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PROPOSED FOR VOTE ONLY
Department of Justice

1. Racial Identify Profiling Act of 2015. The Department of Justice requests a permanent
augmentation of 41 positions and $7.9 million Gah&und for the workload associated with AB
953 (Weber) Chapter 466, Statutes of 2015, winkzfuires local law enforcement agencies to
report specified information on traffic stops t@ tAttorney General's office; and establishes the
Racial and Identity Profiling Advisory Board (RIPA)

Staff Recommendation: Approve as budgeted. The budget request is consigli¢h the fiscal
analysis of the implementing legislation.

2. Consumer Protection Enforcement Initiative. The Department of Justice requests a permanent
increase of seven positions and $1.4 million frdva tegal Services Revolving Fund for the
purpose of reducing average case processing wok i work toward meeting the goals of the
Department of Consumer Affairs Consumer Protediinforcement Initiative.

Previous Subcommittee Hearing:This item was discussed and acted upon in Senadge® and
Fiscal Review Subcommittee No. 4, which handledxdpartment of Consumer Affairs budget.

Staff Recommendation:Conform to Subcommittee No. 4 action and rejecipitoposed funding.

3. Major League Sports Betting Event RafflesThe proposed budget requests a three-year limited-
term General Fund increase of $335,000 beginning0it6-17 and two positions to address the
workload related to the implementation of the Mdjeague Sporting Event Raffles Program.

Previous Subcommittee Hearing:This item was discussed during the subcommitteegschi
10" hearing.

Staff Recommendation: Create the Major League Sporting Event Raffle Fand approve a
General Fund loan of $335,000 per year, for theses,

4. Armed Prohibited Persons System (APPS)The budget proposes an on-going increase of $4.7
million in Firearms Safety and Enforcement SpeEwahd (FS&E) to provide permanent funding
for 22 positions for APPS investigations. Currendly APPS-related activities are funded through
the Dealer Record of Sale Special Account (DROSomcet. The DROS fund requires an
appropriation from the Legislature. The FS&E fuadtontinuously appropriated. Therefore, if the
proposed funding shift is approved, the Departnndustice (DOJ) would not require future
legislative authority to expend money depositethanfund for APPS.

Previous Subcommittee Hearing:This item was discussed during the subcommitteegschi
10" hearing.

Staff Recommendation:Approve the budget proposal and adopt placehotdéett bill language
removing the continuous appropriation authoritynfrboth the FS & E fund and the Firearms
Safety Account (FSA). In addition, provide the Attey General's office with the authority to
increase both the FS & E and the FSA fees at anto exceed the Consumer Price Index (CPI).
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5. Technical Adjustment. The Department of Justice requests to adjust spgradithority in three
special funds in order to properly align prograniivéiees with fund sources. Specifically, the
Department of Justice would like to increase spama@iuthority in the Unfair Competition Law
Fund by $10,746,000, increase spending authoritierPublic Rights Law Enforcement Fund by
$5,724,000 and reduce spending authority in thealL&grvices Revolving Fund by $16,470,000.
This is a zero cost request.

Staff Recommendation:Approve as proposed.

California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation (CDCR)

6. Spring Finance Letter: Automated Reentry ManagementSystem.CDCR requests $4.5 million
(General Fund) in 2016-17 and 2017-18 to implen@mse two of the Automated Reentry
Management System (ARMS).

Previous Subcommittee HearingThis item was discussed during the subcommitteesy Bth
hearing.

Staff Recommendation:Approve the spring finance letter request and aidopplemental report
language (SRL) requiring CDCR to report on any ensgehabilitation funds and how those
funds were redirected within the rehabilitation getdby January 10, 2017.

7. Deuel Vocational Institution: Solid Cell Fronts. This proposal requests $11.6 million to replace
the existing barred cell fronts in the K-Wing Adnsitnative Segregation Unit (ASU) at the Deuel
Vocational Institution (DVI) with solid cell frontsThe K-Wing contains 143 cells, one Americans
with Disabilities Act (ADA) cell, and six showerkédt do not currently have solid cell fronts. The
scope of work will include new locking mechanismalid fronts on the six showers that serve the
unit, modifications to the existing heating/verida system, upgrades to the electrical system,
asbestos and lead paint abatement, and the additidocal fire alarm and fire suppression
systems.

The renovation of ASUs with solid cell fronts adeBes an important security need within prison
facilities. In addition, the replacement of barregll fronts and cell modifications related to

heating/ventilation systems reduces suicide risksich is of interest to the federal court in

Coleman v. Brown.

Preliminary plans were funded in the 2007 Budget axa working drawings were funded in the
2015 Budget Act. This proposal requests projectifug for the construction phase, which has
been updated to include current fire code requirgsadentified during design. The total

estimated project cost is $12,814,000.

Previous Subcommittee Hearing:This item was discussed during the subcommitteesy Bth
hearing.

Staff Recommendation:No recommendation.

8. Segregated Housing Unit ConversionThe Governor’s budget proposes to reduce Generad F
support for CDCR by $16 million in 2015-16 and b38$million in 2016—-17 to account for
savings from a reduction in the number of inmaimsskd in segregated housing units. According
to the department, the policy changes it is implaing pursuant to the Ashker v. Brown
settlement will reduce the number of inmates haldAEUs and SHUs, allowing it to convert
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several of these units to less expensive genenallation housing units. For example, CDCR
estimates that the number of inmates held in SHidddcdecline by around 1,000, or about one—
third of the current population.

In addition, the Administration requests $3.4 naitliGeneral Fund for 2015-16, and $5.8 million
General Fund for 2016-17 to increase the numbstadf in the Investigative Services Unit (ISU),
which would offset the above 2016-17 savings. Huirected funding would support the addition
of 48 correctional officers to the ISU.

Previous Subcommittee Hearing:This item was discussed during the subcommitteegschi
17" hearing.

Staff Recommendation:Reject the request for $3.4 million General FuodZ015-16, and $5.8
million General Fund for 2016-17, and the additmfn48 correctional officer positions for the
Investigative Services Unit. Approve the remainafethe proposal.

9. Long-Term Offender Programming. The budget proposes an increase of $10.5 milliene@al
Fund for the expansion of several programs fortkfen and long-term offenders.

Previous Subcommittee Hearing:This item was discussed during the subcommittegsl A™
hearing.

Staff Recommendation:Approve the $10.5 million General Fund increaseaddition:

* Augment the funding by $5 million General Fund 018-7, and $10 million General Fund
in 2017-18 and on-going for CDCR to provide pernmnéunding to nonprofit
organizations currently working in state prisons/akinteers or innovative program grant
recipients who are providing restorative justicel affender accountability programs that
have proven to be successful for long-term, lifestenmates.

* Adopt draft trailer bill language requiring CDCR tmnvene an on-going workgroup
comprised of senior staff from organizations cutlyeproviding successful rehabilitative
programming through private resources and fundsviged by the Innovative
Programming Grant program to assist CDCR in dewetpphe scope of the offender
responsibility/restorative justice programming, athod for evaluating the success of the
programs, a plan for implementing the expanded naragiing at institutions with the
greatest need, and to operate as a liaison betwersprofit organizations providing
innovative programming and CDCR headquarters toistaswith any on-going
implementation concerns. In addition, the languagkerequire that inmates successfully
completing these programs will receive milestoreslits for their participation.

* Adopt placeholder trailer bill to allow inmates wag life terms to have extended family
visits, if otherwise eligible.

10.Council on Mentally Il Offenders (COMIO). The May Revision requests $233,000 Mental
Health Services Fund and two positions to supp@MIO’s activities including data collection
and analysis regarding the service utilization ibgividuals with mental iliness in the criminal
justice system, and promotion of strategies to cedariminalization of persons with mental
illness.

Staff Recommendation:Approve as proposed.
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11.Community Corrections Performance Incentive Grant. The May Revision proposes reducing
community corrections performance incentive grantding by $4,344,000, based on a full year of
actual data for calendar year 2015, pursuant t6 BB(Leno), Chapter 608, Statutes of 2009.

Staff Recommendation:Approve as proposed.

Board of State and Community Corrections

12.Strengthening Law Enforcement and Community Relatios Grants. The Governor has
proposed $6 million in ongoing General Fund to tar providing community relations grants.

Previous Subcommittee Hearing:This item was discussed during the subcommittegsl A™
hearing.

Staff Recommendation:Conform to Assembly Budget Subcommittee No. 5 acéind reject the
proposed funding.

13.Executive Steering Committee (ESC) Trailer Bill Larguage.As discussed during the April"7

subcommittee hearing, BSCC has staff advised potispeProposition 47 ESC members that
employees of nongovernmental entities or serviceigers that “might receive Prop 47 funding”
are “financially interested” individuals for purpes of Government Code Section 1090 and, as a
result, are prohibited from participating in the E$rocess. In addition, nongovernmental
stakeholders were advised that they would be reghaas “financially interested” and ineligible
for ESC participation if they “serve with an orgaation that might make a contribution” to the
Proposition 47 fund. BSCC sent a similar notice thembers of the Strengthening Law
Enforcement and Community Relations Grant ESC. &@Hiesitations have been applied by the
BSCC only to persons who are employees of nhongovenial entities.

Previous Subcommittee HearingThis item was discussed during the subcommitte@sl Ath
hearing.

Staff Recommendation: Adopt draft trailer bill language repealing thetstary changes that
were adopted in the 2013 Public Safety Trailer B8B 74 (Committee on Budget and Fiscal
Review) Chapter 30, Statutes of 2013), which exengmvernment employees from certain
conflict laws when they serve on committees unkderbioard.

14.City Police Department Funding. The Governor’s budget includes $20 million Gené&iahd for
city police departments. The Legislature has notixed any details on how the funding will be
distributed, its purpose or justification for iteclusion in the budget.

Previous Subcommittee Hearing:As noted during the April "7 hearing, absent a proposal from
the Administration, the subcommittee will not dissuhe funding request.

Staff Recommendation:Reject the $20 million GF augmentation for cityipeldepartments.

15. Jail Construction Funding. The Governor’s budget includes $250 million Geh&wnd for jail
construction funding for those counties that hawé meceived previous funding or were only
partially funded.

Previous Subcommittee Hearing:This item was discussed during the subcommittegsl A™
hearing.
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Staff Recommendation: Reject the Governor’s proposed jail constructionding and instead,

approve the following General Fund augmentationd aecessary budget bill and trailer bill
language for investments designed to reduce peopiedblvement in the criminal justice system.
Specifically:

» $100 million for grants for infrastructure upgradesl/or expansions to assist communities
in providing services to combat homelessness, humadincking, domestic violence, and
provide mental health or substance use disordaimtent.

* $80 million to build capacity for the continuumdfildren’s mental health crisis services.

e $29 million for local law enforcement to strengtheommunity relationships, combat
crime and reduce the impact of the drug epidematuding funding for diversion, local
law enforcement training, and resources to mitiglaempact of drug overdoses.

« $28 million to help counties reduce teen pregnanamong at-risk youth and the spread of
sexually-transmitted diseases.

* $3 million for enhanced substance use disordetnrert and reentry support services for
inmates and former inmates.

16.Post Release Community SupervisionThe May Revision requests an increase of $4.2 anilli
General Fund to reflect a revised estimate of #mpbrary increase in the average daily
population of offenders who have been placed o mdsase community supervision as a result
of a court ordered expansion of two-for-one cretditsligible offenders.

Staff Recommendation:Approve as proposed.

Judicial Branch

17.Court Innovation Grants. The Governor's budget proposes $30 million in tme General
Fund support to create a new Court Innovations 3?amgram.

Previous Subcommittee Hearing:This item was discussed during the subcommitteegschi
10th hearing.

Staff Recommendation:Reject the $30 million augmentation for innovatgrants.

18. Technical Adjustment. The May Revise requests an increase of $531,00@r@eFund to reflect
updated health benefit and retirement rate costsiéd court employees.

Staff Recommendation:Approve as proposed.

19.Proposition 47 Workload and Savings.The Governor's budget requests a one-time General
Fund augmentation of $21.4 million to address tivedased workload associated with Proposition
47. In addition, the Governor’s budget notes tia tourts will save $1.7 million General Fund a
year as a result of the reduced workload assocwitddProposition 47. The proposed budget does
not reflect those savings.

Previous Subcommittee HearingThis item was discussed during the subcommitte@sl Ath
hearing.
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Staff Recommendation: Approve the one-time General Fund increase of $2dillon and
reduce the on-going trial court budget by $1.7ionliGeneral Fund.

Department of State Hospitals (DSH)

20.Updated Proposition 47 SavingsThe updated estimate for Proposition 47 includethenMay
Revise estimates that the Department of State kaspiill save $8.9 million General Fund as a
result of the reduced patient caseload due to Rropo 47.

Previous Subcommittee Hearing:The subcommittee reduced the DSH budget by $8.lfomil
General Fund during its April Z&hearing.

Staff Recommendation:Increase the savings in the DSH budget to refleetupdated savings
estimate of $8,851,042.

21.Napa State Hospital Earthquake RepairsThe May Revision requests a General Fund decrease
of $989,000 to reflect updated costs associateld thiz repair of damages sustained at the Napa
State Hospital during the August 2014 earthquake.

Staff Recommendation:Approve as proposed.
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ITEMS TO BE HEARD

0820 [EPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

| Issue 1: Rape Kit Testing Backlog

Background. Current law requires an adult arrested for or obargvith a felony, and a juvenile
adjudicated for a felony, to submit DNA samplesal$o specifies that law enforcement should doaine
the following for any sexual assault forensic ewickereceived by the law enforcement agency onter af
January 1, 2015:

1. Submit sexual assault forensic evidence to the ecriab within 20 days after it is booked into
evidence; or

2. Ensure that a rapid turnaround DNA program is ecelto submit forensic evidence collected from
the victim of a sexual assault directly from thedmal facility where the victim is examined to the
crime lab within five days after the evidence isamfoed from the victim.

Current law encourages DNA analysis of rape kithiwithe statute of limitations, which states that
criminal complaint must be filed within one yeateafthe identification of the suspect by DNA eviden
and that DNA evidence must be analyzed within twarg of the offense for which it was collected.
Current law also encourages crime labs to do otileeofollowing:

1. Process rape kits, create DNA profiles when possibhd upload qualifying DNA profiles into
CODIS within 120 days of receipt of the rape kit; 0

2. Transmit the rape kit to another crime lab withindays to create a DNA profile, and then upload the
profile into CODIS within 30 days of being notifi@tbout the presence of DNA.

Current law also requires law enforcement ageroi@sform victims in writing if they intend to desly a
rape kit 60 days prior to the destruction of thper&it, when the case is unsolved and the statute o
limitations has not run out.

SAFE-T was created by the Department of Justic2GhS5, based on voluntary data input from law
enforcement agencies, to help track how many régenere not being tested. However, a recent tepor
by the California State Auditor found that law emkment agencies rarely document reasons for not
analyzing sexual assault evidence kits. The dadnd 45 cases in which the kits were not submifbed
analysis. Upon a more in-depth review of the imdlial cases, the report found that analysis ofkitse
would not have been likely to further the investiga of those cases. Even though the individuadoea

for not testing the kits was found to be reasonablke report still stressed the need for more méttron
about why agencies decide to send some kits fongelsut not others.

Staff Comment. This is an oversight item. No action is necessarpia time. DOJ and the Legislative
Analyst’s Office will provide an update on the st&bf the testing of rape Kkits.
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0250JuDIcIAL BRANCH

Issue 1: Trial Court Operations Funding

Governor’s Budget. The Governor’s budget proposes a $20 million (g parcent) General Fund base
augmentation for trial court operations. In addifithe proposed budget includes a trailer bill psab to
shift four vacant judgeships from one area of tagesto another.

Staff Comments. Overall trial court funding and the funding sholitfaere discussed in detail in this
subcommittee on March T0Among the concerns raised by the subcommittee beesrwas the lack of
adequate funding for dependency counsel. In addittbe Judicial Counsel noted that while the
Administration proposed an hourly wage increase dppellate attorneys, no increased funding was
provided for the six appellate projects. The Mat&fi agenda notes that the Judicial Counsel argues that
“while the costs of rent, employee benefits, maodaprofessional and fiduciary insurance, the nieed
improved technology, and all other costs of doingibess have increased substantially, the amount of
funding available for these projects has not ineedasince FY 2007-08.”

Staff Recommendation.

1. Approve as budgeted and adopt as placeholder tmeimgtration’s proposed trailer bill language
shifting four judgeships from Santa Clara and Aldmesuperior courts to San Bernardino and
Riverside superior courts.

2. Reject the Governor's January budget proposed $800General Fund augmentation to counties for
increased trial court security levels resultingnfrothe reallocation of the trial court judgeshipsl an
their staffing complements.

3. Augment the trial courts budget for the dependermynsel by $29 million General Fund and $2.2
million General Fund to increase funding for theelfate projects. Approve budget bill language
requiring $7 million to be used on an on-going basi hold those counties with lower client-to-
attorney ratios harmless.

Issue 2: Civil Case Management System Replacement

May Revision Proposal.The May Revision requests a one-time General Fugnantation of $24.8
million. The request is for $12.4 million in fiscgkar (FY) 2016-2017; $9.2 million in FY 2017- 2018
and $3.2 million in FY 2018-2019 to replace the @8urt Case Management System in the superior
courts of Orange, Sacramento, San Diego, and Vactunties.

Justification. Funding would support transition for four courterfr the V3 case management system to
modem, commercial off-the shelf case managemertersgs

* Odyssey from Tyler Technologies, in the Superiou@of Orange, San Diego, and
* Ventura Counties.
» C-Trak from Thomson-Reuters, in the Superior Cotiacramento County.

Both case management systems were selected bpuhts éollowing a Request for Proposal vetting and
evaluation by the branch that resulted in Mastewies Agreements for three vendors. Each court

Senate Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review Page 1



Subcommittee No. 5 May 18, 2016

further evaluated the three vendors, selected dse management system that best fits the coursneed
and plans to convert all cases to a single veradoresources and funding are available.

The requested funding will be used to purchase cageagement system software, related software
licenses and hardware, and changes to the newraasagement system to provide levels of functiopalit
and performance that are similar to existing levitlsill also be used to configure the systemsdach
court, convert existing case data and electronaunents to the new system, and fund implementation
costs, including limited-term staff, in each court.

Background. The judicial branch spends approximately $6.5 onllannually to maintain the V3 case
management system (CMS) that is used by four cetite Superior Courts of Orange, Sacramento, San
Diego, and Ventura Counties—to manage approximéBlyercent of civil, small claims, probate, and
mental health cases statewide. These courts mdxd¢astial contributions to the development of aecas
management system intended for use by all coutie. @roject to deploy the statewide system was
terminated in March 2012, leaving these four cowits an aging case management system that cannot
be improved without legislative approval.

Staff Recommendation Approve as proposed.

Issue 3: Trial Court Emergency Reserve

Governor's Budget. The proposed budget includes $10 million GeneraldFan a one-time basis to
establish a state level reserve for emergency @kjueas for the trial courts. Any funding used lire tfirst
year would be replenished through the Trial CouusT Fund.

Trailer Bill Proposal. The Governor’'s budget includes trailer bill langeagodifying the current
emergency reserve funding policy for the trial ¢suinder this proposal, the Judicial Council would
maintain $10 million in a reserve to be used byiadial trial courts in the event of an emergenicy.
addition, the language requires the Judicial Cduncreport to the Legislature and the Departmént o
Finance by October 1 of each year all requestduioding and allocations made during the preceding
year.

Under current law, the Judicial Council sets aswde percent of trial court funding for local triaburt
emergencies and is required to report to the Lagisd on all requests and allocations by April 1Baxh
year.

Staff Recommendation Approve as budgeted.

Issue 4: Sargent Shriver Civil Counsel Act

Trailer Bill. Authorizing statute for the Sargent Shriver Civibubisel Act (Government Code Section
70626) is set to sunset on July 1, 20Ie Governor’'s budget does not include trailer liiguage
extending or eliminating the sunset.

Background. Since enactment of the Sargent Shriver Civil CouAsg AB 590 (Feuer), Chapter 457,
Statutes of 2009, the Judicial Council has choseers pilot projects to provide legal representatma
selected number of low-income Californians. Theitkagure has funded these projects at $9.5 mifhien
year (starting in 2011). The pilots are adminigielbg the Judicial Council. These seven pilot prigiec
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each in a different area of the state, target casasving critical legal issues that affect basieman
needs such as housing, custody, conservatorshgp,gaardianship. In these kinds of disputes, low-
income litigants are, for the most part, unreprésshr-and often unaware of the various options open t
them. The pilots target cases in which one sidepsesented by a lawyer and the other is not.

Each project is a partnership of a lead legal sesvinonprofit corporation, the court, and otheileg
services providers in the community. The project®vigle legal representation to low-income
Californians at or below 200 percent of the fedgraverty level. When selecting cases, the agencies
consider the complexity of the case and whethepthtential client has special challenges, suclmased
English proficiency, illiteracy, or disabilities.n€y also review how serious the case is and whéiieer
client has a good chance of prevailing. In additittre agencies look at whether providing assistance
might save money in the long run by reducing th&sof social services such as homeless and damesti
violence shelters.

Since the need for services is expected to outpsedable funding, it is not possible to providé al
eligible low-income parties with attorneys. Thube tcourt partners also receive funding to change
procedures and practices to ensure those partiesstithlack attorneys have meaningful access o th
courts, have their cases heard on the merits, ambtiunintentionally give up their rights. Thesmut
services include expanded mediation assistancgu#e interpreters, a probate facilitator, a hausin
inspector, special parenting workshops, and otmeative methods to address these important and
challenging cases.

The legal services agencies selected for the projects screen litigants to identify eligible clie and
contract with other legal services providers in doenmunity to provide services. Staff attorneysewer
hired, but pro bono work by outside attorneys soancouraged. The lead legal services agencyis th
main point of contact for referrals from the coartd other agencies. Some projects also provide
assistance from social workers to help address#ues that clients face.

As one of the first programs in the country to camebrepresentation for low-income persons in these
types of cases with court innovation, the Sargemtiv8r Civil Counsel Act has attracted national
attention. The lessons learned should be helpfattier courts working on innovations—and to evegyon
interested in the best ways of ensuring that abqges coming to court get an appropriate levelkegal
assistance in these critical cases.

Funding. Total available funding for all projects is $9.5lllmn per year, funded by a special $10
supplemental filing fee on certain post judgmentions. New projects may be added by competitive
grants if funds become available as the resubh@términation or nonrenewal of a project.

Staff Recommendation: Adopt placeholder trailer bill language repealiig tsunset of the Sargent
Shriver Civil Counsel Act.
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5225 [EPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS AND REHABILITATION (CDCR)

| Issue 1: Population Adjustments

May Revise Proposal.The May Revision requests the following populatexijustments based upon
updated caseload projections, delays in constmctend additional alternative custody program
placements:

e Adult Population Adjustment -The population adjustment includes a net decre&sk9,977,000,
which is comprised of a $9,798,000 General Fundedse and a $179,000 Inmate Welfare Fund
decrease.

The May Revision reflects an estimated averaget aailly population of 128,821 in fiscal year 2016-

17. This is 13 fewer than projected in the Goveémbudget. The projected adult parolee average
daily population is 42,601 in 2016-17. This is arcrease of 30 from the Governor’'s budget
projection.

* Juvenile Population Adjustment -The population adjustment includes a General Fdecrease
$259,000 and reimbursement increase of $4,00(flexteevised juvenile population projections. The
May Revision reflects an estimated average dailyupagion of 709 wards in 2016-17, which are 10
less than projected in the Governor’s budget.

* RJ Donovan Correctional Facility Adjustment Fhe population adjustment includes a reduction of
$10.3 million and 84.3 positions in 2015-16, andea reduction of $64,000 and 1.3 positions related
to a six-month delay in the activation of the 7% nfill project.

» Alternative Custody Program (ACP) Population Fhe population adjustment includes $1.8 million
General Fund and 9.5 positions to include sup@mwisof the Alternative Custody Program
participants in the calculation for the parole pagion, which is adjusted on an ongoing basis & th
Fall Population and May Revision processes. The oeffects the supervision of both male and
female ACP participants.

* Female Community Reentry Expansion The population adjustment includes the expansfoine
Custody to Community Transitional Reentry Progr&®dCRP) to include a new 50-bed facility in
Sacramento. The cost of that expansion is $2.8 @eRend and five positions in 2016-17, and an
estimated $2.5 million General Fund and five posgifor 2017-18.

Additionally, the CCTRP adjustment includes a daseeof $2.1 million General Fund and 3.8
positions in 2015-16 to reflect the updated popoahoused at the current CCTRP facilities.

Staff Comment. The subcommittee received an overview of the Gamé&nlanuary budget, including
population projections, during its March® earing. In addition, the subcommittee had aneipti
discussion of CDCR’s alternative custody and haygirograms during its March $7hearing. Details
and agendas from both hearings are available orS#mate Budget and Fiscal Review Committee’s
website.

Staff Recommendation Approve as proposed.
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Issue 2: Electronic Health Records System (EHRS)

May Revision Proposal. The May Revision includes an increase of $35.9iomllGeneral Fund to
provide expanded functionality of the new electcohealth record system to include dental patiedt an
scheduling information. The May Revision commit0$8million over the next three years for this
purpose, and $5.8 million on-going.

Background. The EHRS was developed to provide an electronitttheacord that would be available at
all institutions without having to transport documtgacross institutions and would provide real-tofaéa

on the level of care provided to inmates. When ghgject was initially approved by the California
Department of Technology in 2013, it estimatedtaltproject cost of $182 million. The project began
2013 and was originally slated for completion il 20The initial design of the system was complébed
testing in late 2015 and rolled out to pilot ingiibns to determine whether the system functioned a
planned. The receiver indicates that during rollguoblems were identified resulting in further
implementation being postponed.

Staff Recommendation Approve as proposed.

Issue 3: Basic Correctional Officer Academy

May Revision Proposal.The May Revision requests a General Fund decrea$210487,000 and 265
positions to reduce the annual capacity for thedB@srrectional Officer Academy from approximately
3,300 to 2,100 cadets and align ongoing acadenguress with current attrition rates. This adjusttnen
includes two-year limited-term resources to opetatetraining academies annually for both the Dois
of Juvenile Justice and the Division of Adult Par@lperations.

Staff Recommendation. Approve the requested decrease. In addition, agtgeholder trailer bill
language requiring the Commission on Correctiomalde Officer Standards and Training (CPOST) to do
the following:

» Consider including additional training in the aredsnental health and rehabilitation, as
well as coursework on the theory and history ofexions as part of their review of the
correctional officer academy training curriculum.

» Partner with the Office of the Chancellor of thelifoania Community Colleges to
develop a plan to affiliate the Department of Cctims and Rehabilitation with the
community colleges for purposes of assisting in tt@ning state correctional peace
officer apprentices.

* Report to the Legislature on both of the above irequents.

« Establish and maintain an Internet Web site thatittes specific information about the

work of CPOST.

Issue 4: Leadership Training

May Revision Proposal.The May Revision includes $4 million General Fund €DCR to increase its
leadership training efforts, evaluate its curremrkiorce, and create a succession management plan.
Primarily, the funding will be used for the followg:
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* $2,296,000 to effectively implement a successfubdership Training course. Through contract
funding, CDCR will explore partnerships with theademic community to develop and deliver
training that will improve the knowledge and skith$ existing executive management while also
preparing supervisory and managerial staff to asshigher-level executive positions.

* $1,268,000 and nine positions for the Advanced hiegr Institute, which includes travel costs, and
training tools for the sergeants' academies.

e $421,000 and four positions to develop, implemesmid evaluate workforce and succession
management for the department.

Background. Earlier this year, CDCR released dipdated Plan for the Future of Correctiors a
follow-up to their 2012 blueprint. In the updatddmp CDCR noted:

Like most entities throughout state governmengnt®n and succession planning has been an
ongoing challenge for the Department. Successianrphg provides the ability to forecast future
workforce needs and develop strategies to promotalented, competent workforce, and to
mitigate the loss of institutional knowledge thrbugttrition. The Department is currently
underprepared for the impending retirement of hygkkilled and experienced custody and
technical supervisors, managers, and executivespaenious efforts have not been robust enough
to address the problem. The Department currenths Wg465 employees in supervisory,
managerial and exempt classifications. Recent datav that approximately 74 percent of those
employees will be at or reach retirement age inrtbgt ten years. Furthermore, of the 74 percent,
approximately 71 percent of those employees wilatber will reach retirement age in the next
five years.

To address this issue, the Department will workhwither agencies to design staff development
programs. Specifically, the Department plans toateeimproved leadership training curricula
which will enhance leadership skills and supporhtgmuous organizational development. The
training will focus on executives as well as prepamployees for positions such as Warden and
Superintendent. This training is imperative to [@ep the Department's supervisory and
managerial staff to assume executive-level positiae more executives retire. An effective
succession management plan will help prepare sidfe successful future leaders.

This proposal is designed to begin addressingtibgfalls discussed in that report.

Staff Recommendation. Approve the proposed funding and concept, pendintér discussion between
the Administration and the Legislature on specHiadget bill and trailer bill language. In addition,
include the following augmentations:

* $2 million one-time General Fund for CDCR to workhwthe National Institute of Corrections to
develop a new cadet mentor pilot project desigoedain CDCR sergeants and lieutenants to serve as
mentors to new correctional officers.

e $1 million one-time General Fund for Innovative Mgement Grants for the support of the
department, including wardens committed to insbtubased management initiatives which promote
workforce excellence. Areas of innovation may in@programs that provide resilience training and
occupational wellness for correctional staff; paogs that employ intra-institution collaborations to
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measure and improve the effectiveness of prisod gespgramming and security for staff and inmates;
programs that assess and promote the occupatigeasonal and family well-being of the
department’s workforce; and any other promisingragphes designed to support the capabilities of
the department’s workforce.

» Adopt placeholder trailer bill language creatingemior warden position and giving Governor, upon
recommendation of the secretary the authority fwoay a senior warden for a state prison in pldce o
a warden.

Issue 5: Relief Factor Adjustment

May Revision Proposal.The May Revision requests a General Fund increb$&19897,000 and 107.5
positions to afford the California Department ofr@ations and Rehabilitation (CDCR) sufficient tinoe
standardize statewide relief utilization policibattwill provide additional time off for correctiahpeace
officers.

Background. The 2014 Budget Aathanged the methodology CDCR uses to calculateelies factor.
Under the proposal, the relief factor would be ghlted based solely on statewide actual leave usage
rather than a combination of actual leave usageaandial rates. In addition, the proposed methagolo
would incorporate types of leave (such as furlodghs) that are not accounted for in the curremngfrel
factor.

Staff Recommendation Approve as requested.

Issue 6: Rehabilitative Programs Expansion

May Revision Proposal.The May Revision includes $24.5 million General &{$3 million Proposition
98) for increased rehabilitative programming. Tineréases include investments in the following:

e eReader Community College Content ($3 million Pseifian 98 General Fundy» CDCR is
currently using approximately 7,500 eReaders twigeinmates enrolled in community colleges
with access to textbook content. This funding wailllow inmates to continue accessing these
materials through eReaders and open educatiorainess.

* Internet Protocol Television Integration Mainten@arend Operations Support ($3.7 million)
These resources will enable CDCR to create thessacg infrastructure at each prison to support
a television network to deliver rehabilitative praghming to more inmates. Ongoing resources
will allow CDCR to support the infrastructure anelvdlop additional program content.

» Cognitive Behavioral Therapy ($2.2 millior) Expands Cognitive Behavioral Therapy programs
currently offered at 13 reentry hubs to all ingtdgos. This expansion will provide more inmates
an opportunity to participate in rehabilitative grams, such as criminal thinking, anger
management, and family relations.

e Substance Use Disorder Treatment ($3.7 milliehis proposal adds 950 substance use disorder
treatment slots to existing programs, thereby ahgWCDCR to serve more inmates identified as
having a substance use disorder.

e Career Technical Education Programs ($2.3 millien)Adds 12 career technical education
programs statewide to reduce the current waitistg k&t institutions that have available classroom
space to support these programs.
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Arts in Corrections ($4 million} The Arts in Corrections program is currently avaidaat 19
institutions through a partnership with the Califiar Arts Council. This proposal expands the
program to all institutions to provide more inmavgth an opportunity to participate in programs
that have proven successful in changing behavior.

Innovative Programming Grants ($3.1 million)Continues one-time funding to expand non-profit
programs that have demonstrated success, and @ocwdfender responsibility and restorative
justice principles to prisons with fewer volunt@eograms available.

Third Watch Overtime ($2.5 milliony Provides funding for custody coverage on third Wt
alleviate program space constraints on second watch

Staff Comment. CDCR'’s rehabilitation programming was discussedetail by this committee on April
7™, Among the items heard were an update on the imgéation of SB 1391 (Hancock), Chapter 695,
Statutes of 2014, and overviews of Arts in Corgeddl innovative programming grants, and inmate
education.

Staff Recommendation.

Approve the following —

eReader Community College Content ($3 million Psifion 98 General Fund)

Internet Protocol Television Integration Maintenamnd Operations Support ($3.7 million
Cognitive Behavioral Therapy ($2.2 million)

Career Technical Education Programs ($2.3 million)

Third Watch Overtime ($2.5 million)

Approve with the following with modifications —

Innovative Programming Grants ($3.1 million)Approve the May Revision request. In addition,
make the funding on-going and require that the tgrle awarded for a three-year period, rather
than one year.

Substance Use Disorder Treatment ($3.7 millieypprove both the Governor's January budget
augmentation ($15.2 million) and the May Revisiegquest. In addition, require CDCR to develop
a plan to either move substance use disorder tegdtthe from the Division of Rehabilitative
Services to the Division of Correctional Healthc&ervices (DCHS), consistent with the mental
health treatment, which is currently under DCHStoofully integrate both healthcare services and
rehabilitation services as it relates to providisigbstance use disorder treatment to inmates.
Require CDCR to provide their plan to the Joint isidive Budget Committee and the budget
committees in the Assembly and the Senate by Jadiar2017.

Approve, in addition to the May Revise proposal —

Expand the SB 1391 pilot to include five additiopailsons and two permanent positions in the
Community Colleges Chancellor's Office (CCCO) toomtinate community college programs
within the state prison system. Specifically, CD§Hll provide the following funding to CCCO:

» $2 million in one-time General Fund over two yefansfive additional community college
pilot programs.
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» $1 million in on-going General Fund to create anpament infrastructure at the
Chancellor’s Office for staff and administrativepexises related to inmate education.

Hold open —

* Arts in Corrections ($4 milliony This item will be taken up by the full budget contte next
week in the context of a larger proposal to inceelasmding for the arts. Specifically, the budget
committee will consider the following augmentations

v"In community — Augmenting California Arts Councilograms that expand access to art
and art education in underserved communities.

v In prison — Increasing the Arts in Corrections parg to all 34 institutions as proposed in
the May Revision and reinstituting the artist faatbr positions at all prisons and
expanding the duties of the artist facilitators toclude facilitating innovative
programming.

v' Reentry/Bridging — Establishing a pilot program hiit the California Arts Council to
facilitate and expand arts programs designed tp fa@imer inmates with the transition
from prison back into their community.
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5227BOARD OF STATE AND COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS (BSCC)
8120CoMMISSION ON PEACE OFFICER STANDARDS AND TRAINING (POST)

Issue 1: General Fund Backfill

May Revision Proposals.

Commission on Peace Officers Standards and TrainifBOST). The Governor's May Revision
proposes to shift an additional $3.5 million in tsosom the Peace Officers Training Fund (POTRhi®
General Fund. This would be in addition to the $iiBion cost shift to the General Fund proposed in
January.

The Governor’'s May Revision proposes to furtheupsdthe amount transferred from the Driver Training
Penalty Assessment Fund to POTF by nearly $2 millithis would be in addition to the $3 million
reduced transfer proposed in January.

Board of State and Community Corrections (BSCQOhe Governor’'s May Revision proposes to shift
$3.1 million in costs from the Corrections TrainikRgnd (CTF) to the General Fund. This would be in
addition to the $490,000 reduction in expenditdresy CTF proposed in January.

Staff Recommendation.Approve as proposed and budget as one-time adjosine the related funds.
In addition, require the Administration to presémt Legislature with a plan in January 2017, with t
release of the Governor’s budget to address thgoorg shortfalls of various state funds depend@oinu
criminal fine and fee revenue.
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9285L ocAL ASSISTANCE—TRIAL COURT SECURITY

| Issue 1: Trial Court Security Funding

May Revision Proposal.The May Revision proposes a $2 million General Fumedease for trial court
security funding, in addition to the $3 million nease proposed in the Governor’s January budget.

Governor’s Budget. The Governor's proposed budget includes a $3 anillceneral Fund increase to
offset the trial court security costs for those t®uwompleting construction after October 9, 20Ldtal
funding in the budget for trial court security lbeasistance is $5 million General Fund.

Background. As part of public safety realignment in 2011, trcalurt security and a constitutionally-
protected revenue stream to fund those securitig oare shifted to the county sheriffs. The Govemo
May Revision assumes that there will be $543.8iomillin realigned revenue available for trial court
security in 2016-17. In addition to that base amptire budget assumes that there will be an acditio
$13.6 million in growth funding. That constitute$25 million increase over the 2014-15 funding leve

In the Administration’s May Revision letter theygae that construction projects occupied on or after
October 9, 2011, that modify or create buildingtdiees that increase the overall trial court segurists
constitute a higher level of service and, therefoeguire the state to provide annual funding teeco
those costs.

Prior Budget Actions.The 2014 budget included an increase of $1 milléeneral Fund to address
potential increased court security costs assocwaiddnew courthouse construction. In order to neze
additional funding, counties are required to denvames that they have an increased need for security
staff. The 2015 budget increased the funding to#fton General Fund.

Trailer Bill Language. In addition to the $1 million in funding, the 20btidget included statutory
language limiting eligible courts that have an guamcy date on or after October 9, 2011. Based en th
current list of construction projects, there aréeptially 39 courthouses that may be able to athee
need for a General Fund augmentation for trial teecurity. The language further outlined a prod¢bes
courts would need to go through in order to essalthat they had increased trial court securityscas a
result of construction.

Legislative Concerns The state’s trial courts have faced significants in recent years which have
resulted in the closing of courtrooms throughow $sitate and a reduction in court-related servidss.
courtrooms are closed, the need for trial courtuscis reduced. However, despite a reduction in
workload, the revenue provided to counties forl toaurt 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 providirgggh million in 2014 because of the potential that
General Fund commitment for realigned trial cowtsity would continue to increase year after year,
similar concerns were expresed when the fundingdeabled in 2015. The request to add an additional
$5 million in funding this year suggests that thosacerns were not unfounded.
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Legislative Analyst’'s Office (LAO). The LAO recommended rejecting the initial propodating the
May Revision process in 2014. They acknowledged sbene courts may be experiencing an increased
trial court security need; they were unable to uheiee whether there was a statewide net increasigein
cost of court security. For example, they note @atumber of trial courts closed courtrooms and/or
courthouses to address their ongoing budget rezhsstithereby reducing the trial court security need
and generating cost savings that could be redulecteourts with increased costs. In addition, 20&1
realignment legislation did not envision the sgateviding each county funding based on its actoaltc
security costs. As such, they argued, the prop@salot consistent with the original intent of the
legislation.

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 the $7 million in General Fund proposedugnaent the $557.4 million
in realignment revenue provided in 2016-17 for w@urt security.
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4440 DEPARTMENT OF STATE HOSPITALS (DSH)

Issue 1: Incompetent to Stand Trial Caseload

May Revision Proposal.The May Revision includes three proposals relatntyeating people who have
been deemed incompetent to stand trial (IST). Tret@liested funding for all three is approximatedy} $
million General Fund and 175.5 positions. Spedifjcghe May Revision requests:

e $12.9 million General Fund and 113.8 positions t¢tivate 60 additional beds at Napa State
Hospital. In addition, the May Revision proposeslér bill language increasing the number of
forensic patients that can be treated at Napa Siadpital.

* $5.3 million General Fund and 61.7 positions toivate 25 IST beds at Metropolitan State
Hospital. In addition, the May Revision includesemuest for $2.3 million in reimbursement
authority to add 11 Lanterman-Petris-Short (cigihromitment) beds at Metropolitan.

» $2.7 million General Fund and one position to cacttfor 25 additional jail based restoration of
competency beds.

* Budget bill language authorizing expenditures tog testoration of competency beds once the
contracts have been executed.

Staff Comments.Expanding this program, which allows people whoehbeen deemed incompetent to
stand trial by reason of insanity to receive mehtlth services in the county jail, rather thamde
transferred to a state hospital, should help tacedhe IST waiting list for placement in a stabejtital.

In addition, expanding the program to more coun#glsws county jails to properly assess and treat
inmates who have been found incompetent and aréngan county jails for a bed in the state hodpita
system. By treating those individuals who are eafierestore either in a community mental health
facility or in a jail, counties should be able tmluce the pressure on their jail systems and maicklyg
move individuals with serious mental illnesses tgio the court system and either into long-term
treatment or, if found guilty, to begin servingithjail or prison terms.

Currently, three county sheriffs (Riverside, SanrrBedino and Sacramento) have restoration of
competency programs serving Los Angeles, FresnoSamdJoaquin counties, in addition to the three
counties running the programs. Currently, the JBR@igram is only available in a county jail settagd

not in community mental health facilities, despaaguage that allows for restoration of competeincy
either or jail or a community setting. While thediglature has pushed DSH to prioritize jail and
community-based restoration programs over statpitabgxpansions, progress continues to be slows Th
difficulty comes despite significant interest ore thart of the county sheriffs to find ways to treatd
restore people on the IST waiting list.

The annual cost of the restoration of competenognam is approximately $78,000 per bed, as opposed
to an IST bed in a state hospital that costs ajmately $250,000 per year. Staff has recently ledrimat
DSH and San Diego are entering into negotiationsaf@lO bed restoration program for San Diego.
However, this proposal does not include funding $@n Diego. Given the significant General Fund
savings associated the planned program in San Dtbgolegislature may wish to reduce the state
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hospital expansion by 40 beds and redirect $4.%iomilGeneral Fund to the jail-based competency
program to fund the San Diego program or other anmg that may be ready to open during 2016-17.

Staff Recommendation:
1. Approve the proposal to expand forensic beds atdgetitan State Hospital.

2. Reduce the proposed funding to expand forensic bédsapa State Hospital by $8.6 million
General Fund allowing a 20-bed expansion and atfeptAdministration’s trailer bill language
related to Napa State Hospital as draft, placehdéhguage.

3. Approve the request for funding for 25 jail-basemnpetency beds and the related budget bill
language and augment that funding by $4.9 millieen&al Fund and 40 additional jail-based
beds.

4. Adopt draft, placeholder trailer bill language ding that jail and community-based restoration
programs are part of the state hospitals’ continoficare.

5. Adopt supplemental reporting language requiring D8Kubmit a report detailing the outcomes
DSH uses to measure successful treatment andoigggss toward successfully treating its entire
patient population.

Issue 2: Conditional Release Program (CONREP)

May Revision Proposal.The May Revision requests $1.6 million General Ftmdactivate up to 26
transitional beds for CONREP patients. These bealaqe temporary housing for CONREP patients that
require direct supervision to live in the community

Governor's Budget. The proposed budget includes an additional $3.8amilGeneral Fund in 2016-17

for increased costs related to the DSH Conditi®telease Program (CONREP). The increased costs are
primarily related to an expected increase in theN®EP-sexually violent predator (SVP) caseload ($3
million General Fund). The remaining amount ($800,8General Fund) is due to a change in the
contracting, away from an allocation-based methoglpto a service-based methodology.

Previous Subcommittee Action.On April 28" the subcommittee held open the Governor's budget
request and directed DSH to provide the committige wodated estimates based upon phasing in the new
CONREP-SVP cases and reducing the inpatient furfdinthe SVP caseload.

Background. CONREP provides community treatment and supervismorindividuals who have been
found to be not guilty by reason of insanity (NGhcompetent to stand trial (IST), or have been
designated as mentally disordered offenders (MDQe&ually violent predators (SVP).

CONREP offers individuals direct access to meneslih services during their period of outpatient
treatment. These services are provided by speethliprensic mental health clinicians and include
individual and group therapies, home visits, suirstause disorder screening and psychological
assessments. Currently, DSH contracts with 11 dessifor these services. DSH estimates that the non
SVP CONREP caseload will be 654 individuals in k2@i5-16 and 2016-17.
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CONREP for Sexually Violent PredatorsSVP patients in the state hospital system are ididals who
are convicted of a sex offense and also found e laamental disorder that makes him a danger ersth
and likely to engage in sexually violent behaviothe future. After the completion of the prisomteof a
person convicted of committing a sexually violemime, both DSH and the CDCR evaluate the
individual to determine whether or not he meetsdhteria to be designated as an SVP. If a person i
designated as an SVP, and the courts agree witefignation, that individual is then committed8H
upon completion of their prison term. Every yea§HDwill evaluate their SVP patients to determine
whether or not they meet the criteria to be reléase CONREP or conditionally discharged. That
consideration includes whether the release is énhibst interest of the individual and whether or no
conditions can be imposed upon the release thaldvealequately protect the community.

For SVPs, state law requires that all SVPs whacarglitionally released into their original commugst
must be provided with both treatment and supemisturrently, DSH contracts with one provider who
provides both the required specialized treatmedtsapervision for these individuals. DSH estimaited
there will be 14 SVP-designated individuals in CONRin 2015-16. However, there are currently 12
additional SVP-designated individuals who have tgetitions for release into CONREP. If the court
approves all of the petitions, DSH assumes the CERNBVP caseload will grow to 26 individuals in
2016-17.

The cost for the CONREP-SVP cases is significamtiper than regular CONREP cases, primarily due to
the security requirement. Courts may order 24 fzeday, seven day a week security of people in the
CONREP-SVP for time-limited period during transitiom state hospital to community setting (several
weeks to several months, depending on circumstanCesrently, one individual has been has been
receiving 24 hour-a-day security for over a yeae do safety concerns. DSH does not know when
security for this individual can be suspended. 2B&4-15 average cost-per-case, excluding secisity,
approximately $258,000 for CONREP-SVP services @adtment. The cost rose to an average of
$310,000 per year when security was included. Intrest, the annual cost-per-case for the regular
CONREP cases during 2014-15 was $34,000 per year.

Staff Recommendation.Approve the CONREP funding increase as one-timdifghandrequire DSH
to transition the funding for the eligible treatrhensts associated with CONREP to Medi-Cal by duyly
2017.

Issue 3:ColemanMonitoring Team

May Revision Proposal.The May Revision requests $876,000 and four postio establish a Coleman
monitoring team within the Department of State Hiadp to coordinate and monitor implementation of
the Special Master’'s recommendations to improvatiept care of Coleman patients at each facility.

The Coleman ClassAs of April 18, 2016, there are currently 37,43ates in the Coleman class
(35,335 men and 2,096 women). According to a Deeerid, 1998, court ruling on the definition of the
class, the plaintiffs’ class consists of all innsatéth serious mental disorders who are now, or whib

in the future be, confined within CDCR. A “serionsental disorder” is defined as anyone who is
receiving care through CDCR’s Mental Health Servibelivery System (MHSDS).

MHSDS provides four levels of care, based on theersty of the mental illness. The first level, the
Correctional Clinical Case Management System (CCLN®vides mental health services to inmates
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with serious mental illness with “stable functioginn the general population, an administrative
segregation unit (ASU) or a security housing usH{U)” whose mental health symptoms are under
control or in “partial remission as a result ofattiraent.” As of April 18, 2016, 28,773 mentallyidimates
were at the CCCMS level-of-care.

The remaining three levels of mental health caeefar inmates who are seriously mentally ill andowh
due to their mental illness, are unable to functionthe general prison population. The Enhanced
Outpatient Program (EOP) is for inmates with “acateset or significant decompensation of a serious
mental disorder.” EOP programs are located in dedegl living units at “hub institution[s].” As of il

18, 2016, 6,940 inmates with mental illness weceikeng EOP services and treatment.

Mental health crisis beds (MHCBSs) are for inmatéth wnental illness in psychiatric crisis or in neafd
stabilization pending transfer either to an inpdtieospital setting or a lower level-of-care. MHC&®
generally licensed inpatient units in correctiotralatment centers or other licensed facilitiesy$Sta
MHCBs are limited to not more than ten days. Cutyerthere are 414 inmates receiving this level-of-
care.

Finally, several inpatient hospital programs arailable for class members who require longer-term,
acute care. These programs are primarily operateaddoDepartment of State Hospitals (DSH), with the
exceptions of in-patient care provided to condemimedates and to female inmates. There are three
inpatient psychiatric programs for male inmates bynDSH that are on the grounds of state prisons.
Those programs are DSH-Stockton, on the groundshefCorrectional Healthcare Facility; DSH-
Vacaville, on the grounds of Vacaville State Prisand DSH-Salinas Valley, on the grounds of Salinas
Valley State Prison. There are currently approxetyall,100 patients in those facilities and the DSH
budget for those inmates is approximately $245iomlliGeneral Fund per year. As of April 18, 2016,
1,304 inmates were receiving inpatient care, 4thofe patients were women and 36 were condemned
inmates housed at San Quentin State Prison. Thaimarg 1,223 are receiving care in a DSH facility.

In addition to the patients in the prison-basedcpmtric programs, approximately 250 Coleman class
inmates are receiving care at Atascadero Stateitdbgpd Coalinga State Hospital. The DSH budget fo
those patients is $52 million General Fund per .year

Staff Comment. This subcommittee held an in-depth oversight hgaoim the status of the Coleman-class
inmate patients under the care of both CDCR and D8HA\pril 28". The agenda and details of that
hearing can be found on the Senate Budget andl Rewégew Committee’s website.

In recent years, the Senate has expressed condarthesappropriateness of having DSH provide nlenta
health treatment to CDCR'’s inmates. Under the atirsgstem, the special master has found that DSH is
providing an inadequate level of treatment both @ukack of available staffing and out of apparksar

of the dangers related to providing services aedtmnent to inmates; the clear demonstration by CDCR
that they are better suited to treat even the pat®ntially dangerous inmate patients, as evidebgdtie
robust services and treatment being provided taemmed inmate-patients at the San Quentin psyihiatr
inpatient program (PIP) (discussed in detail in Apil 28" subcommittee agenda); and the fact that
CDCR does not appear to take a holistic approacheteting increases in the need for care, as ewedenc
by the potential for the increased California Me@slony crisis level beds to reduce the availapii
clinicians at DSH-Atascadero who treat Colemangodsi needing acute levels of care (discussed ail det
in the April 28th subcommittee agenda). On top ludse issues, there appears to be an ambiguity
regarding the healthcare provided to the Platasclasates being housed in the co-located DSH PIP
facilities needs to meet the same standards ofasatieat in CDCR’s state-run prisons.
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Given the on-going concern with the DSH-run PIPRg, question remains as to whether or not CDCR
should resume control over the longer-term treatroéoleman inmate-patients. Dedicating permanent
resources toward a workload that could be shont-iarnature appears to be unnecessary.

Staff Recommendation Approve the funding and the positions on a two-yaited term basis.
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