services and systems designed 
to improve the lives of people with mental disorders and enhance public 
safety.4 

 
Although evaluations of drug diversion courts have demonstrated that treatment 
and other support services can be offered effectively in a coercive, court-based 
context, the same research shows that court-required treatment is no more 
effective than community-based treatment.5  In both contexts, immediate access 
to services, removing obstacles to getting and remaining in treatment and 
housing, and ongoing support to maintain positive direction, are critical.  King 
County Superior Court drug diversion court judges and staff have offered to 
share best practices derived from over a decade of experience that can be 
applied in the context of pre-booking diversion. 

 
� C. Service Components/Design 

 
King County Sheriff’s deputies having probable cause to arrest street-level drug 
offenders who meet pre-defined criteria would be authorized to offer community-
based diversion as an alternative to jail booking and referral for prosecution.  
Arrestees would be offered a choice between jail booking and referral to the 
prosecutor, and immediate connection with outreach staff for POCAAN, which 
would operate the pre-booking diversion program.  Participation would be 
voluntary but immediate.  Arrestees choosing to participate would be “I & R’d” 

                                                 
3 Washington State Institute for Public Policy, Evidence-based public policy options to reduce 
future prison construction, criminal justice costs and crime rates (Oct. 2006); King County Bar 
Association, Is It Time To End the War on Drugs? An Examination of Current Law and Practice in 
Drug Abuse Prevention, Drug Addiction Treatment and the Use of Criminal Sanctions (Dec. 
2001). 
4 CMHS National GAINS Center. (2007). Practical advice on jail diversion: Ten years of learnings 
on jail diversion from the CMHS National GAINS Center. Delmar, NY. 
5
 National Institute on Drug Abuse, Principles of Drug Addiction Treatment: A Research-Based 

Guide, FAQ #11, available at http://www.nida.nih.gov/PODAT/faqs2.html#faq11. 
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(investigated and released).  Target time for freeing the deputy to return to patrol 
would be 45 minutes.6 

 
The King County Prosecuting Attorney’s Office would review and confirm 
diversion decisions to ensure the diversions track pre-established criteria and 
that law enforcement discretion is being exercised appropriately. 

 
Core components of the diversion program will be: 

 
• Transparency to and involvement of neighborhood public safety leaders.  This 

will ensure the long-term viability of this approach in Skyway.  Community 
accountability will be manifested in part by neighborhood leaders’ 
participation in a Community Advisory Board, and in part by the program 
taking suitable referrals from community public safety leaders. 

 
• Commitment to harm reduction principles, meaning that the program intends 

to reduce the harm done to the participant, his/her immediate community and 
the Skyway neighborhood by the participant’s drug activity, even if complete 
abstinence from drug activity is not achieved or not immediately achieved. 

 
• The program will employ peer outreach workers to enhance the credibility of 

the program with potential participants, and the insights available to program 
staff about the pressures operating on individual participants.7 
 

• The program will be “robustly resourced,” in that lack of access to services 
will not be the reason for participant failure to move in positive directions and 
avoid re-offense.  Approximately 50% of program resources will be directed 
toward acquiring direct services for program participants, rather than toward 
program overhead, administration or staffing. 

 
The program will employ a “no displacement” principle.  Existing services will be 
used to the extent they currently have unused capacity.  However, the 
demonstration program will not displace others seeking services.  Program funds 
                                                 
6 See, e.g., The Center for Health Care Services, Bexar County, Texas, Public Safety Net: The 
Center for Health Care Services Crisis Care Center and Jail Diversion Initiatives, “Impact on Wait 
Time for Law Enforcement,” slide 30 of PowerPoint presentation, available at 
http://www.chcsbc.org/JailCrisisSubstance/Extended%20Jail%20Diversion%20Presentation.pdf. 
7 See, e.g., L. Davidson & M. Rowe, Peer Support Within Criminal Justice Settings: The Role of 
Forensic Peer Specialists (CMHS National GAINS Center, May 2008).  This approach is modeled 
after NIDA’s highly successful indigenous leader outreach projects, also know as Community 
Health Outreach Worker (CHOW) projects (1988-1994).  The CHOW projects relief on outreach 
workers hired directly from the communities they were to work in, trained them in basics of 
disease prevention (in particular, HIV/AIDS), and then employed them in public health efforts.  In 
the mid-1990s the CDC modified parts of this intervention and adopted the use of peer educators.  
Called the Community Promise Model, this intervention has been certified by the CDC as an 
“effective intervention” and is part of the CDC Diffusion of Effective Behavioral Interventions 
(DEBI) package.  All new CDC projects are required to use a DEBI or demonstrate why such an 
intervention is not applicable. 
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will be used to purchase new services when existing programs do not meet 
participants’ identified needs, will not effectively engage the participant, or are 
currently at capacity. 
 
Program services will be provided by POCAAN as an extension of CURB 
(Communities Uniting Rainier Beach), their existing community-based 
intervention program for drug-involved adults in Rainier Beach.  Launched in 
2006 as “Clean Dreams” and then operated by Street Outreach Services, the 
program was re-named CURB when it moved to POCAAN in 2008.  Clean 
Dreams/CURB has intervened with young adults with a high level of risk for 
arrest for low-level drug activity, using the same principles identified above as 
core principles for the Skyway program.  Preliminary recidivism data for Clean 
Dreams participants are very promising, at least equal to the recidivism impact of 
drug courts in Washington State one year post-intervention.  An assessment of 
the program’s first 18 months is attached.8 
 
CURB engages young adults, 18-30 years of age, at risk for participation in drug 
and related criminal activity, and connects them with resources that assist in 
preventing their involvement or return to the criminal justice system.  CURB does 
this by providing direct services and financial support that empower program 
participants to take steps toward a more positive life path.  Program services 
supported by program funds include chemical dependency treatment, 
career/employment development, case management, childcare, educational 
assistance, mentorship, rental assistance and ongoing peer support. 
 

Skyway Pre-Booking Diversion Referral Sources: 
 

o King County Sheriff (KCSO) 

o Skyway public safety leaders/organizations 

o Department of Corrections (DOC) 

o Street outreach to individuals identified or self-identified with 
confirmation by KCSO or community partners as at high risk of arrest 
for drug activity 

 
Services To Be Provided: 
 

o Outreach and Engagement:  On the street, in parks, and from referral 
sources 

o Assessment:  Service needs, including chemical dependency, mental 
health, housing, health care and employment assistance (where 
appropriate) 

                                                 
8 A. Harris, Program Evaluation of “Clean Dreams,” A Pre-Arrest Diversion and Community Re-
Entry Program in Seattle, Washington (Sept. 2008) (attached). 
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o Referral and Linkage:  Some individuals connected or re-connected to 
existing services 

o Case Management:  Ongoing support for individuals with the highest 
needs 

o Peer Support: Ongoing peer support meetings which are mandatory or 
optional depending on stage of engagement with participants 

 
�  D. Target Population 

 
Certain street-level drug offenders in Skyway, identified as appropriate for pre-
booking diversion by KCSO according to pre-established criteria.  The program is 
not intended to work with drug-involved offenders who are working for profit as 
part of a criminal organization. 
 

� E. Program Goals 
 
• Enhance public safety and quality of life for residents, business owners and 

visitors in Skyway 
 
• Improve the lives of people suffering chemical dependency and related 

consequences of involvement in street-level drug activity 
 
• Reduce use of King County’s jail, courts, emergency rooms, and hospitals 

through earlier and more effective intervention in the lives of street-level drug 
users 

 
� F. Outputs/Outcomes 

 
• Community perception of increased neighborhood safety and order in public 

spaces throughout Skyway 
 
• As a consequence, reduced community pressure on law enforcement for 

increased arrests, prosecutions and long jail terms as indicia of government 
responsiveness to drug activity 

 
• Improvements in identified needs of clients, which may include housing 

stability, mental health care, employment, education, reduced substance use 
or sobriety, and/or reduced or eliminated recidivism 

 
• Reduced drug offense jail bookings and case filings initiating from Skyway, or 

sustained reductions of current below-projections numbers 
 

2. Funding Resources Needed and Spending Plan 
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This proposal assumes initial disbursement of funds to program occurring 
October 1, 2009. 

 
Dates Activity Funding 

Oct – Dec 2009 Program design, establish 
protocols and linkages, hire 
staff 

$ 20,000 

 Total Funds 2009 $30,000 
Jan – Mar 2010 Begin outreach, case 

management, services and 
peer support 

$70,000 

Apr – Jun 2010 Outreach, case management, 
services and peer support 

$70,000 

Jul – Sept 2010 Outreach, case management, 
services and peer support 

$70,000 
 

July-Sept 2010 Contract with program 
evaluator, produce data for 
preliminary assessment 

$ 20,000 

 Total Funds 2010 $230,000 
   
 Total Funds $250,000 

 
Funding needs going forward after September 30, 2010, would be determined 
after review of program evaluation and consideration of program scope and 
capacity in light of current community needs. 

 
3. Provider Resources Needed (number and specialty/type) 
 

� A.  Number and Type of Providers (and where possible FTE capacity 
added via this strategy) 

 
POCAAN would be the primary provider.  The strategy would add approximately 
1.5-2.0 FTEs (part-time outreach workers and case manager and a part-time 
program coordinator). 
 

� B. Staff Resource Development Plan and Timeline (e.g. training needs, 
etc.) 

 
October-December 2009:  Post, recruit applicants and interview for outreach 
workers and case managers.  Identify or hire program coordinator.  Provide 
training for outreach workers and case managers. 
 
January-September 2010:  Ongoing training for outreach workers and case 
managers arranged by program coordinator based on identified needs of 
program participants and problems encountered in accessing housing stock, 
benefits, employment or treatment. 
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� C. Partnership/Linkages 

 
The Skyway Pre-Booking Diversion Demonstration Project will be built upon 
partnerships and linkages among the King County Sheriff’s Office (see attached 
letter of support from Major James Graddon), the King County Prosecuting 
Attorney’s Office, POCAAN, and community public safety leaders.  Community 
Advisory Board members include: 
 

• Syretta Jones – Skyway Solutions Community Collaboration 
• Cynthia Green – Renton Area Youth & Family Services Center 
• Meg Pitman – Skyway Boys & Girls Club 
• Paul Patu – Urban Family Center 
• Hazel Cameron – 4Cs Coalition 
• Dr. Richard Rivers – Caring Acts 
• Terosha Thomas – Community Member 
• Sherry Dione – Community Member 
• Jeremy Valenta – King County 

 
The Defender Association/Racial Disparity Project will provide technical support 
for the program with grant funds from the Ford Foundation and/or the Open 
Society Institute. 
 
King County Superior Court drug diversion court judges and staff are consulting 
on program design elements, so that best practices identified in more than a 
decade of drug court can be applied in the context of community-based 
diversion. 
 

4. Implementation/Timelines 
 

� A. Project Planning and Overall Implementation Timeline 
 
A working group of key partners will create protocols for participant referrals and 
for the King County Prosecutor to review referrals periodically.  This group will 
include the King County Sheriff’s Office, the Deputy Chief of Staff for the King 
County Prosecutor, POCAAN staff, the Deputy Director for the Defender 
Association, the ACLU of Washington Drug Policy Director, and Skyway 
community public safety leaders.  Representatives of this group are meeting with 
King County Superior Court drug diversion court judges and staff to identify best 
practices from that court which can be applied in the community diversion 
context.  The Defender Association has secured grant funding to provide 
technical assistance to this and other projects in the project design, start-up and 
operation stages. 
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If MIDD funding is allocated to this project, referral protocols and support 
services linkages will be refined in the period October-December 2009.  Referrals 
will start no later than January 1, 2010. 
 

� B. Procurement of Providers 
 
POCAAN will recruit, employ, train, and supervise project outreach and case 
management staff.  Direct services will be acquired by POCAAN staff on behalf 
of the clients from providers outside pre-existing social services, to avoid 
displacing other individuals who would be eligible for pre-existing programs and 
services. 
 

� C. Contracting of Services 
 
POCAAN will be the sole contractor. 
 

� D. Services Start Date(s) 
 
January 1, 2010. 
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Attachment 7 

 

PRE-BOOKING DIVERSION OF DRUG CASES IN 

SEATTLE/KING COUNTY 

10/23/2008 

 

Providing Seattle and King County law enforcement officers with an alternative to 

arresting low-level drug offenders can: 

 

� improve public safety 

� reduce the impact of dramatic budget reductions on the King County 

Prosecutor, the courts and public defense agencies 

� remove the need for the City of Seattle to build a separate Municipal Jail 

 

Arresting low-level drug offenders (offenses involving marijuana or < 10 grams of 

other drugs) and processing them through the criminal justice system has proven to be 

an expensive and ineffective strategy for improving the safety and quality of life of 

our communities.  It moves only a small fraction of offenders off our streets, and for 

only a brief amount of time.  It does not reposition offenders to make positive 

changes in their lives; instead, it reinforces their connections to fellow offenders in 

custody, and saddles them with court records that erect barriers to housing and 

employment. 

 

This model is viable because it improves public safety outcomes.  The fact that 

criminal justice costs are also reduced is a collateral benefit, but not the driving 

reason to shift enforcement strategies.  A shift to pre-booking intervention is called 

for because it provides a better prospect to actually address communities’ need to see 

something different on their streets.  For any offender who does not actually change 

behavior, arrest is always a tool available to law enforcement. 

 

The King County Prosecutor, in response to impending budget reductions, is offering 

many drug defendants a reduced plea to a misdemeanor, after which the defendant 

will have no requirement to, and no assistance to, get treatment or any other 

intervention that would lessen the likelihood of future criminal conduct. 

 

Meanwhile, the City of Seattle feels constrained to build a Municipal Jail at great cost 

at a time of fiscal hardship, because King County projects that its own jail population 

will exceed capacity a few years down the road.  If drug bookings were reduced 

substantially, King County jail population projections could be revised downward, 

creating capacity for City of Seattle misdemeanants in the Seattle jail.  Presumably, 

rather than build and staff its own facility, the City of Seattle could contribute to the 

cost of building out the King County jail at the Regional Justice Center in Kent, 

making room for King County defendants and thus creating space for Seattle 

misdemeanants in the Seattle jail. 
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A model exists for a robust pre-booking diversion program for drug offenders.  Since 

2006, the City of Seattle has funded two pilot projects, one in the Central District 

(GOTS – Get Off The Streets), and one in Rainier Beach (Clean Dreams, now CURB 

– Communities United of Rainier Beach), targeting street drug offenders, offering 

them immediate access to the services they need to move their lives in a more 

positive direction.  (King County also provided funding for the Rainier Beach 

program in 2007.) 

 

Both programs involved SPD personnel and neighborhood public safety leaders in 

program design.  Both have been quite successful in engaging chronic participants in 

the street scene and moving them in other directions, off the streets.  They have 

accomplished this at a fraction of what it would have cost to arrest, book, prosecute 

and convict the participants of drug crimes.  Moreover, they have addressed the cause 

of that activity and removed obstacles to a better life trajectory for participants, rather 

than creating new barriers. 

 

Continuation of the GOTS and CURB programs, and expanded pre-booking diversion 

through two new pilot projects in Seattle and King County communities in 2009, are 

the next steps in establishing this model’s effectiveness in addressing public safety 

and quality of life issues, while at the same time demonstrating responsible 

stewardship of scarce public safety resources. 

 

HOW LAW ENFORCEMENT DIVERSION OF DRUG CASES WOULD WORK 

 

Police officers and sheriff’s deputies would be authorized and directed by department 

policies to use arrest as a tactic of last resort when they respond to street drug activity.  

As a first resort, they would offer a suspect an alternative to being booked into jail: 

going immediately to the intake center for the law enforcement diversion program.  

This could be the new Triage Center which is planned with funding from the 0.1% 

sales tax, or it could be a neighborhood-based intake point. 

 

There are three key components of a robust diversion program that can both improve 

public safety, and be perceived as improving public safety: (i) community buy-in; (ii) 

adequate funding for immediate access to needed services, without referral to waiting 

lists; and (iii) peer outreach workers and case managers working without 

preconceptions about what intervention strategy is needed for a particular participant. 

 

The law enforcement diversion programs in the Central District and Rainier Beach 

involved leading public safety advocates in their respective neighborhoods, as well as 

SPD officers, in program design.  This allowed stakeholders who wanted to see real 

change to feel ownership in the new approach.  At the same time, in Rainier Beach, 

outreach and case management were provided by individuals perceived as peers, who 

had credibility with the intended participants.  Half of all program funds were devoted 

to purchasing direct services for participants – rental assistance, tuition, car insurance, 

addiction treatment.  Participants were not referred to wait lists and were not told that 

the program was unable to address their particular problem.  They were actively and 
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respectfully engaged in crafting their own individual intervention plans, and were 

asked to participate in a peer counseling and support group. 

 

Outcomes to date are extremely favorable compared to business as usual (arrest and 

prosecution), and also compared to post-conviction re-entry programs. 

 

LAW ENFORCEMENT DIVERSION OF DRUG CASES COULD MEAN 

NO NEED FOR A MUNICIPAL JAIL 

 

Drug cases are the largest single category of King County Jail bookings.  The 

majority of drug bookings and referrals to the King County Prosecutor are made by 

the Seattle Police Department. 

 

No one wants to see a new jail built.  It has seemed inevitable because King County’s 

projected jail population eventually will consume all available beds (including beds in 

an expanded Regional Justice Center facility which is not yet constructed or funded), 

leaving no space for Seattle misdemeanor defendants. 

 

Seattle analysts have argued persuasively that they cannot anticipate much further 

reduction in jail utilization by Seattle Municipal Court misdemeanants.  This is 

because Municipal Court already uses alternatives to incarceration extensively, and 

because Municipal Court filing rates are low compared to historical experience. 

 

Yet, King County’s jail population projections could be reduced substantially if SPD 

referred far fewer drug cases to the King County Prosecutor.  This is a means of 

creating more jail capacity that is in the control of the City of Seattle.  With a 

commitment now to adopt law enforcement diversion of most drug cases, Seattle 

could project with confidence that there would be capacity for Seattle’s misdemeanor 

defendants within the King County Jail system. 

 

LAW ENFORCEMENT DIVERSION OF DRUG CASES WOULD REDUCE DAMAGE DONE 

BY BUDGET REDUCTIONS TO JUSTICE SYSTEM AGENCIES 

 

Inevitably, the King County criminal justice agencies will be smaller due to dramatic 

budget reductions for the foreseeable future.  If the work to be handled in the court 

system is also dramatically reduced, however, the justice agencies may be not only 

smaller but better – adequately funded and staffed to handle the cases that really need 

to be in the court system. 

 

For the justice system to remain healthy in the face of reductions on the scale 

anticipated starting in 2009, adult drug cases – those in which we know the traditional 

approach of arrest and prosecution is ineffective if not counter-productive – need to 

come out of it.  However, this is in order to do, not less about drug crime, but more – 

a more effective intervention by law enforcement to actually improve public safety 

and community perceptions of disorder. 
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2009 DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS/2010 COUNTY-WIDE 

 

The existing programs (CURB in South Seattle, GOTS in the Central District) should 

be maintained.  Two additional demonstration projects should be launched in 2009 to 

establish protocols and build support for the model: a high-volume project in Seattle’s 

Belltown neighborhood, working with SPD ($750,000) and a smaller-scale project in 

Skyway, unincorporated King County ($250,000).  These projects would follow the 

key tenets for a successful law enforcement diversion program detailed above. 

 

In 2010, reduction in scale of the King County justice system would be possible with 

the adoption of pre-booking diversion as the law enforcement response of first resort 

to low-level drug offenses county-wide. 
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SUMMARY OF BUDGET- INDUCED KCPAO  
FILING & DISPOSITION STANDARD CHANGES 

 
I. Introduction  
In 2009 King County government faces an $85 million budget shortfall.  Based on that 
shortfall, the King County Executive has ordered all criminal justice agencies, including 
the King County Prosecuting Attorney's Office, to take an 11.4% budget cut.  A budget 
cut of this magnitude is simply unprecedented.  The cut is the equivalent of 41 deputy 
prosecutors out of 190 funded by the current expense fund.  More cuts are on the way for 
2010 and beyond, absent significant changes to county revenues. 

As a result, the PAO is compelled to focus its shrinking staff resources on serious violent 
crimes, sex offenses, domestic violence and the most serious property crime offenders by 
modifying its filing and disposition standards.  These changes are not advanced as good 
policy, rather they represent a realistic approach to focus our remaining personnel on the 
cases that are our highest priorities.  

Below is a list of policy changes that have been adopted as measures to adapt to the 2009 
budget reduction.   These changes will take effect for all cases brought to our office after 
October 6, 2008.  Domestic violence property crimes are exempt from these changes and 
we will continue to file them as felonies. 
 
II.  Property Crimes to be referred Directly to Municipal/District Court for  

 Misdemeanor Prosecution 
  

A.  Property Crime Values $1,000 and under 
 

Property crime cases where the value of the property is $1,000 and under shall 
now be referred by law enforcement to municipal/district court prosecutors as 
misdemeanor offenses. Property crimes subject to this new filing standard 
include: 

 
• Theft (excluding theft from a person and see below for theft of access 

devices) 
• Theft of or Failure to Return Leased Property 
• Organized Retail Theft 
• Forgery 
• Possession of Stolen Property (see below for possession of access devices) 
• Unlawful Issuance of Bank Checks 
• Malicious Mischief 
• Trafficking in Stolen Property 
• Insurance, Welfare and Housing Fraud 
• Money Laundering 
• Burglary in the Second Degree when based on a previously trespassed 

shoplifter 
• Burglary when from a fenced area, carport, detached garage or structure 
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B.  Identity Theft and Related Crimes 

 
Identity theft where the loss is $1000 or less and the absence of other aggravating 
factors shall now be referred by law enforcement to municipal/district court 
prosecutors as misdemeanor offenses. Property crimes subject to this new filing 
standard include: 
 

• Possession of a Stolen Access Device with fewer than three victims. 
• Theft of an Access Device with fewer than three victims. 
• Identity theft with fewer than three victims unless there is evidence of 

manufacturing, a vulnerable victim, or the information was taken in a 
residential burglary, robbery or theft from a person. 

      
III. Property Crimes to be filed as Expedited Felonies  
 
 A. Property Crimes Valued between $1,001 to $5,000 
 

Property crime cases where value of property falls between $1,001 and $5,000 
should be referred by law enforcement to the KCPAO but will be filed as 
expedited felonies into King County District Court. If defendants reject the 
reduced charge, the case will be re-filed as a felony in Superior Court.  
 

• Theft (excluding theft from a person or theft of access devices) 
• Theft of or Failure to Return Leased Property 
• Organized Retail Theft 
• Forgery 
• Possession of Stolen Property (not including possession of access devices) 
• Unlawful Issuance of Bank Checks 
• Malicious Mischief 
• Trafficking in Stolen Property 
• Insurance, Welfare and Housing Fraud 
• Money Laundering 
• Burglary in the Second Degree when based on a previously trespassed 

shoplifter 
 

B.  Identity Theft Crimes with a Loss of $1001 to $5000 
 
Identity theft cases where the loss falls between $1001 and $5000 should be 
referred by law enforcement to the KCPAO but will be filed as expedited felonies 
into King County District Court.  If defendants reject the reduced charge, the case 
will be re-filed as a felony in Superior Court.   
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• Identity theft with fewer than three victims unless there is evidence of 
manufacturing, a vulnerable victim, or the information was taken in a 
residential burglary, robbery or theft from a person. 

 
 C. Special Considerations 
 
  In the appropriate case, the State may exercise its discretion to file a case  
  listed above as a felony in Superior Court rather than as an expedited.  In  
  making such a decision, the State may consider factors including but not  
  limited to a defendant's criminal history, high impact offenders, other  
  pending criminal cases or the nature of the current offense.        
 
IV.  Drug Crimes to be Filed as Expedited Felonies 

 
 A. Forged Prescription 
 
 B. VUCSA Possession 

 (i) For cocaine, heroin, methamphetamine, the amount possessed is 
 less than 3 grams 

 (ii) For marijuana, the amount possessed is less than 100 grams or 
 fewer than 12 plants 

 (iii) For MDMA (ecstasy), the amount possessed is fewer than 20 pills 
 (iv) For prescription medication or any other type of pills, the amount 

 possessed is fewer than 50 pills 
 (v) Possession of any other substance not listed above will be 

 reviewed on a case by case basis 
 
   C. Packaging 
 
  The drugs must be weighed without any kind of packaging.  Any referral  
  submitted for review or filing where the drugs were weighed with   
  packaging, or where the Certification for Determination of Probable Cause 
  does not specify, shall be returned to the referring police agency. 
  
 D. Exceptions for Drug Offenses 

(i) A defendant with 9 or more adult felony convictions AND whose 
criminal history includes adult convictions for any Class A felony 
or sex offense is not eligible for expedited filing.  The case should 
be filed into Superior Court as a felony. 

(ii) A defendant who has received 3 or more expedited felonies in a 18 
month period is not eligible for expedited filing.  The case should 
be filed into Drug Court. 
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E. Special Considerations 
 
  As with property crimes, in the appropriate case, the State may exercise its 
  discretion to file a case listed above as a felony in Superior Court rather  
  than as an expedited.  In making such a decision, the State may consider  
  factors including but not limited to a defendant's criminal history, high  
  impact offenders, other pending criminal cases or the nature of the current  
  offense.        
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KING COUNTY DRUG DIVERSION COURT SERVICES
516 Third Avenue, Room E-609, Seattle, WA  98104

206-296-7884 (Phone)
                                                         206-296-7885 (Fax) 

 
 
I. KING COUNTY DRUG DIVERSION COURT: SCREENING, REFERRAL AND 

ELIGIBILITY  (revised 2.09) 
 

A. Screening: The King County Prosecuting Attorney’s Office screens all police referrals 
for DDC eligibility. 

 
B. Referral:  When the Prosecutor determines a defendant to be DDC eligible, the case 

is filed directly into DDC for arraignment. 
 

C. Transfer Request:  Defendants, whose cases have been filed mainstream, may ask 
to have the case reviewed again by the Prosecutor. Defense attorneys are to provide 
a completed transfer request and any supporting documents to the Drug Court 
Prosecutor for his/her review. A copy of the transfer request should also be provided 
to the Drug Court Prosecutor's paralegal.  

 
D. Rules Regarding Eligibility:  
 

1. The eligibility criteria are published; not open to discretion by the defense bar, 
the prosecutor’s office or the court (except as noted in Section I D,4) and will be 
adhered to strictly.  Criteria were agreed upon by the Superior Court, the 
defense bar, the prosecuting attorney, chemical dependency experts, and law 
enforcement.  

 
2. The court will not make exceptions to eligibility criteria. In cases where the 

prosecutor has deemed a defendant to be ineligible, a defendant may petition 
the court for acceptance to the program. In making a determination on the 
defendant’s request, the court will consider only if drug court eligibility criteria 
was appropriately applied. 

 
3. There must be a reasonable basis to believe the defendant can successfully 

complete the DDC program after taking into consideration factors such as: the 
defendant’s mental and/or physical health; past performance in DDC and living 
situation. The court will make the ultimate determination regarding eligibility 
when a "reasonable basis" for successful completion is in question 

 
4. Juvenile history may be considered at the discretion of the court. 
 

 
E. Eligibility Criteria 

 
1) VUCSA 

a) Possession 
i) Cocaine/Heroin/Methamphetamine: 3-5 grams 
ii) Marijuana: 100-125 grams 

King County Drug Diversion Court Eligibility Criteria 
Revised 2.17.09 
Page 1 of 3 
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iii) Prescription Pills: 50-100 pills 
iv) MDMA: 20-50 pills 

b) Delivery 
i) Cocaine/Heroin/Methamphetamine/Bunk 

(1) Drugs sold cannot exceed 3 grams AND 
(2) Cumulative value of drugs sold, possessed, and cash on person 

(excluding police buy money) cannot exceed $350 
ii) Marijuana 

(1) Drugs sold cannot exceed 25 grams AND 
(2) Cumulative value of drugs sold, possessed, and cash on person 

(excluding police buy money) cannot exceed $350 
iii) Prescription Medication 

(1) Number of pills sold cannot exceed 50 AND 
(2) Cumulative value of drugs sold, possessed, and cash on person 

(excluding police buy money) cannot exceed $350 
iv) MDMA 

(1) Number of pills sold cannot exceed 20 AND 
(2) Cumulative value of drugs sold, possessed, and cash on person 

(excluding police buy money) cannot exceed $350 
 

2) Class B & C Felonies 
a) Eligible Crimes 

i) UIBC, Unlawful Issuance of Bank Checks,  
ii) Possession of stolen property in the 1st or 2nd degree 
iii) Organized retail theft 
iv) Theft 1 & 2 
v) Failure to return leased property  
vi) Trafficking in Stolen Property 1 & 2 
vii) Burglary 2 
viii) Identity Theft 1 & 2 
ix) Possession of Stolen Vehicle 
x) Theft of Stolen Vehicle 

b) Factors that Disqualify Defendant 
i) Restitution exceeds $2000 
ii) Evidence that defendant manufactured IDs or targeted vulnerable 

victims or abused position of trust to get financial information or victim's 
information was stolen in a residential burglary, robbery, theft from a 
person, or defendant used/possessed more than three (3) victims' 
financial information or defendant opened more than three (3) accounts 
in a victim's name or the crime represents a significant breach of 
fiduciary duty or the defendant is a major player in car theft. 

iii) Defendant's criminal history (as outlined in Section 3) 
 

3) Disqualifying Criminal History 
a) No prior sex or violent offenses, no matter how old, in the defendant's 

criminal history, as defined in RCW 9.94.030(6) and (41).  Robbery 2, if it 
washes out, does not disqualify a defendant 

b) No Violation of the Uniform Firearms Act  or Theft 2 offenses involving a 
Firearm in criminal history 
i) The current offense cannot involve a weapon 

c) No felony assaults in criminal history 
d) No Promoting Prostitution 

King County Drug Diversion Court Eligibility Criteria 
Revised 2.17.09 
Page 2 of 3 



Attachment 9 

King County Drug Diversion Court Eligibility Criteria 
Revised 2.17.09 
Page 3 of 3 

e) A maximum of 2 prior domestic violence offenses in the defendant's criminal 
history in the past ten (10) years, misdemeanor or felony 

f) A maximum of two Driving While Under the Influence convictions, included 
deferred prosecutions, within the past ten (10) years 

g) No pending non-DDC eligible cases 
h) An offender is ineligible for Drug Court if the current offense was originally 

filed as an expedited felony and the offender rejected the expedited offer 
i) An offender is ineligible if they are currently on a DOSA sentence UNLESS 

the current offense predates the imposition of the DOSA and the offender is 
otherwise eligible 
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Jail Capacity Advisory Group Meeting 
Friday, February 27, 2009 

 
Present:   
 
Sharon Armstrong Leesa Manion 
Edsonya Charles Mike Meehan 
Catherine Cornwall Floris Mikkelsen 
Lisa Daugaard Kenny Pittman 
Jerry DeGrieck Adrienne Quinn 
Dan Eder Mike Quinn 
Roger Goodman Dick Reed 
Betsy Graef Jim Robinson 
Peter Harris Laine Ross 
Lisa Herbold Dan Satterberg 
Bruce Hilyer Quinnie Tan 
Alison Holcomb Kathy Van Olst 
Joshua Johnston  Robert White 
 

The meeting convened at 3:00, with Councilmember Nick Licata welcoming the group.  
This group is made up of The Jail Capacity Study Project Team, which is a group of City 
employees who will perform the work, and the Jail Capacity Study Advisory Group, 
made up of various experts with whom the Project Team will consult in order to 
establish and implement a work plan.  The Project Team will meet regularly and consult 
frequently with the Advisory Group.  The goal is to issue a final report by July 31.   
 
Councilmember Tim Burgess welcomed and thanked the group. 
 
Dan and Peter, leading the group, gave an overview of the attachments: 
 

• Statement of Legislative Intent, Reso 31115 – Essentially the Project Team’s 
marching orders.  The SLI requires that Project Team prepare a report for City 
Council’s review to help them make decisions on this issue.   

 
• Study purpose – Can local response to drug offenses be changed?  Will such 

change reduce demand for jail space? Can other changes in county and state 
policies be changed to reduce demand for jail space?  Is there a combination of 
such changes that the need for a new municipal jail can be eliminated or 
deferred? 

 
• Structure and process – The advisory group will not be asked to make joint or 

consolidated recommendations; it is your advice and knowledge that is needed.  
While these are open meetings, they are not being publicized.  The public will 
remain informed through reports at City Council’s Public Safety committee 
meetings.   
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• The Project Team will meet every other week, and Advisory Group will meet 
monthly.  

 
• Filing and Disposition Standard Changes – Policy changes have been adopted in 

response to reductions in county’s budget.  These changes are expected to 
reduce the use of King County’s jail space.  Changes include: 

 
• Increase threshold for felony theft charges to cases involving up to $1,000 

(previous limit was $500).  Refer about 300 more cases to Seattle Municipal 
Court as misdemeanors.   

• Property Crimes of $1,001 to $5,000 – Defendants would be given the option 
of an expedited gross misdemeanor plea deal in King Country District Court.  
(If this plea offer is rejected, the charge would be refiled in Superior Court as 
a felony). 

• Drug possession of less than 3 grams, or fewer than 12 plants or less than 
100 grams of marijuana would be filed as misdemeanors in district courts.  

 
• Ms. Van Olst stated that there has been a drop in the ADP of about 5.7%, 

although they believe about 10% of that percentage is attributable to reduced city 
cases.  Where is this drop happening?  The length of stay is up, there has been a 
decrease in bookings, mostly on the 3rd shift.  They’re trying to determine why.  
There has been some increase in community program utilization – work release, 
electronic home detention.  The CCAP has changed because of DSHS funding 
changes.   
 

• DJAD’s August 2008 report includes population forecasts.  The question was 
asked – what impact will building the Des Moines jail have on the Seattle jail?  
Ms. Van Olst stated that it is not expected to be a factor in the forecasts of the 
County or Seattle and northeastern cities’ demand for jail (because it will not 
serve either the County or these cities). 

 
• Attachment 10 is a summary of the Uniform Controlled Substances Act, and 

Attachment 11 is a description of the County’s drug court screening criteria.  The 
SLI does not define “low level drug offenses” – that definition may need to come 
out of this advisory group.   

 
• Attachments 12 and 13 illustrate jail population related to drug offenses.  With 

regard to the possible effect of reducing focus on marijuana offenses, it was 
commented that in a study of marijuana offense cases, only 2% were solely for 
marijuana; 98% were for other offenses as well.   

 
• Attachments 14 and 15 described treatment-based alternatives currently being 

utilized.  Mr. Satterberg clarified that drug court is not an alternative.  The 
prospect of prison as an alternative is an incentive to succeed in drug court.  
Drug court saves money for the state but increases county expenses and 



increases jail time.  Attachment 15 looks as types of decreases that can be 
effected – reducing recidivism, etc.   

 
There was discussion about Seattle’s misdemeanor bookings.  Many are short stays for 
trespassing and other “nuisance” crimes.  Many are released on PR or after 
arraignment (one night in jail).  One-third of misdemeanants are booked on failure-to-
appear warrants.  It is important to note that the current offense as well as the history of 
offenses must be considered.  It is not enough to develop criteria for the current offense, 
out of context. 
 
In order to reduce the ADP, the two key considerations are the length of stay and 
number of bookings. 
 
Rep. Roger Goodman briefed the group on the status of some developments at the 
state level: 
 

• Decriminalization of DWLS as first offense – this is not passing 
• “Credit for time served” is passing in the house – Superior court would offer credit 

for time served in community-supervised treatment facilities.  Violations would 
result in this option being revoked.  This has the possibility of saving money. 

• Non-violent, non-sexual offenses could be eligible for delayed sentencing post-
plea.   

• Release of non-violent prisoners from state prison – has the potential to save the 
State between $110M and $120M.   

 
Peter stated that with all the ideas and options that may be available, this group will 
focus on changes that have the most impact on jail demand.  A suggestion was made to 
look at proactive intervention, such as used by NCI teams, to avert crimes and increase 
alternative outcomes other than jail.   
 
Comments by Advisory Group members: 
 

• How much can be achieved by changing drug enforcement policies?   
• The county is also looking at alternatives for mentally ill offenders. 
• Shouldn’t the group look beyond drug enforcement and focus on reducing 

bookings and filings?  If you want to reduce jail utilization, look at all your options.   
• The City Council is evaluating the effectiveness of several programs – Co-

STARS, CURB & GOTS.  However, the evaluation will not be completed until 
August 2009. 

• Isn’t there booking criteria?  No – just bail setting criteria.  Perhaps booking 
screening criteria needs to be looked at. 

 
The group adjourned at 4:30. 
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Jail Capacity Advisory Group Meeting 
Friday, March 27, 2009 

 
Present:   
 

Tania Boster Robert Hood 
Edsonya Charles Michael Kebba 
Mark Cooke Rachel Kurtz 
Catherine Cornwall Don Madsen 
Taylor Cuffaro Floris Mikkelsen 
Clifton Curry Tara Moss 
Lisa Daugaard Natalie Novak 
Dan Eder Kenny Pittman 
Cydney Gillis Mike Quinn 
Ian Goodhew Toni Rezab 
Roger Goodman Dick Reid 
Betsy Graef Linda Ridge 
Peter Harris D. Pablo Stanfield 
Lisa Herbold Kathy Van Olst 
Alison Holcomb Robert White 

 

 

  
Peter described the purpose of the Advisory Group: to provide expertise and advice 
for Council Central Staff’s report.  The report will address whether and how jail 
population and public safety may be affected by potential changes within the criminal 
justice system and enhancements in the network of support services.  The Council's 
Statement of Legislative Intent (SLI) focuses primarily on approaches that involve 
lower-level drug offenders.     
 
Dan described jail supply and demand projections illustrated in Attachments 1 and 2.  
Kathy Van Olst said that DOC currently uses 400 beds and in 2013 will use 100 beds.  
Attachments 1 and 2 erroneously reflect a constant 220-bed demand for DOC from 
2007 through 2024.  
 
There has been a significant decrease in the King County jail’s average daily 
population (ADP) for inmates (a) who were arrested by Seattle Police Department 
(SPD) and (b) for whom a drug charge was the most serious offense.  In 2008, the 
ADP was 220 for SPD-arrested individuals booked into King County jail for drug 
offenses as the most serious charge.  Based on Attachment 12 from the 2/27/09 
Advisory Group meeting, the ADP trends in previous years were higher for SPD-
arrested individuals booked into King County jail for drug offenses as the most serious 
charge (319 in 2005, 371 in 2006, and 351 in 2007). 

 

 
Even if all SPD drug arrests were diverted to other programs besides incarceration, 
there would still be a shortage in projected jail bed capacity.   
 
Peter reviewed the various diversion and treatment programs identified in Attachment 
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4 (WSIPP, “Exhibit 4”).  WSIPP found that the best programs reduce future recidivism 
by between 5% and 20% compared to no intervention. 
 
Ian Goodhue indicated that it is too soon to know the full effects of the October 2008 
change in King County Prosecuting Attorney’s Office (PAO) Filing and Disposition 
Guidelines.  However, in the last several months, there has been a significant 
reduction (approximately 50% reduction) in drug-related jail bookings compared to the 
same period in 2009.   
 
Judge Charles asked whether there is a “magic number” at which point King County 
would be willing to enter an extended-term jail contract with the North East Cities 
(NEC) for misdemeanant bookings.  Kathy Van Olst indicated that there is no “magic 
number,” but she said that King County staff is currently engaged in an effort to 
refresh the forecasts. 
 
Mike Quinn will provide month-month information compiled by Mike West that may 
help quantify this trend. 
 
Cliff Curry stated that aggregate data is available, but he doesn’t know if the Seattle 
numbers can be broken out.  Readily available data shows primary offense only; but if 
the primary drug offense was diverted, the secondary offense may still call for arrest 
and booking.  With incomplete reports, data cannot be cross referenced.  It’s a lot of 
work, and it may not be accurate if it can be done at all.   
 
There was general agreement that felony drug cases processed as expedited 
misdemeanor drug cases could serve as a proxy for “lower-level drug offenses.”  
However, those cases do not include misdemeanor drug cases. 
 
Lisa Daugaard described analysis of a random sample of cocaine cases from 2003.  
The analysis suggested that 65% of cases were for possession of one gram or less, 
and 84% were for possession of 5 grams or less.  Ian Goodhew stated that he had 
attempted a similar analysis of drug arrests, and while he didn’t have the figures at 
hand, he remembers that the proportion of cases with small quantities of drugs was 
significant – in the range of 50%.  He will check and get back to the group. 
 
Kathy Van Olst stated that in 2006 KCDAJD hired a consultant to forecast demand for 
jail space.  Since the 2006 forecast was completed, a number of significant state-level 
policy and budget decisions (and other factors) have again materially changed the 
forecasting environment.  Kathy noted that the 2009 actual ADP is approximately 
2,200 while the 2006 forecast predicted ADP at 2,700 for 2009.   
 
King County is currently engaged in a “refresh” of the 2006 forecast, incorporating 
actual population counts since the last forecast as well as policy-based rationales that 
may change the anticipated growth factors.  She expects to be able to share an 
updated forecast with the Advisory Group within 6 weeks to two months.   
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Agenda item C – King County’s Criminal Justice Initiatives 
King County is implementing a range of initiatives, including three that were recently 
evaluated:  Co-Occurring Disorder Treatment Program, Housing Voucher Program, 
and Intensive Outpatient CD Treatment Program.  These programs appear to offer 
significant benefits for participants.  However, viewed through the narrow prism of 
effects on jail population, the evaluation suggests these programs do not appear to 
reduce jail population.  In fact, overall the programs tend to increase the use of the 
jail. 
 
Agenda item D – The Defender Association’s Diversion Proposal 
Alison Holcomb described pre-booking diversion of drug cases.  She referenced 
materials she previously emailed to the Advisory Group (“Practical Advise on Jail 
Diversions,” emailed 3/2/09).   
 
Lisa Daugaard distributed a summary of TDA’s proposal (full version at Attachment 
5).  Lisa proposes that booking be considered the “alternative of last resort” for SPD in 
drug cases.  She noted that patrol officers make discretionary decisions about arrests 
and bookings, and officers could use diversion programs as alternatives to arrests.  
Give officers additional resources and options so that they could take the offender to a 
triage center, neighborhood-based program, or other alternative to incarceration.  
Outreach teams would then take over from the officer.  The goal is to increase public 
safety and perhaps reduce the jail population as well.  This program may reduce the 
officer’s time spent on such offenders and decrease the paperwork for the officer, 
freeing the officer to deal with other crimes.   
 
Lisa indicated that in order of the program to work, there would need to be an 
appropriate place for SPD to bring the arrested individual, appropriate levels of 
resources for the individual to access, and a harm reduction approach recognizing 
that goal is reducing problems rather than “zero tolerance” approach for no further 
drug use. 
 
Lisa indicated that if an offender is “successful” – i.e., does not commit additional 
offenses that require jail – then no need for further action by SPD, courts, and 
reduction in jail facility use.  If an offender is not “successful” – i.e., offender commits 
subsequent offenses requiring jail – then jail would be used as a last resort. 
 
In our community, recidivism in the Clean Dreams program has been very low.  Note 
from Catherine Cornwall – that snapshot showed 3 years before the program, and six 
months after, not a very representative picture. 
 
Dan Eder suggested that other offenses, in addition to drugs, would need to be 
included in program if goal is to eliminate need for a new municipal jail.  Lisa 
Daugaard felt that it would be better to sustain the drug programs rather than having 
many programs targeting other offenses. 
 
Peter Harris noted that is critical to have an idea of the numbers of people eligible for 
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the program and to have an expectation of program’s effect on jail use (measure of 
“success”).   
 
Alison Holcomb suggested that a better way to approach the question would be to 
start with the required reduction in the jail bed demand then define a program and 
assign resources appropriate to reach that requirement. 
 
Lisa Daugaard indicated that even if the diversion program did not reduce need for 
new jail it would still be worthwhile to implement.  Judge Charles indicated that she 
fully agreed with Lisa in principle but that the primary charge of the Advisory Group 
was to find ways to reduce jail demand. 
 
Agenda item E – Stay Out of Drug Area 
Bob Hood suggested The SODA program is being considered for expansion.  It 
started in 2006.  They’ve had 1100 cases, of which 900 have had no subsequent 
infractions.  The county does not use SODA at all.  They’re doing a comparison of 
those individuals on SODA vs. those not on soda to see what the numbers say.   
 

The group adjourned at 5:20. 
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Jail Capacity Advisory Group Meeting 
Friday, April 24, 2009 

 
Present:   
 

Catherine Cornwall Floris Mikkelsen 
Lisa Daugaard (by phone) Burns Petersen 
Dan Eder Mike Quinn 
Betsy Graef Dick Reed 
Peter Harris Linda Ridge 
Lisa Herbold Kathy Van Olst 
Alison Holcomb 
Edsonya Charles 

Bob White 
 

 

 

 
There were no changes or additions to the minutes for the March 27 meeting. 
 
The group discussed Attachment 1(King County Jail:  Projections vs. Actual Use).  The 
projections are built up from King County’s 2006 forecast of County-responsible 
inmates, plus DOC contract (400 beds through 2012, 100 beds starting in 2013), plus 
NEC forecast of total misdemeanant jail bed needs (including those currently held at 
King County Jail and Yakima Jail).  Actual use is based on aggregate ADP information 
from King County’s DAJD website.  No information is yet available about jurisdictional 
split on actual jail ADP.  Ms. Van Olst indicated that the number of inmates sent by 
Seattle to Yakima needs to be factored in as well.   
 
The group discussed Letter from City Council to County Council.  The letter requests 
that King County expedite its forecast update analysis and determine if it can extend the 
jail contracts with North East Cities (NEC) for a term not less than ten years. 
 
Mr. Eder summarized the Central Staff progress report briefing at April 21, 2009 City 
Council Public Safety, Human Services & Education Committee.   
 
Mr. Eder related highlights of State Legislature actions based on information from Jail 
Capacity Advisory Group member Rep. Roger Goodman.   

 SB6160 is very likely to become law.  It will effect a change to the sentencing grid 
that increasing the discretion of judges by expanding standard sentencing 
ranges.  The bill also would send certain felons to prison (not jail) for sentences 
starting at 10 months or more (currently prison time is only for sentences of one 
year or more).  T 

 HB 1361 appears to be passing.  It would allow treatment to be credited against 
jail days, on a day-for-day basis.  This increases the incentive for offenders to 
choose the treatment option 

 Department of Corrections (DOC) budget will be cut by approximately $48M over 
two years.   
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 Government Assistance AU will be cut by an undetermined amount but not 
eliminated.   

 
Ms. Van Olst asked about the status of expedited misdemeanor cases with regard to 
the lower level drug offenses (<=3 grams).  Mr. Eder reported that Mr. Goodhew briefed 
him on data collected since the KC PAO changed the Filing and Disposition (FAD)  in 
October 2008.   
 
Prosecuting Attorney’s Office had predicted approximately 2,500 annual expedited 
misdemeanors based on its analysis of 2006 arrest and booking data.  However, there 
were only about 400 actual expedited misdemeanor filings in the six-month period 
between October 2008 and April 2009.  Based on 2009 year to date information, KC 
PAO now predicts there will be approximately 1,200 expedited misdemeanor filings in 
2009.  Approximately half of the expected 2009 expedited filings (600 of 1,200 total) will 
likely be from SPD bookings based on historical arrest and booking trends. 
 
Between October 2008 and April 2009, there were a total of 72 bookings (approx. 12 
per month) at KC Jail for felony offenses qualifying under the new FAD for expedited 
misdemeanor charges.  These bookings led to a total of approximately 450 total jail 
days served for an average length of stay (ALOS) of 6 days.  This is a significant 
reduction in previous ALOS (20 days per drug booking) for same offenses prior to the 
October 2008 FAD change.  It’s not clear if this is a temporary or long-term trend.   
 
Ms. Cornwall discussed Attachment 2 (Misdemeanant Recidivism Analysis).  She 
indicated that most misdemeanants do not return to jail within four years of being 
released from jail.  Misdemeanants who were booked into jail five or more during 2002 
comprised only 1% of all individuals booked into jail on misdemeanor charges.  These 
individuals were far more likely to recidivate in subsequent years, and they used a 
disproportionate share of jail resources. 
 
Ms. Holcomb spoke about potential for a new pre-booking diversion program in 
Belltown.  She had a meeting yesterday with SPD’s West Precinct Capt. Steven Brown, 
Evergreen Treatment Services program staff, and King County PAO’s Ian Goodhew.  
SPD is open to working with Seattle University to consider a Belltown program.  It’s in 
the preliminary stages at this time.  Ms. Daugaard stated that Acting Chief Diaz and the 
KC PAO are working out a process that approve pre-booking diversions so decisions 
can be expedited – creating “canned’ options that would be available to officers, 
allowing them greater discretion. 
 
April 30 is the deadline for submitting this proposal to the Mental Illness and Drug 
Dependency (MIDD) Oversight Committee to apply for New Initiatives grant. 
 
Mr. Eder asked how many people will be served, and who are they?  What charges are 
eligible?  What is the predicted jail use for those who go through the program and what 
would the predicted jail use have been absent involvement in the program?  Ms. 
Holcomb responded that this information will come for Evergreen Treatment Services, 



and that money is a big factor.  Criteria for evaluation also needs to be established.  The 
goal is expediency, giving SPD officers more discretion – these are the keys to success.   
 
Ms. Daugaard indicated that Belltown is a pilot project, and many details need to be 
worked out.  There is interest from other areas, and the program could be used 
elsewhere.  She expects enthusiasm for expansion, and she expected it will result in 
significant decrease in jail use.  Skyway and others are making similar proposals at this 
time. 
 
Mr. Harris suggested that ETS might be able to provide historical information on 
percentage of people who complete treatment, recidivism numbers, etc.  Judge Charles 
stated that Evergreen does not likely track criminal history.  Mr. Harris suggested that 
perhaps ETS might have other metrics by which it measures a “success” rate.   
 
Ms. Daugaard stated that the proposed new program would be more service-rich than 
other existing programs.  It would include outreach, engagement, better monitoring, with 
the goal of increased chance for success.   
 
Mr. Harris wants to establish what kinds of people are eligible, get estimates of 
effectiveness, etc. in order to determine the impact on jail use.  Judge Charles 
encouraged waiting for the pilot to see what results emerge.  Mr. Eder suggested that if 
the universe of potential clients for the proposed new program is the expedited 
misdemeanant population, then there could be at most approximately 600 potential 
clients in 2009 based on information from KC PAO.  Ms. Daugaard suggested additional 
potential clients are the “shadow population” of expedited misdemeanor cases that SPD 
has apparently stopped arresting since KC PAO implemented the new FAD standards. 
 
Ms. Daugaard indicated that only drug possession cases would be considered eligible 
for the new Belltown program at this time. 
 
Ms. Daugaard and Ms. Holcomb agreed to share the MIDD application materials with 
the group when they are available. 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 4:40. 



DRAFT NOTES 
Jail Capacity Advisory Group Meeting 

Wednesday, May 20, 2009 
 
Present:   
 

Mark Cooke Catherine Cornwall 
Lisa Daugaard Dan Eder 
Ian Goodhew Peter Harris 
Alison Holcomb Lt. Michael Kebbe 
Floris Mikkelsen Burns Petersen 
Mike Quinn Toni Rezab 
Kathy Van Olst Bob White 

 

 
 
 
There were no changes to the April meeting notes except to add Kenny Pittman to the 
list of Project Team members in attendance.  Alison Holcomb indicated that had not had 
an opportunity to review the April meeting notes as she appears to have been 
inadvertently left off the distribution list.  Ms. Holcomb indicated that she may email 
feedback to Dan Eder and Peter Harris after she reviews the notes. 
 
 
1. MIDD Funding Proposals:  Belltown & Skyway. 
 
Lisa Daugaard and Alison Holcomb reported that two proposals for King County Mental 
Illness & Drug Dependency (MIDD) “new strategies” funding were submitted by the April 
30 deadline.  Funding for such new programs is uncertain; Legislature just approved a 
measure allowing MIDD funding to supplant up to 50% of funding for existing programs 
(in order to backfill cuts in those existing programs).   
 
The two MIDD proposals were similar but with important differences.  Both proposals 
would provide a range of treatment and other services for individuals who are involved 
in criminal activities.  The Belltown proposal has Evergreen Treatment Services as the 
primary service provider.  The Skyway proposal would use POCAAN as the service 
provider.   
 
For the Skyway proposal, King County Sheriff’s deputies would apply a pre-booking 
diversion program.  After an arrest based on a deputy’s determination of probably 
cause, deputy would have the discretion in certain lower-level drug cases (definition and 
detailed protocols still to be determined) to bring the arrested individual to POCAAN 
rather than booking the individual into jail.   
 
In contrast, the Belltown MIDD proposal is not a pre-booking diversion program.  
Referrals would come from a wide range of sources including Seattle Police Department 
officers.  However, SPD referrals would only be through “social contacts.”  If SPD 
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officers have probable cause to arrest, the Belltown MIDD proposal does not 
contemplate any option other than jail booking.  SPD does not currently envision 
adopting a policy of pre-booking diversion for drug-related offenses. 
 
The new programs – if approved for MIDD funding – would add incrementally to existing 
program services.  Steps would be taken to ensure that those on waiting lists at 
POCAAN and Evergreen Treatment Services would not be displaced by those referred 
through the new MIDD programs.   
 
The group discussed housing services which is often a need for clients.  Housing would 
be an operational issue for the providing agency, and it is expected to remain a 
challenge.  There have been proposals for a landlord liaison program, which is currently 
a County program that pairs tenants with landlords.  The landlord leases with the 
nonprofit agency, not the individual tenant.  POCAAN has a similar program.   
 
Specific protocols for types of clients, types of services, types of referrals will be 
determined if/when funding sources are committed.   
   
In the Belltown MIDD proposal, Lisa Daugaard indicated that funding from MIDD could 
be sufficient to handle between 300 and 400 clients annually.  Approximately 200 or so 
clients would likely receive longer-term services or interventions.  The balance (100 to 
200) would likely be transient (short-term in Seattle) and therefore receive only initial 
consultations but not longer term services or interventions. 
 
The target number of clients in Skyway is smaller.  A year ago there were approximately 
450 arrests from Skyway.  Anecdotally a large number of those arrests were drug-
related, but it is not yet clear how many would be eligible for the proposed pre-arrest 
diversion program. 
 
These programs may have significant beneficial effects for the clients.  However, it is 
not currently known how many people would likely be referred, for what kinds of 
changes, how many bookings/jail days those people would be expected to serve each 
year absent the program, and how many bookings/jail days (if any) they would be 
expected to serve with the program. Absent this information, there is not information to 
evaluate the effect of the proposed new programs on jail use. 
 
The proposed programs in Belltown and Skyway may focus on the population of 
individuals who are currently arrested for offenses that the King County Prosecuting 
Attorney’s Office (KCPAO) currently processes as “expedited misdemeanor” cases 
(principally lower-level drug possession cases).  Based on analysis of recent expedited 
misdemeanor cases by KCPAO, it appears unlikely that such cases would result in 
significant changes to jail use.   
 
The mix of services that could be offered through the new MIDD programs in Belltown 
and Skyway could include drug addiction assessment and intensive treatment, 
assistance with housing needs, vocational training, outpatient treatment, inpatient 
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treatment, some job training and placement.   A more precise determination of the 
services offered will not be available until after the funding is secured. 
 
There are no currently available estimates of the rate that individuals referred to the new 
programs will participate in the programs.  An important feature of the CURB program (a 
model for the MIDD proposals) is ongoing peer support and counseling.  This will be 
replicated in new programs.  The CURB program reports reduced re-offense rate 
among those who participate in similar programs.  A consultant has been hired by City 
Council to complete a comprehensive analysis of this and other considerations; the 
findings are expected in by fall 2009. 
 
Lt. Kebba predicted that if officers did not arrest and book drug offenders into jail, the 
number of simple possession cases would increase.  Similarly, he predicted that car 
prowls and other property crimes thefts to pay for drugs could also increase.   
 
Ian Goodhew told the group that the number of expedited misdemeanor filings this year 
is as follows:  January = 66; February = 125; March = 119, April = 179.  No new 
information about the number of bookings or average length of stay was readily 
available. 
 
Dan Eder suggested that for some individuals referred to the new proposed MIDD 
programs, longer-term participation in a drug/alcohol treatment program may be 
perceived as more difficult than standard “punishment” (two or three days in jail) for 
expedited misdemeanor cases.  Ian Goodhew talked about using a “hammer” to 
encourage treatment.  He opined that the threat of even three or four days in jail would 
provide an incentive for individuals to opt into drug treatment. 
 
Catherine Cornwall suggested that the proposed Belltown program would be challenged 
by the relatively large number people without housing.  If the program is not able to 
provide immediate housing, potential participants may opt out of the program.   
 
Lt. Kebba suggested that perhaps a log could be kept by officers to track past referrals 
and status of individuals’ participation  in the new Belltown program. 
  
Lisa Daugaard indicated pre-booking diversion programs would be a “success” if either 
(a) individuals participating in the program did not commit future offenses or (b) there 
are fewer arrests for similar offenses.  Either way, public resources (police, prosecutor, 
and jail) would be freed up to focus on higher-priority public safety purposes. 
 
Lisa Daugaard indicated that research studies suggest drug treatment outcomes are 
equally effective with or without so-called coercion such as pre-booking diversion or 
drug court.  The key is to make the treatment available.  She wants to remove 
individuals from the justice system who do not need to there, allowing the system to 
concentrate on those that do need to be incarcerated. 
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Dan Eder stated that the Council’s stated interest is in evaluating the likely effects of 
proposals on the local jail population.  For such an evaluation to be meaningful, one 
would need to have some clear articulation of the target population and the 
circumstances in which the proposed intervention or change in current practice could be 
employed.  This information would allow for some comparison between expected jail 
time with and without the program in the short term, and the expected jail over a longer-
term for targeted individuals with and without the program. 
 
Lisa Daugaard stated that there is no way to accurately predict the effects on future jail 
population of a “social contact” approach such as the one proposed for Belltown.   
 
 
2. Updated Jail Population Forecast  
 
Kathy Van Olst said that King County staff have completed initial work on an update to 
the forecast of County-responsible inmates.  However, they are not able to finalize the 
forecast until consulting with the newly appointed King County Executive and King 
County Councilmembers.  She did provide a handout with gross average daily 
population trends (without indication of jurisdictional responsibility).   
 
 
3. Central Staff Report – Review of Draft Outline 
 
Peter Harris and Dan Eder reviewed an outline of the Central Staff report for the 
Council’s Public Safety committee.  One of the key underlying assumptions is that any 
changes from the status quo will be policy driven not resource driven. 
 
Peter Harris described a proposed “equation” in the outline under Section 4.2.  The 
section describes an approach for empirically evaluating the effect of any proposed 
treatment program on jail use.   
 
Lisa Daugaard asserted that reduced recidivism is neither the best nor the only 
reasonable measure of public safety.  She suggested that a new program need not 
produce any measurable decrease in the number of actual drug offenses to be 
considered a success and an enhancement to public safety.  She described a potential 
scenario wherein the number of drug offenses merely did not increase with the program, 
use of prosecuting attorney, jail, and police resources decreased, and those resources 
were repurposed to achieve other desirable public safety policy goals.  This scenario is 
a desirable outcome but not captured by the equation in 4.2. 
 
Lt. Kebbe and Mike Quinn predicted that crimes of all sorts – including but not limited to 
drug offenses – would likely increase once it became known on streets that police were 
no longer enforcing drug laws. 
 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 5:10. 
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Councilmember Tim Burgess
Seattle City Hall 
600 Fourth Avenue, 2nd Floor 
Seattle, Washington  98104 
 
Dear Councilmember Burgess, 
 
Thank you for inviting the participation of the American Civil Liberties Union of 
Washington in the advisory group working with Council staff to evaluate whether 
Seattle’s need for jail beds can be reduced by adopting a more treatment-focused 
approach to the enforcement of certain lower-level drug offenses. We appreciated 
the opportunity to share our insights and perspectives on this important issue, 
and to learn from those shared by other members of the group. 
 
The final report concludes that, “even if all drug offenders arrested in Seattle (not 
just lower-level drug offenders) were provided drug treatment or other services 
designed to reduce their recidivism, and even if there were no jail penalties for 
Seattle’s lower-level drug offenders, the likely reduction in jail use would be an 
order of magnitude less than the amount of jail space needed by NEC 
misdemeanants” (p. 2). The report acknowledges that the jail population 
projections on which this conclusion is based “are not immutable,” id.; that the 
County’s projection in particular “seems high on its face” (p. 8); and that both the 
County and NEC projections should continue to be tested and updated (p. 35). 
Nevertheless, the report adds, “While such changes could affect long-term 
projections about overall jail use, they are not likely to affect the conclusions 
about the impacts of strategies focused on lower-level drug offenders. Their share 
of overall jail demand is low enough that significant impacts will not result from 
policies that focus on this group alone” (p. 2). 
 
We challenge that conclusion and encourage the Council to do the same. The 
impacts of strategies focused on lower-level drug offenders depend, in large part, 
on the definition of “lower-level.” The definition employed in the report is 
unnecessarily limited in scope. 
 
To define “lower-level drug offenses,” the report adopts the King County 
Prosecuting Attorney’s new Filing and Disposition Standards (FADS) for 
expedited processing of some felony drug offenses (p. 22). Note that this 
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excludes, at the outset, all misdemeanor drug offenses (use of paraphernalia and 
possession of no more than 40 grams of marijuana). As illustrated in Table 6 of 
the report (p. 29), during the period of 1990 to 2008, misdemeanor drug offense 
bookings ranged from a low of 214 in 2004 (the first year following Seattle’s 
passage of Initiative 75, which made adult use of marijuana the city’s lowest law 
enforcement priority) to a high of 924 in 2006. 
 
The FADS used as the definition of “lower-level drug offenses” are summarized 
in Attachment 8 to the report.  To illustrate the limited scope of the definition 
(beyond its exclusion of misdemeanor offenses), the following table compares it 
to the eligibility criteria for King County Drug Diversion Court (Attachment 9): 
 

 FADS/Jail Capacity Study Drug Diversion Court 

 
Cocaine 
Heroin 
Meth 

Marijuana MDMA Rx 
Cocaine 
Heroin 
Meth 

Marijuana MDMA Rx 

P
o

ss
es

si
o

n
 

< 3 g 
< 100 g 

or 
< 12 plants 

< 20 
pills 

< 50 
pills 

3-5 g 100-125 g 
20-50 
pills 

50-100 
pills 

D
el

iv
er

y 

    ≤ 3 g ≤ 25 g 
≤ 20 
pills 

≤ 50 
pills 

 
The question posed by the Statement of Legislative Intent adopted last fall was 
whether the City’s use of jail beds can be reduced by adopting a more treatment-
focused approach toward the enforcement of certain lower level drug offenses. 
Adopting a definition of “lower-level” that is more conservative than definitions 
already in use unnecessarily limits the scope of the conversation. 
 
Also, the impacts of strategies focused on addressing the causes of, and 
contributing factors to, chronic substance abuse and involvement in street-level 
drug dealing go beyond reducing jail use for drug crimes: rates of associated 
property and nuisance offenses may be lowered as well. This possible impact on 
jail use is not explored in the report. 

Finally, the report’s reliance on recidivism rates associated with pre-existing 
strategies as the measure of likely impacts of new strategies assumes that the latter 
will employ both the same zero-tolerance approach to drug use relapses and the 
imposition of jail time as a sanction for noncompliance. However, this would not 
be the case for a “housing first” approach (see p. 33) similar to the 1811 Project, 
for example. 
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The report is an important step forward in identifying issues that require more 
attention in determining the best jail capacity solutions for the region. 

ity’s focus on alternatives to the traditional response of arresting, 
prosecuting and jailing lower-level drug offenders at a time when the nation’s 
“drug czar” is calling for an end to the “war on drugs,” and a U.S. Senator has 
troduced a bill in Congress to study the relationship between our failed drug 

policies and disastrous incarceration rates. We look forward to continued 
exploration of these issues as Seattle maintains its position as a national leader in 
identifying promising new approaches to the public health problem of substance 
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The Defender Association 
810-3rd Avenue, 8th Floor 

Seattle, WA 98104 
(206) 447-3900 

 
 
To:  Dan Eder & Peter Harris/Council Central Staff 
Cc:  Jail Capacity Advisory Group 
From:  Lisa Daugaard, Deputy Director/The Defender Association 
Date:  August 27, 2009 
Re:  comments on report to Council 
 
 
The Defender Association appreciates the thoughtful analysis reflected in your final 
report to the Council, and the extent to which you considered Advisory Group comments 
on an earlier draft.  We also appreciate the venue the Council provided for King County 
representatives to join with Seattle officials and with community leaders to discuss jail 
capacity issues.  It seems clear that that process already has catalyzed new thinking in 
both jurisdictions about jail needs and how they may differ from earlier projections. 
 
What follow are our comments on the final report.  In sum: 

 
 County capacity inputs are out of date.  It is important, as you note in the report, 

to work with the County to examine input assumptions in the County’s most 
recent projection of needed capacity for County-responsible inmates.  The 
formula used in those projections is based on a survey of County justice system 
stakeholders from several years ago that is out of date in several important ways. 

 
 Definition of “low-level drug offender” is key to assessing possible impact of new 

drug enforcement proposals.  A community-based diversion approach to low-
level drug enforcement in Seattle and King County could reduce County-
responsible ADP well beyond what is shown in the report to Council.  The report 
uses a definition of “low level offender” that limits pre-booking diversion to 
possession offenses.  If the criteria for Drug Court eligibility, or similar criteria, 
were used instead, it is clear that a considerably larger ADP reduction would be 
possible.  How large that reduction could reasonably be expected to be has not yet 
been examined. 

 
 Regional Justice Center expansion would provide all needed capacity for NEC 

cities.  The report omits the capacity that would be added with King County’s 
possible expansion of the Maleng Regional Justice Center in Kent.  It is useful to 
see that, with the adjusted NEC need calculated in the report, and King County’s 
current projections, the MRJC expansion alone would meet regional jail needs. 
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Inputs to King County capacity projections are out of date. 
 
The report notes that King County’s projected rate of growth in its own ADP needs 
seems high.1 
 
The landscape has changed in several relevant ways since King County’s comprehensive 
assessment of projected regional jail needs for 2007-2024 (the “O’Connell forecast”) was 
made.2  As explained by the DAJD Director at the June 2009 Advisory Group meeting, 
the most recent King County projections, reset the base using 2008 actual population, and 
then projected growth in the out years relying on the original O’Connell forecast 
formulas. 
 
There are several reasons to re-examine the inputs used in the O’Connell forecast at this 
juncture: 
 

 SPD felony bookings (and other County-responsible bookings) have decreased 
when they were projected to increase with population growth and due to other 
factors.  As the DAJD Director has explained, King County cannot assume these 
trends will continue unless they understand that there is a policy basis which 
would sustain the change, and so the new booking trends are not incorporated into 
projections except that changes to date are reflected in the base reset.3 

 
 Changes in the King County Prosecutor’s filing and disposition standards (FADS) 

for some drug crimes likely have resulted in reduced jail stays.  The FADS 
changes also have pushed some lower value property crimes to municipal courts, 
including in South King County cities which no longer will house their defendants 
in the King County system after 2016. 

 
 If the O’Connell forecast relied to any extent on jail stays in drug cases prior to 

the state’s adoption of a new drug sentencing scheme as of July 1, 2003, it may 
project longer jail stays on drug charges than actually are occurring.4 

 
 The O’Connell forecast was based on the assumption that pre-trial detention 

periods would expand due to a loosening of the speedy trial rule in 2004;5 this 

                                                
1 Report at p. 8. 
2 Integrated Regional Jail Initiative Phase I—Preliminary Report and Proviso Response (August 5, 2008), 
pp. 9-14 (describing process of constructing the “O’Connell forecast”); available at 
http://www.metrokc.gov/exec/news/2008/pdf/IRJI%20PhaseIPreliminaryReport.pdf.  
3 We appreciate that the report analyzes what would happen if current SPD drug booking rates were held 
constant with 2008 levels.  The projected reduction in County-responsible ADP is significant.  Report at p. 
28 (Table 5). 
4 The O’Connell report, titled “King County Jail Population Forecast: 2007-2004 and Historical Jail 
Population Profile” (John P. O’Connell, Jr., 2008), is referenced in the IRJI Preliminary Report, id., but 
apparently is not available online, nor was it circulated to Advisory Board members. 
5 IRJI Preliminary Report, supra, p. 10 (assumptions by the Jail Population Work Group, a regional public 
safety policymakers’ group relied on by Jack O’Connell). 



 3 

does not reckon with an aggressive effort now underway in Superior Court to 
reduce time to resolution across the board in felony cases. 

 
 Finally, as State Representative and Jail Capacity Advisory Board member Roger 

Goodman has pointed out, there is a real prospect of legislative action in 2010 that 
would limit county responsibility to offenders serving sentences of 9 months or 
less (down from 12 months currently). 

 
Due to the changes since the O’Connell forecast in the law enforcement/criminal justice 
landscape, and booking trends that may or may not be sustained or sustainable, what, if 
any, gap exists between present jail capacity and a reasonable projection of future jail 
needs is not known.  We urge that Seattle analysts work with King County to re-examine  
the assumptions built into the O’Connell forecast in light of the current King County 
criminal justice environment. 
 
Projecting SPD felony bookings is an important component of that undertaking.  Seattle 
law enforcement policy choices are a key driver of this input to needed capacity.  King 
County is not in a position to make other than the most expansive estimate of needed 
capacity unless the City of Seattle can provide guidance about policy directions that 
might limit the growth of County-responsible ADP. 
 
Definition of “low level offender.” 
 
As the report acknowledges, the calculation of ADP reductions that could result from 
adopting a pre-booking diversion approach to drug offenses depends on the scope of the 
population eligible for such a program.  The report uses misdemeanor offenses and the 
King County Prosecutor’s criteria for expedited felony offers – essentially, possession of 
small amounts of narcotics – as the universe, deriving a projected ADP reduction of 37.  
As you acknowledge, other definitions of “low level offender” – for example, using the 
criteria for Drug Court eligibility -- would yield a different ceiling.6  
 
The approach that we, together with the King County Sheriff, the King County 
Prosecutor, the ACLU and POCAAN, proposed for MIDD funding, anticipates a larger 
universe of eligible low-level offenders, including those suspected of low-level delivery.  
(This is in recognition of the fact that existing approaches to such offenders have not 
proven particularly effective in addressing community public safety concerns.) We know 
that current APD for Seattle drug cases (in which a drug offense is the most serious 
charge) is 255.7  We also know that the large majority of drug delivery cases handled in 

                                                
6 Report at pp. 24 n. 20, 25. 
7 Report at p. 10 (Table 1).  Although it is outside the control of Seattle policymakers, it is worth noting 
that a move to community-based diversion for low-level drug offenses elsewhere in King County could 
further increase available capacity.  The 2008 drug ADP for jurisdictions other than Seattle was 205.  
Report at p. 10 (Table 1).  The King County Sheriff has stated that she is interested in pursuing pre-booking 
diversion.  http://www.realchangenews.org/index.php/site/archives-blog/2993/ 



 4 

Superior Court involve small amounts of narcotics, amounts that would be defined as 
“low level” under any criteria.8 
 
We understand that drilling down to the amount of suspected narcotics involved in 
Seattle drug cases was not possible in the time frame available for this report.  We 
suggest that this analysis be undertaken going forward.  It should answer the question of 
whether a new approach to drug enforcement could contribute significantly to bridging 
any gap between projected regional jail capacity and projected need. 
 
Regional Justice Center capacity. 
 
The report to Council omits the additional jail capacity that would result from the 
expansion of the Maleng Regional Justice Center.9  The reason for this omission – that 
the County does not have the MRJC expansion funded in its Capital Improvement Plan – 
makes sense, especially in light of the fact that the County’s current projections for 
County-responsible ADP needs show the County not requiring extra capacity at the 
MRJC to meet its own needs. 
 
However, it is still useful for policymakers to be able to see that, if the MRJC expansion 
occurs, perhaps with cost-sharing from the northeast cities, King County would have the 
capacity to house NEC defendants for the foreseeable future.  This is true even using the 
current King County ADP needs projections, which (as discussed in the first section) 
likely overstate actual need  It thus becomes clear for the first time that a regional jail 
solution is possible without building additional jail projects beyond the MRJC 
expansion. 
 
So that this can be readily understood, we have adjusted the report’s Table 4 
(“Extrapolated King County Projection and Adjusted NEC Projection”) to show what 
happens if the MRJC capacity is included. 

                                                
8 At the March 27, 2009 Advisory Group meeting, council staff were provided the 2003 study of King 
County drug cases undertaken by the Joint Select Committee on the Drug Offense Sentencing Grid, under 
the guidance of Judge Deborah Fleck and with the cooperation of the King County Prosecutor, showed that 
65% of the delivery cases sampled involved less than one gram of drugs; 84% involved less than 5 grams. 
9 Report at p.12 n.13. 
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Table 4 Adjusted To Reflect Capacity With MRJC Expansion (2016) 
 
Year County Capacity 

With MRJC 
expansion 
(2016)10 

County 
Responsible 
ADP11 

Dept. of 
Corrections 

Adjusted 
NEC 
ADP 

Total 
Demand 

Surplus/ 
Shortfall 

2007 2789 2083 220 411 2714 75 
2008 2789 1986 220 415 2621 168 
2009 2789 1828 445 419 2692 97 
2010 2789 1939 445 422 2806 (17) 
2011 2789 2018 330 426 2774 15 
2012 2789 2098 220 430 2748 41 
2013 2789 2178 100 434 2712 77 
2014 2789 2261 100 437 2798 (9) 
2015 2789 2363 100 442 2905 (116) 
2016 3249 2455 100 445 3001 248 
2017 3249 2503 100 450 3053 196 
2018 3249 2554 100 453 3107 142 
2019 3249 2597 100 458 3154 95 
2020 3249 2632 100 462 3194 55 
2021 3249 2680 100 466 3246 3 
2022 3249 2707 100 470 3277 (28) 
 
 
 
 

                                                
10 The anticipated expansion at the MRJC likely would increase capacity by at least 460 beds.  “Integrated 
Regional Jail Initiative Phase I: Preliminary Report and Proviso Response” (August 5, 2008) p. 18 
(Attachment 3 to the Report to Council). 
11 These County ADP figures, which are identical to those in the report’s Table 4, come from DAJD, and 
do not adjust the O’Connell projection formula as may be warranted under current circumstances, as 
discussed in the first section. 
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Peter, Dan:  having reviewed your draft report, we wanted to provide you with a few 

thoughts on two separate issues: first, drug arrest trends over the past few years; and 

second, the Department’s willingness to explore alternative approaches to drugs.   

 

With respect to the first of these, there have been no changes to SPD policy that 

could have affected felony drug arrests to the degree we have seen over the last 

few years. Nor can we point to any one factor, or specifically quantify many possible 

factors, to fully explain the reduction in drug arrests. There are, however, a number of 

possible explanations that to may be contributing to the decrease: 

 

 Evolving Tactics of both Criminals and Law Enforcement:  Drug 

dealers/users, like all criminals, learn from their mistakes and adapt their 

behaviors to avoid arrest. Increasingly, drug offenders are using disposable 

cellular phones, text messaging, Blackberries, email, GPS, and other methods to 

avoid detection. Knowing police are responsive to 911 complaints, which tend to 

focus on more visible problems, it is also possible that offenders are choosing 

remote and/or private locations to decrease the likelihood they will be detected. 

Years ago, SPD countered the birth of ―rock‖ houses with the creation of anti-

crime teams, community police teams and a heavier emphasis on buy-busts. This 

was also when the SPD Narcotics Section was staffed with more detectives 

including a Street Narcotics Team specializing in buy/busts and rock house 

warrants. While open-air drug markets have not disappeared, there are fewer than 

in years past. Finally, SPD has the only dedicated full time law enforcement 

officer assigned to the KC Drug Court, a proven program that salvages lives, 

reduces recidivism, and therefore reduces the number of drug crimes committed. 

 

 Changes in Law:  In 2003, SMC 12A.20.060 – Enforcement Priority -- 

Marijuana, passed as I-75. This law directs the Seattle Police Dept. and the City 

Attorney’s office to make the investigation, arrest, and prosecution of marijuana 

offenses Seattle’s lowest law enforcement priority. Additionally, RCW Chapter 

69.51A RCW—Medical Marijuana has become almost a defacto legalization of 

marijuana. Since then, marijuana arrests and prosecutions have declined. 

 

 KCPAO Filing Standards:  King County Prosecutor’s Office filing and 

disposition standards changed in October 2008. This has caused an increase in 

expedited felonies for drug cases (this essentially means a person can get one or 

two days in jail and a misdemeanor conviction versus a felony conviction). 

 

 Paraphernalia cases used to account for a portion of SPD felony drug cases. 

Formerly, it was a felony VUCSA charge to be in possession of paraphernalia if 

there was enough residue to test and submit for felony charges. This is no longer 

the case as all paraphernalia cases are filed in municipal court as misdemeanors. 

Even with that, the numbers are decreasing. For example, in 2005 the City 

Attorney’s Office received 146 cases where Use of Drug Paraphernalia RCW 

69.50.412 was referred. In 2008, they received 23. 
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 Crime Trends: Crime has been trending downward in Seattle, and many other 

large cities throughout the country, for years. While programs and practices in 

Seattle may have contributed to some of these reductions, we are not aware of 

research that has conclusively identified specific reasons for specific crime 

reductions, including drug crime, in Seattle or anywhere else in the United States. 

Because of this, we know of no basis on which to accurately predict future crime 

(including drug) trends. However, there does appear to be a link between 

reductions in drug-related bookings and reductions in crime overall. For example, 

while SPD drug-related jail bookings are down 38% since 2004, total part 1 

crimes during the same period are down 22%, a significant reduction. 

 

Year SPD Drug-

Related Jail 

Bookings 

Change Total Part 1 

Crimes 

Change 

2004 4,295  46,595  

2008 2,664 Down 38% 36,267 Down 22% 

 

 

        Finally, with respect to our approach to drug enforcement, as an accredited law 

enforcement agency, the Seattle Police Department is committed to a wide array of 

best practices in policing.  In the area of drug enforcement, we are open to proven 

jail diversion solutions that do not negatively impact public safety. While many 

types of diversion programs exist for drug and other crimes, not all are evidence-

based and supported by unbiased research. Additionally, while diversion programs 

are promoted as a cost-effective strategy to reduce jail space, even proven strategies 

such as drug court can be expensive and we could end up shifting resources around 

without actually saving money or improving public safety. 

 

        Over the past few months, the Department has been working on a project that we 

believe exemplifies the Department’s willingness to try new tactics and partner with 

the community and other law enforcement agencies to achieve better results. Modeled 

after the High Point, North Carolina experience, the East Precinct Drug Market 

Initiative focuses on small numbers of chronic, higher order offenders, rather than the 

larger numbers that might be arrested by buy-bust type operations.  By building 

strong prosecutable cases against these offenders and then confronting them with 

arrest and prosecution or choosing an alternative career path, SPD hopes to achieve 

the dual results of increased opportunities for individuals amenable to help and fewer 

drug dealers on the street or in jail.  Hallmarks of this initiative are accountability, 

results and efficiency.  

 

        We would be pleased to discuss or answer and questions you might have. 

 

Mike Meehan 

Mike Quinn 
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Seattle and King County Treatment Services       February 19, 2009 
 
• King County and Seattle spend $300 million each year on treatment, including services 

for mental health, chemical dependency and ending homelessness. 

• King County operates a Drug Court – approximately 550 people are in Drug Court at any 
given time.  Drug Court is a one year program and provides treatment and access to housing 
(if needed). 

• Seattle and King County both operate Mental Health Courts, which focus on stabilizing 
individuals and linking them up to treatment (and housing if needed). 

• Seattle operates a Community Court which offers community service in lieu of jail time and 
also refers participants to a variety of services. 

• Services at the King County Jail include:  
o Substance abuse screening, assessment, and treatment placement services  
o Assistance with applying for entitlements and other publicly funded benefits 
o Medical/chemical dependency release planning services 
o Re-entry case management services 
o Transitional recovery program & jail transition services 

 
• Other County Services for people in the criminal justice system include:  

o Substance Abuse Treatment (including intensive outpatient treatment at the 
Community Center for Alternative Programs (CCAP)) 

o Housing Voucher and Case Management Program 
o Co-occurring Disorders Integrated Treatment Programs for people with both 

mental illness and substance abuse problems 
o Forensic Assertive Community Treatment (FACT) Program – housing and 

treatment for people with mental illness who are frequently booked in jail 
 
• Seattle spends almost $40 million per year on services to reduce homelessness including 

funding for shelters, day centers, transitional and permanent housing, eviction prevention, 
health care, and a variety of other support services. 
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More Detailed Information on some of the King County Programs: 

Co-occurring Disorders Integrated Treatment Programs: The COD treatment program for 
individuals referred from specialty mental health and drug courts began August, 2003.  Services 
were provided by Community Psychiatric Clinic and Sound Mental Health (formerly Seattle 
Mental Health).  The program provided up to 12 months of integrated outpatient mental health 
and chemical dependency treatment, case management, medication management, and housing 
stabilization.  Services were located in the same agency and treated both disorders as primary.  
Caseloads were small (limited to 35 per agency or 70 combined, with a requirement of small 
staff-to-client ratios) and coordination was maintained with the court of referral.    

 
Due to early successes of the program it was expanded at the end of 2005 to take referrals from 
non-specialty courts involving inmates in the King County Correctional Facility (KCCF), Norm 
Maleng Regional Justice Center (RJC), as well as municipal jails within the County.    
 
Target population:  Initially the program was limited to adult inmates with co-occurring mental 
health and chemical dependency problems who were referred from, and agreed to participate in 
("opt in"), the King County Drug Diversion Court, King County District Mental Health Court or 
Seattle Municipal Mental Health Court ("specialty courts").  Participants must also have had one 
additional prior incarceration.    As noted above, the program was expanded in late 2005 to non-
specialty court inmates in the King County jail and municipal jails. 

Housing Voucher Program:  The housing voucher program began in May, 2003.  The program 
provided up to six consecutive months of housing services that covers case management 
services, rent and utilities subsidies, and security deposits.  Clients were linked to an array of 
housing options including respite, clean and sober, abstinence-encouraged, and “client choice”.  
Sound Mental Health (formerly Seattle Mental Health) functioned as the housing broker and 
assigned a housing case manager to each voucher recipient.  Case management services included 
permanent housing search, advocacy, and assistance in obtaining publicly-funded benefits.  
Coordination was maintained with the court of referral and the housing provider. 

Target population:  Individuals eligible for the program were King County jail inmates and 
recently released persons who were homeless and who had chemical dependency problems or 
co-occurring mental health and chemical dependency problems.  Homelessness was defined as 
being on the street, in a shelter or transitional setting for homeless individuals, being evicted 
within a week, being discharged from an institution where the individual had been for more than 
30 days and has no housing, or having no housing and fleeing domestic violence.  To be eligible 
for the program, individuals must also have been referred from King County Drug Diversion 
Court, King County District Mental Health Court, or Seattle Municipal Mental Health Court 
("specialty courts"). 

Intensive outpatient treatment at the Community Center for Alternative Programs:  The 
CCAP IOP treatment program began April, 2004.  The program provided state-certified intensive 
outpatient treatment for up to 3 months.  A minimum of nine hours per week of individual and 
group treatment was provided as well as assistance with obtaining publicly-funded benefits.  
Referral to a community provider was designed to occur at least 14 days prior to each 
participant’s discharge from CCAP with a linkage/discharge plan developed with the aftercare 
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provider agency.  Strong coordination with Community Corrections and ancillary/support 
services was provided through this program by Community Psychiatric Clinic staff housed 
within the CCAP facility.   
 
Target Population:  Adult offender-clients who were court ordered to CCAP for 30 service days 
or longer by King County District Court or King County Superior Court and who were 
chemically dependent were eligible for the CCAP IOP treatment program.   
 
Criminal Justice Liaisons:  The three CJ liaisons began work September, 2003.  One jail-based 
liaison was based at the King County Correctional Facility (KCCF) and another at the Regional 
Justice Center (RJC).  They were responsible for serving non-opiate dependent inmate-clients 
with chemical dependency and/or mental health problems, screening and referring appropriate 
inmate-clients to the specialty courts for Co-Occurring Disorder (COD) and housing voucher 
programs, and directly issuing mental health vouchers to eligible clients prior to release from 
custody. In 2005 (during the third year of the program), the CJ liaisons also began screening 
inmates for eligibility for the jail-referred (non-specialty court) COD program.  They provided 
assistance to inmate-clients regarding discharge planning, obtaining benefits, and providing 
linkage to treatment and/or other community-based services.  A third liaison was sited at CCAP.  
This staff person was responsible for engaging court-supervised out-of-custody individuals in 
on-site and post-discharge services, and facilitating a coping skills group for CCAP clients with 
mental health issues.  All of the CJ liaisons provided mental health assessments and diagnostic 
evaluation, and they screened and referred presumptively eligible clients to appropriate staff to 
assist with applications for publicly funded benefits.  They each provided discharge planning for 
treatment, case management, and support services in the community.   
 
Target Population:  Adult inmate-clients within the King County Jail who had a mental health 
and/or chemical dependency (non-opiate) problem, and who were not transferred to the state 
Department of Corrections nor had an out-of-county hold, could be referred to a CJ liaison 
stationed at each jail venue.  Offenders court ordered to the King County Community Center for 
Alternative Programs (CCAP) who were not eligible for other CCAP CJI programming (i.e., had 
a court order for less than 30 services days, were homeless or who were not chemically 
dependent), could be referred to the CJ liaison stationed at CCAP. 
 
ADATSA Application Workers:  An Alcoholism and Drug Addiction Treatment and Support 
Act (ADATSA) application worker provided by the King County Assessment Center was 
assigned full-time to the CJI in January, 2004.  ADATSA application workers from a community 
provider were added during the third year.  The ADATSA application workers screened 
offender-clients referred from the DSHS application workers for financial eligibility and assisted 
offender-clients in applying for publicly funded chemical dependency treatment.  The position 
was intended to increase the volume of offender-clients who were efficiently and effectively 
linked to needed chemical dependency treatment upon release.    

 
Target Population:  Eligible individuals were adult offender-clients within King County jails 
who had chemical dependency problems, were indigent, within 45 days of release from custody, 
without out-of-county holds, and not transferred to the State Department of Corrections. In early 
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2006, during the third year of the program, municipal jails, primarily Auburn and Kent, were 
added to this target population.   
 
DSHS application worker:  A DSHS application worker began work in May, 2004.  The 
application worker assisted potentially eligible offender-clients in applying for publicly funded 
benefits.  The application worker assisted offender-clients at the KCCF half-time and CCAP 
half-time in applying for Title XIX-Medicaid or other publicly-funded benefits, including 
reinstatement of social security.  A second DSHS application worker was dedicated to the project 
in June 2006, one assigned full-time at KCCF and the other assigned full-time at CCAP.  RJC 
inmates were initially assisted by the existing Kent CSO and later (effective January 2006) by 
the Belltown CSO.  The application worker positions were intended to increase the volume of 
offender-clients who were efficiently and effectively linked to needed benefits upon release.   
 
Target Population:  Eligible individuals were adult offender-clients within King County jails 
who had mental health and/or chemical dependency problems, were indigent, within 45 days of 
release from custody, without out-of-county holds, and not being transferred to prison. 
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