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PROPOSED FOR VOTE ONLY

Various Departments

1. State Penalty Fund (SPF) ProposalThe Governor proposes to eliminate the statutorsnéilas
dictating how SPF revenues are distributed andea&als appropriate revenues directly to certain
programs based on his priorities. Under the plamesprograms would no longer receive SPF
support entirely, while others would be reduced.

Previous Subcommittee Hearing:This item was discussed during the subcommitteegschi
239 hearing. The agenda and video recordings fromating are available on the State Senate

website.

Staff Recommendation:Approve the Governor’s proposal to eliminate treggbry formulas and
reject the Governor’s spending plan. Insteadgcati®the SPF funding as follows:

Program/Fund 2017_1_8 SPF
Funding
Fish & Game Preservation Fund 100
Peace Officer Standards and Training Program 46,496
Standards and Training for Corrections Program ({00
Traumatic Brain Injury Program 600
Driver Training Program 1,038
Victim / Witness Assistance Programs 12,053
California Witness Relocation and Protection Prnogra 3,277
Restitution Fund 9,082
Internet Crimes Against Chidren Task Forces -
California Gang Reduction, Intervention, and PréeariProgram 7,500
Local Public Prosecutors and Public Defenders imgaiProgram* 450
Motorcyclist Safety Program -
Total 90,596

* Funding restored for training for local publiefdnders.

In addition provisional language shall be includethe budget that does the following:

* Los Angeles County shall receive $750,000 of thlfing as a set-aside.

» Cities applying for California Gang Reduction, hvention and Prevention (CalGRIP)
Program funds are required to provide clearly d&firmeasurable objectives for their grant
proposals. Grant recipients are also required ¢oige the BSCC with quantifiable measures

of progress in meeting those objectives.

* The Board of State and Community Corrections (BSBG®quired report to the Legislature
once per funding cycle on the overall effectiven&#sSalGRIP.
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* BSCC is required to prioritize proposals from dtthat are disproportionately and persistently
affected by violence. In addition, BSCC is requitedprioritize proposals that would direct
resources to programs that have been shown tcelraakt effective at reducing violence.

* The minimum threshold of funds grantees are reduice distribute to community-based
organizations is increased to 50 percent, andbdiiyi for primary applications is extended to
community-based organizations.

Finally, CalGRIP’s name shall be amended to thef@ala Violence Reduction, Intervention &
Prevention (CalVRIP) Grant Program, in order to enoorrectly reflect modern, evidence-based
approaches to achieving reductions in crime antknae.

Board of State and Community Corrections (BSCC)

2. Jail Visitation Requirements. As discussed during the February'adint hearing, in recent years
it has come to the state’s attention that some tgojails are no longer providing in-person
visitation. Instead they are allowing only visitet via video. In addition, despite significant
concern from the Legislature, BSCC has recentlyelbgped regulations that grandfather in a large
number of counties who have expressed an intarestly providing video visitation. According
to the last information from the BSCC, over 20 dmsihave either already stopped providing in-
person visitation or plan on stopping in-persontai®n. Of those jails, eight do not appear to
have the physical space to accommodate in-persis.vi

Previous Subcommittee Hearing:This item was discussed during a joint hearing betwthe
Senate Public Safety Committee, and both the Seaate Assembly public safety budget
subcommittees on February 21, 2017. The agendavigled recordings from that hearing are
available on the State Senate website.

Staff Recommendation:Adopt placeholder trailer bill language that ddes following:
* Requires that a county providing video visitatialso provide in-person visitation.

» Temporarily exempts the following eight county gafitom providing in-person visitation once
BSCC has inspected the jail and certified thab&sinot have space for in-person visitation:

Kings County Jail Facility

Kings County Branch Jail

Madera County Adult Correctional Facility
San Bernardino High Desert Detention Center
San Mateo Maple Street Correctional Facility
Solano County -- Stanton Correctional Facility
Tulare South County Detention Facility
Imperial Oren R. Foy Medical Security Facility

VVVVYVYYYVY

* Requires all other county jail facilities to progidn-person visitation, if they are providing
video visitation.
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3.

* Requires the eight exempt county facilities to jtevfor in-person visitation within five years
of passage of the 2017 budget. In addition, tha@senttes will receive priority for any jail
construction funding that is relinquished to the&Sin order to retrofit the existing jails to
provide for in-person visitation. Any additionalregruction funding provided by the state can
only be used for in-person visitation space.

» Temporarily suspends all construction (with theeptmon of counties that have broken ground
on new facilities) pending certification from th&8C that the new facilities, funded with the
assistance of the state, will have appropriateesf@dn-person visitation.

* Prohibits counties from charging for video visiteitj whether the visitor is in the facility or
conducting visitation from a remote location.

BSCC Review FunctionsDuring the subcommittee’s Ma;?"éhearing related to the construction
of county jail facilities, the subcommittee expexsoncern related to the lack of mechanism that
allows the Legislature or the Governor to requieat BSCC investigate or audit specific areas of
concern related to county jails and juvenile detenfacilities. The agenda and video recordings
from that hearing are available on the State Semabsite.

Staff Recommendation:Adopt the following as draft, placeholder trailélt mnguage:

When requested by the Governor, the Senate Committee on Rules, or the Speaker of the Assembly,
the Board of Corrections shall review policies, practices, and procedures of local detention
facilities. The Board of Corrections shall report its findings to the requesting entity.

Post Release Community SupervisioriThe May Revision includes $15.4 million General &un
for post-release community supervision (PRCS) awsalt of an increase in the number of
offenders eligible due to Proposition 57 and vasioaurt-ordered measures. This is an increase of
$4.4 million General Fund over the amount estimatdtie Governor’s January budget.

Staff Recommendation:Approve as proposed.

Judicial Branch

5.

6.

State Controller’s Office Audit Language. The May Revision requests provisional language tha
specifies that $540,000 in Item 0250-101-0932 isilable for the audit work that is being
conducted by the State Controller's Office. Theglaege puts a cap on the amount of resources
provided to the SCO.

Staff Recommendation:Approve as proposed.

Technical Adjustment. The May Revision requests a decrease of $2.1amilBeneral Fund to
reflect updated health benefit and retirement chenges for trial court employees.

Staff Recommendation:Approve as proposed.

San Diego County Courthouse Trailer Bill LanguageThe May Revision requests the adoption
of trailer bill language that transfers the titletbe old San Diego courthouse and adjacent old
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county jail to San Diego County from the stateekthange, the county will release the state from
the obligation to demolish and remove those bugsdin

Staff Recommendation:Approve the language as draft, placeholder trailéfanguage.

Department of State Hospitals (DSH)

8. Admission, Evaluation and Stabilization (AES) Cente The May Revision proposes a decrease
of $3.6 million General Fund for the AES Center tlu@ six-month delay in implementation. The
remaining General Fund amount requested is $5léomil

January Budget Proposal.The Governor's budget proposes to establish an 8E&er, which
would be located in the Kern County Jail. Specificathe budget proposes a $10.5 million
General Fund augmentation and two positions for D&activate 60 beds in the Kern County Jail
in Bakersfield to provide restoration serviceslfomompetent to Stand Trial (IST) patients.

Previous Subcommittee Hearing:This item was discussed during the subcommitteegschi
16" hearing. The agenda and video recordings fromtteating are available on the State Senate
website.

Staff Recommendation:Approve as proposed.

9. Jail-Based Competency Treatment (JBCT) ProgramThe May Revision proposes increased
funding of $3.1 million General Fund to add 24 #ddial JBCT program beds. In addition, the
May Revision requests $1.7 million General Fun@®17-18 and $2.5 million General Fund on-
going to support increased costs related to thetiagiJBCT programs.

January Budget Proposal.Due to the delayed activation of JBCT programs am ®iego and
Sonoma counties, the budget includes a General Bamndhgs of $948,000 in 2016-17 and
$159,000 in 2017-18.

Previous Subcommittee Hearing:This item was discussed during the subcommitteegschi
16" hearing. The agenda and video recordings fromheating are available on the State Senate
website.

Staff Recommendation:Approve as proposed.

10.Enhanced Treatment Program (ETP) Staffing Adjustmen. The May Revision requests an
increase of $122,000 General Fund due to increegsis associated with the activation of their
ETP units. The request includes funding for a pasieights advocate at each location to provide
advocacy services to patients during the ETP raferocess.

Staff Recommendation:Approve as proposed.
11.Conditional Release Program: Sexually Violent Predar Caseload. The May Revision

requests a reduction of $2.5 million General Fumdthe conditional release program due to a
decrease in the sexually violent predator caseload.
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Staff Recommendation:Update the subcommittee’s previous action to ineltiee May Revision
funding adjustment.

12.Transfer of Sexually Violent Predator Screening.The May Revision requests the transfer of
$483,000 and 2.5 positions from DSH to CDCR toeddflthe transfer to the SVP screening
services from one department to the other. DSHeatiy performs the SVP clinical screenings for
CDCR, under this proposal, those screenings will he done by CDCR.

Staff Recommendation:Approve as proposed.

13.Napa State Hospital Earthquake RepairsThe May Revision requests an increase of $654,000
to the original General Fund loan amount. In additiit increases the federal reimbursement
amount by the same amount and updates the amoth# provisional language.

January Budget Proposal.The Administration requested a $6.2 million Genémahd loan that
would be repaid with federal reimbursements as gdhasf the project are constructed.
Accordingly, the Governor’s budget also include2%@illion in federal reimbursement authority.
The Administration anticipates this funding will bafficient to complete the first two phases of
the project.

Previous Subcommittee HearingThis item was discussed during the subcommitteedy Mt"
hearing. The agenda and video recordings from hearing are available on the State Senate
website.

Staff Recommendation:Approve as proposed.

Commission on Peace Officer Standards and TraininPOST)

14.Spring Finance Letter: Funding Adjustment and Provisional Language.The Administration
submitted a spring finance letter requesting aigealent of $4 million State Penalty Fund
beginning 2017-18 from training contracts to loagéncy reimbursements. In addition, the letter
requests the restoration of provisional languafged to “Tools of Tolerance” training conducted
by the Simon Wiesenthal Center-Museum of Tolerance.

Staff Recommendation:Approve as proposed.
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ITEMS TO BE HEARD

4440 DEPARTMENT OF STATE HOSPITALS (DSH)

Issue 1: Metropolitan State Hospital Movement of Paents

May Revise Proposal.The May Revision requests $7.9 million General Fand 22 positions in 2017-
18, and $12.4 million General Fund and 35.5 pasétion 2018-19, to support the transfer of 150
Lanterman-Petris-Short (LPS) patients at MetropoliState Hospital. The patients will be moved to
another building to allow additional incompetenttand trial (IST) waitlist commitments to be pldde
secured treatment beds beginning in 2018-19.

Background. DSH continues to experience significant waitingslifr their IST treatment beds. Among
the various efforts being implemented to incredse iumber of beds and reduce the waiting list is a
capital outlay project at Metropolitan State HoapifThe 2016 budget provided $31,182,000 in capital
outlay funding for this project is to increase #ezured bed capacity at Metropolitan State Hospita
project will increase capacity to house forensimates by securing 505 beds by constructing a sgcure
fence for two buildings at the hospital. The pragabgroject will construct two perimeter securitpdes,
one fence around the Continuing Treatment West (CDBwilding and adjacent park, and a second
perimeter fence around the skilled nursing fac{§NF). The current May Revision proposal moves the
current LPS patients in those buildings to alteweatbuildings on the hospital grounds so that
construction can proceed.

Justification. According to DSH, because of the differences betvibe building lay outs, such as
number of units and number of beds, the additionasing staff are needed to comply with unit steffi
requirements. The additional ancillary staff apaleeded to maintain licensing standards andhéor t
overall operations of the 100s building. Becahgel00s building cannot accommodate all LPS pistien
there will be LPS patients remaining on severalsuimi CTW, thus the need for additional staff t@i@te
two separate patient buildings on two separates dithe hospital's campus.

Staff Recommendation Approve as proposed.

Issue 2: Metropolitan State Hospital Central Utility Plant

Metropolitan State Hospital. The May Revision includes provisional languagertalde DSH to request
funding necessary to continue to contract for Imgaéind cooling through the existing central utiftgnt
for the Metropolitan State Hospital.

Background. For many years, DSH has contracted with Wheelabfdorwalk Energy Corporation to
provide steam and chilled water to DSH-Metropoliteom a central utilities plant located at the fiagi
that is owned and operated by the corporation. Wewehe contract is set to expire in February 2048
November 2016, the Department of General ServicEsmed the department that it cannot extend the
existing contract, but has to go through a comipetibid process or purchase the facility and operat
with DSH staff. According to the department, if action is taken by February 2018, the plant could
cease operating, which could threaten the licensUBESH-Metropolitan. In response, the Adminiswati

is proposing provisional language giving it thehauity to spend any amount necessary to continue to
operate the central utilities plant.
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Legislative Analyst’s Office (LAO). While it is critical to maintain access to theitigs provided by the
plant, we recommend rejecting the proposed provadidanguage as it significantly undermines
legislative control. At budget hearings, the Admiration should discuss possible alternatives—both
short-term and long-term. In addition, the LAO vk researching alternatives available to addiess t
ongoing need for the plant and will advise youhs in the near future.

Staff Recommendation Approve the proposed language.

Senate Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review Page 9



Subcommittee No. 5 May 16, 2017

0820 [EPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

| Issue 3: Legal Resources for Federal Actions

May Revise ProposalThe May Revision requests $6.5 million and 31 f@ss for two years to address
new legal workload related to various actions takénthe federal level that impact public safety,
healthcare, the environment, consumer affairs,adiner constitutional issues.

Background. The Department of Justice (DOJ) notes that beggoim January 20, 2017, the current
president and his administration have issued a eurobexecutive orders that effectively challenge t
dual sovereignty of our federal system and preseatsignificant impact to a vast area of publicigol

Due to those actions, the Attorney General anddgpartment have expended over 13,000 hours of legal
time on federal administration matters between dgn@0, 2017 and May 8, 2017. They note that this
workload equates to approximately 19 attorneys$h8 million in unfunded work.

Staff Comments

Immigration Detention.As discussed during the subcommittee’s Mdyhéaring, one impact of the
federal administration’s new policies has beenmaneiase in the detention of people originally frotier
countries who do not have current legal immigrastatus. Many of those people are detained in gount
jails and private detention facilities within Calihia. Currently, the state does not have a meshafor
overseeing the detention of immigrants within thteesand ensuring that they are provided with prope
care or that their rights are being protected.yla state agency should be established thatpemnsgle

for oversight over the treatment of people who @detined in facilities in the state on behalf of th
federal government because they do not have thEepdocumentation to remain in the United States.

Secure ChoiceThe Secure Choice Pension is intended to provitiemgent security for workers in the
private sector through access to a defined bepefision. Once Secure Choice is fully operational in
2019, private employers will be required to eitlpeovide their employees with retirement benefits
through a retirement plan or provide their empl@yegth voluntary access to Secure Choice. Giveh tha
the state’s Secure Choice pension program couklaffbeted by potential actions at the federal letrak
directive would give the DOJ the ability to appriapely respond.

Staff Recommendation. Augment the May Revision request by $1 millioromgoing General Fund and
adopt placeholder trailer bill to require DOJ tomtor the treatment of immigrants being detained in
California. The department shall audit each fgcainnually and report to the Legislature and Goger
its findings.

In addition, adopt placeholder trailer bill reqogi that for potential litigation involving Califoia’s
Secure Choice, the Attorney General’'s Office shaiitract with attorneys that possess a comprehensiv
knowledge of the Employee Retirement Income Secukitt of 1974 (ERISA) and have extensive
experience litigating ERISA claims in the federaltand appellate courts.

Finally, adopt the following as draft, placeholdeiler bill language:

A city, county, city and county, or a local law enforcement agency shall not enter into, or renew, or
modify a contract with the federal government to expand the number of contract beds being utilized
detain immigrantsin civil immigration proceedings.
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Issue 4: DNA Identification Fund

May Revise Proposal.ln order to address significant DNA Identificati¢iund revenue decline and
provide funding stability to the Bureau of ForenServices’ (BFS) statewide operations, the May
Revision requests a reallocation $15 million inséirg General Fund spending authority from DOJ’s
Division of Legal Services ($5 million) and the Ron of California Justice Information Serviced ($
million) to the Division of Law Enforcement.

In addition, the May Revision requests an augmemtaif $5 million in False Claims Act Fund in the
Division of Legal Services in order to maintain omy federal grant match commitments, and an
augmentation of $10 million in Fingerprint Fees Agnt funding in the Division of California Justice
Information Services to maintain existing backgreheck program activities.

Current Fund Condition. The DNA Identification Fund, which primarily suppsrthe Department of
Justice (DOJ) Bureau of Forensic Services, has bt#anturally imbalanced since 2010-11 and would
likely be facing insolvency in the current year etfitsplanned expenditure reductions. In 2015-16, DOJ
spent $70 million from the fund to support forenadativities. The 2016 budget anticipated similaele

of expenditures. However, the Administration cutherestimates that the fund will only be able to
support $62 million in expenditures in 2016-17. T2@&1l7 budget estimates a further decline to $59
million in 2017-18. This will require DOJ to immexdely absorb at least $11 million in reductiongha
current and budget year. Such a significant redoatiill likely impact DOJ’s ability to process ewdce

in a timely manner, potentially resulting in sigo&nt backlogs.

Staff Recommendation Approve as proposed.
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0250JuDIcIAL BRANCH

Issue 5: Transition to FI$Cal

May Revise Proposal.The May Revision requests an augmentation of #flBon General Fund ($2
million in 2017-18, $1.8 million in 2018-19, and.$Imillion in 2019-20 and ongoing) and six positon
to support the transition from the Judicial Cousailurrent financial system to the FI$Cal system.

Background. The Judicial Council currently uses the Oracle faora System (Oracle) to perform
accounting, budgeting, and procurement functiomerd are substantial software and hardware upgrades
necessary to add new functional models to the ntu@eacle System.

Staff Recommendation Approve as proposed.

Issue 6: Sacramento County Courthouse

May Revise Proposal.The May Revision requests the reappropriationl@ Sillion from the Immediate
and Critical Needs Account for the working drawimgse of the new Sacramento County courthouse.
This project will provide a new 53-courtroom courtise. The estimated total cost for the construaifon
the new courthouse is approximately $450 million.

Legislative Analyst’'s Office (LAO). There are a couple issues the Legislature may wwartnsider with
respect to the Administration’s proposal to reappte $16 million from the Immediate and Ciritical
Needs Account (ICNA) for the working drawings ph&sethe new Sacramento courthouse. Funding was
initially provided from ICNA for the preliminary phs and working drawing phases as part of the 2014-
15 Budget Act. Given the continued lack of ICNA dlimg to support this project’s construction phase
and the fact that working drawings generally ordyd a limited shelf-life, the Legislature could siler
reverting these funds to ICNA. This funding coulén be used to address other trial court needsithat

a higher legislative priority.

The LAO notes that not reappropriating the fundfog working drawings would be consistent with
Judicial Council’'s approach on other ICNA projeds. part of the 2016-17 Budget Act, the Legislature
directed the judicial branch to submit a plan tdrads the long-term insolvency of ICNA within exist
resources. This direction has resulted in Judf€@incil deciding to allow projects to only compléte
phase they are currently in. The Sacramento cousthas currently in the process of completing the
preliminary plans phase.

Staff Comment. In previous actions, the subcommittee has takerptiséion of requiring that prior to
the expenditure of any trial court constructionding, the Judicial Council and the county sheréftify
that the design for the new courthouse will notéase the county’s overall trial court securitytso$he
subcommittee has applied this trailer bill languamboth the Siskiyou County courthouse project tued
Santa Clara County courthouse funding reappropnati

Staff Recommendation.If the subcommittee acts to approve the May Renigiequest, trailer bill
language should be included for the new Sacramemighouse that requires that prior to the expenglit
of any construction funding, the Judicial Councidahe Sacramento County sheriff will certify thia¢
design will not increase overall trial court setpdosts.
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9285& 9286L ocAL ASSISTANCE—TRIAL COURT SECURITY

Issue 7: Trial Court Security Funding

Governor’s Budget. The Governor’s budget proposes to provide a $HamilGeneral Fund increase to
offset the trial court security costs for those nt®wcompleting construction of new courthousesrafte
October 9, 2011. In addition, the budget includ28C$000 in 2017-18, and $560,000 ongoing General
Fund to offset the security costs related to thrdfer of four judgeships between counties.

2011 Realignment of Trial Court Security.As part of the 201112 budget plan, the Legislature enacted
a major shift, or “realignment,” of state crimingistice, mental health, and social services program
responsibilities and revenues to local governmé&hts realignment shifted responsibility for funding
most trial court security costs (provided by cousheriffs) from the state General Fund to counties.
Specifically, the state shifted $496 million in taevenues to counties to finance these new
responsibilities. State law also requires that swenue from the growth in these tax revenues iseto
distributed annually to counties based on percestagecified in statute. Due to this additionakraie,

the amount of funding provided to counties to supp@l court security has grown since 2012 and is
expected to reach nearly $558 million in 2018, an increase of $61 million (or 12 percent).sThi
additional revenue is distributed among countiesetiaon percentages specified in statute.

Additional General Fund Recently Appropriated for Greater Levels of Trial Court Security. The
California Constitution requires that the state rbessponsibility for any costs related to legiglati
regulations, executive orders, or administrativectors that increase the overall costs borne loca
agency for realigned programs or service levelsdased by the 2011 realignment. As part of the ahnua
budget act, the state provided $1 million in additi General Fund support in 2614, $2 million in
201516, and $7 million in 2016L7, above the tax revenue provided through the 26alignment, to
provide counties with funding to address increatsed court security costs. Eligibility for thesearfds
was limited to counties experiencing increased toairt security costs resulting from the constiarcof
new courthouses occupied after October 9, 201Dpufar the time of implementation of the 2011
realignment). Counties are required to apply toDkpartment of Finance (DOF) for these funds arg on
receive funding after meeting certain conditionseliding that the county prove that a greater l®fel
service is now required from the county sheriffith@as provided at the time of realignment. Of the
additional funds provided, DOF allocated $713,00@2014 15, $1.9 million in 201516, and currently

estimates the allocation of about $2.7 million t@lkifying counties in 2016L7. The Governor’'s budget
proposes continuing to provide $7 million in Gehémand to augment trial court security funding.

County Sheriffs’ Role in the Trial Court Design Pracess.According to the Judicial Council, the local
county sheriffs have significant input in the JualicCouncil’s capital projects. The sheriffs’ staffe
included in all space programming meetings for sbeeening and holding areas. They are included in
pre-design activities and throughout the designeligpment and schematic design process where they
work with architects on the layout of each roonthdir space. Finally the sheriff is including thghout

the working drawings phase and the actual construgthase. Therefore, county sheriffs appear te hav
some control over how the courthouse design witkcftheir ability to provide security within their
existing county resources.

Legislative Concerns The state’s trial courts have faced significants in recent years which have
resulted in the closing of courtrooms throughowt $itate and a reduction in court-related servidss.
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courtrooms are closed, the need for trial couruscis reduced. However, despite a reduction in
workload, the revenue provided to counties forl tdaurt security has continued to grow under the
realignment formula. In addition, according to thalicial Council and the Administration, one of the
benefits of the new court construction is that thggnerally require less security than the older
courthouses that have multiple entrances.

The Legislature expressed concern with providirg$h million in 2014 because of the potential that
General Fund commitment for realigned trial cowtwsity would continue to increase year after year;
similar concerns were expressed when the fundirggdeabled in 2015. The request to add an additional
$5 million in funding in 2016 demonstrated thatsb@oncerns were well founded.

Legislative Analyst’'s Office (LAO). The LAO recommended rejecting the initial propodating the
May Revision process in 2014. They acknowledgetl $bene courts may be experiencing an increased
trial court security need; they were unable to uleilee whether there was a statewide net increafigein
cost of court security. For example, they note thatumber of trial courts closed courtrooms and/or
courthouses to address their ongoing budget rexhseti-thereby reducing the trial court security need
and generating cost savings that could be redoldcteourts with increased costs. In addition, 26&1
realignment legislation did not envision the sgateviding each county funding based on its actoaltc
security costs. As such, they argued, the propsalot consistent with the original intent of the
legislation.

As it relates to this year’s request for additiogaturity funding related to the judgeships, theOLfdund
that the Administration has not shown that adddlamial court security funding resources are nedede
Accordingly, they recommend that the Legislatujeaethe Governor’s proposal for a $280,000 General
Fund augmentation for increased trial court segwaaists.

Staff Comment. Informal discussions between staff and legislati@ansel suggest that it is not certain
that this would be a higher level of service. Memsbmay wish to ask for a legislative counsel opinio
before acting on any assumptions in this regardaddition, the Legislature may wish to direct the
Administration to use the Trial Court Security gtbwiunding in realignment each year to cover any
increased demands on trial court security relatembtirthouse construction.

Staff Recommendation.Reject both the $7 million and $280,000 in Genétatd proposed to augment
the $557.6 million in realignment revenue provide@017-18 for trial court security.
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5225 [EPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS AND REHABILITATION (CDCR)

| Issue 8: Population Adjustments

May Revise Proposal.The May Revision requests the following populatexijustments based upon
updated caseload projections and additional aftemaustody program placements:

e Adult Population Adjustment -The population adjustment includes a net decrea$21.3 million
and 8.8 positions, which is comprised of a $21,293,General Fund decrease and a $67,000 Inmate
Welfare Fund decrease.

The May Revision reflects an estimated averaget a@ailly population of 127,693 in fiscal year 2017-
18. This is 466 fewer than projected in the Govesnbudget. The projected adult parolee average
daily population is 47,274 in 2017-18. This is awrease of 2,513 from the Governor's budget
projection.

e Juvenile Population Adjustment ¥he May Revision includes a decrease of $813,08@e@&l Fund
in 2016-17, and $3.3 million General Fund in budgsdtr, for costs related to a smaller than
anticipated juvenile ward population. Specificatlye May Revision projects the average daily
population of juveniles are 683 in the current yead 736 in the budget year. This is a decrefise 0
22 and 43 ward, respectively, as compared to thealg estimates.

Staff Comment. The subcommittee discussed the Governor’'s Janugylgtion projections during its
March 9" hearing. In addition, the subcommittee had aneiptl discussion of CDCR’s juvenile justice
programs, alternative custody and housing progrdming its April 28" hearing. Agendas and video
recordings from both hearings are available orSfage Senate website.

Staff Recommendation.Hold open.

Issue 9: Drug Interdiction

May Revise Proposal.The May Revision requests $6.7 million General d~amd 43 positions to
establish two permanent canine teams at eachpsiaten as a statewide drug and contraband intévdict
strategy.

Background. Data provided by CDCR indicate that drug use ivg@ent in prison. For example, in June
2013, 23 percent of randomly selected inmatesdgsisitive for drug use. In addition, another 3€cpat
refused to submit to testing, which suggests thatactual percentage of inmates using drugs isylike
considerable.

Drug use in prison is problematic for several reasd-or example, according to the department, the
prison drug trade strengthens prison gangs and leadisputes among inmates that can escalate into
violence. Such violence often leads to securitykildowns which interfere with rehabilitation by
restricting inmate access to programming. In addjtthe presence of drugs in prison allows inmsaies
continue using them, thereby reducing the effeaegs of drug treatment programs.
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The 2014 budget act provided $5.2 million Generaid=for increased contraband and drug interdiction
efforts. In addition, the Legislature adopted @aibill language requiring that any drug and cdrdarad
interdiction efforts on the part of CDCR be appligdall individuals in a facility including inmates
department staff, volunteers, and contract emp®weel that CDCR establish methods to ensure that th
searches shall be done randomly and without advaotoee.

Finally, the 2014 budget included trailer bill laragge outlining the requirements and parametershtor
enhanced drug interdiction efforts. For exampte, language requires that the drug interdictiooresf

be applied to all individuals, including staff andndors, and that the searches be random and
unpredictable and that CDCR use methods to ensateprofiling is not practiced. In addition, the
language requires that all individuals who havesitpve alert be informed of their options, inclngj but

not limited to, unclothed body searches. The 20WL8gbkt included additional trailer bill language
requiring an independent evaluation of the effestess of CDCR’s drug interdiction efforts and
removing the strip search requirement from statute.

Drug Interdiction Evaluation. On April 29, 2017, a report on the effectivenessGiWCR’s drug
interdiction efforts by University of California @&@erkeley and the Public Policy Institute of Califm
was submitted to the Legislature. The results efstudy were mixed and presented no clear solédion
reducing drugs and other contraband in the prigstem. Of particular note, the evaluation statas tie
data received by the use of canine teams was ioguit to definitively determine the value of this
particular interdiction strategy. The evaluatiod @ind a statistically significant decline in theoportion

of drug tests that resulted in a failure (roughly @ercent) at the enhanced interdiction institigion
However, at the same institutions they also foundirecrease in the recorded instances of inmate
misconduct, primarily driven by drug-related ruleielations. At the same time, they also found a
statistically significant decline in cellphone \atibns at the enhanced institutions.

The evaluators suggest two alternate/complimerstragegies that are not punitive in nature and et
further reduce the amount of illegal drugs andptelhes in the prison system. They opine that the
significant cost of legal phone calls in prison megd to an increased demand for illegal cellphpnes
which allow inmates who often come from “poor oranpoor”’ families to stay in touch with their
families. They suggest that CDCR experiment withvmting a weekly call allowance free of charge and
assess whether this leads to a reduced numbelgfiaee-related rules violations. In addition, damito
recommendations provided by this subcommittee ist yaars, the evaluators recommend enhanced
substanci11 use disorder treatment that utilizestaoubs replacement therapies such as methadone or
naltrexone.

It is worth noting that CDCR is currently condugfia medication assisted treatment pilot that ineslv
the use of naltrexone for substance use disordattrent. However, the pilot does not include the af
methadone.

Staff Recommendation.Hold open.

! Raphael, Steven, et al. “The Effects of Califomnhanced Drug and Contraband Interdiction Progsa Drug Abuse and
Inmate Misconduct in California’s Prisons.” Univigysof California at Berkeley. April 29, 2017.
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Issue 10: Case Management Reentry

May Revise Proposal.The May Revision requests $2.7 million General damd 21 positions to
continue the case management reentry program (CMRMEh is designed to provide intensive case
management services to address homelessnesssjodBes mental illness, and developmental disagsiliti
among parolees in five counties.

Background. In the 2014 budget, $2.5 million in Recidivism Retion Fund money was dedicated to
creating a pilot project designed to provide inteasase management for high risk parolees whahare
most likely to return to prison. The pilot was iraplented in Sacramento, San Diego, San Francisco,
Kern and Los Angeles counties.

On March 2, 2017, the University of California aidLAngeles provided the final evaluation of theecas
management reentry pilot. The report found thait #erly review indicates that overall CMRP maydol
promise for reducing recidivism and increasing dqiuality of life for mentally ill offenders returngnto

the community. The researchers note that not enpagblees have had time to move through all three
phases of the program and therefore concrete seahtiut the success of the intervention will need t
wait until the program has been in place for a éngeriod of time.

Staff Comment. This pilot project was implemented at the urgingtloé Senate during negotiations
related to Recidivism Reduction Fund spending.

Staff Recommendation.Hold open.

Issue 11: Roof Replacement

May Revise Proposal.The May Revision requests $34.9 million Generahd-to replace roofs at the
California Correctional Institution, Pleasant ValléState Prison, and Salinas State Prison. The
Administration notes that the severity of storm€atifornia this past year has damaged the rootiseste
three prisons.

Staff Recommendation.Hold open.

Issue 12: Physician Retention Strategies

May Revise Proposal.The May Revision requests $7 million General Fand 44 positions 2017-18,
growing to $14 million in 2018-19, to implement igian retention strategies to address high vacancy
rates in the state prisons. The resources willatloe federal healthcare receiver to expand thesotr
telemedicine program and establish regional sugpars.

Justification. Through prior recruitment efforts, the federal iee€s office has found that many
candidates are not interested in working in anitutgin setting, but would be interested in prowigli
telemedicine services. The expansion of telemeeljdime receiver believes, will provide an effectivay
of addressing vacancies that cannot be readildfithrough the normal civil service process or amtt
registry. In addition, the receiver believes tha treation of regional support times will helprébain
medical personnel by providing coaching, mentorarg] orientation for primary care physicians whe ar
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new to working in a prison setting. In additiore ttegional support teams will provide coveragesfoort-
term absences of physicians in the prisons.

Legislative Analyst’s Office (LAO). As discussed below, the LAO recommends approviegelquested
telemedicine and regional support team positiomsvéVer, they recommend only providing $1.8 million
in 2017-18 and ongoing, as the remaining fundgHese positions can be derived from physician galar
savings.

Telemedicine.The LAO recommends approving the 31 positions éerhedicine, which would
be funded by salary savings in 2017-18. Howeveay tecommend rejecting the proposed $10.4
million from the General Fund to pay for these poes on an ongoing basis starting in 2018-19.
General Fund resources would only be necessatlyphwgsician vacancies are filled by the end of
2017-18, which seems highly unlikely given the dnigtal difficulty of filling these positions. To
the extent that the Receiver demonstrates thatnvgmasitions have been filled and there is no
longer salary savings in the future, additionabteses could be requested at that time.

Regional Support TeamsThe LAO recommends approving the 13 positions regicupport
team positions. However, they recommend only appge$1.8 million of the proposed funding—
half the amount proposed by the Receiver. This #iilBon would be used to support the work
related to training and supporting newly hired ptigeis. Since the remainder of the workload
would be covering for vacant physician positionspbysicians on leave, that workload can be
supported by the physician salary savings. To ¥tene that the Receiver demonstrates that vacant
positions have been filled and there is no longdarg savings in the future, additional resources
could be requested at that time.

Staff Comment. The subcommittee discussed the problem of recruitna@d retention of medical
personnel during its subcommittee hearings on Mafthand April 27". Agendas and video recordings
from both hearings are available on the State $amabsite.

Staff Recommendation.Hold open.
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