PUBLIC NOTICE AND AGENDA
County of Shasta

Community Corrections Partnership (CCP) Executive Committee Meeting

Wednesday, April 10, 2019, 2:30 pm

City Hall, 2" Floor — Caldwell Park Conference Room

777 Cypress Avenue, Redding CA
WELCOME & INTRODUCTIONS
1. PUBLIC COMMENT
Members of the public will have the opportunity to address the Committee on any
iss_,ue within the jurisdiction of the Committee. Speakers will be limited to three
minutes.

2. APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES

Committee members will review and approve minutes from the February 27, 2019
Executive Committee Meeting.

3. FINANCIAL REPORT
A Financial report on the State allocation to Shasta County.
4. DISCUSSION ITEMS
A.  Committee members will review and discuss the CCP Plan.
5. ACTION ITEMS
6. OPERATIONAL UPDATES
7. OTHER ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION/FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS

8. MEETING SCHEDULES

Executive Committee
Members

Tracie Neal, Probation, Chair

Roger Moore, City of Redding
Police Department

Tom Bosenko, Sheriff’s Office

Stephanie Bridgett, District
Attorney’s Office

Bill Bateman, Public Defender’s
Office

Melissa Fowler-Bradley,
Superior Court

Donnell Ewert, Health and
Human Services Agency

Executive May 22, 2019 Caldwell Park Conference Room 2:30 pmto 5:00 pm

Advisory June 5, 2019 Caldwell Park Conference Room 2:30 pmto 5:00 pm

Executive July 17, 2019 Caldwell Park Conference Room 2:30 pmto 5:00 pm
9. ADJOURN

disability who are covered by the Americans with Disabilities Act.

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, Shasta County will make available to any member of the public who has a disability a
needed modification or accommodation, including an auxiliary aid or service, in order for that person to participate in the public meeting. A
person needing assistance to attend this meeting should contact Teresa Skinner, Senior Staff Analyst at Probation at 530-245-6220 or in person
or by mail at 2684 Radio Lane, Redding, CA 96001, or by email to tskinner@co.shasta.ca.us at least two working days in advance.
Accommodations may include, but are not limited to, interpreters, assistive listening devices, accessible seating, or documentation in an alternate
format. If requested, this document and other agenda and meeting materials can be made available in an alternate format for persons with a

Public records that relate to any of the matters on this agenda (except Closed Session items), and that have been distributed to the members of the CCP,
are available for public inspection at the Shasta County Probation Department, 2684 Radio Lane, Redding, CA 96001. This document and other
Community Corrections Partnership documents are available online at www.co.shasta.ca.us. Questions regarding this agenda may be directed to Teresa

Skinner, Senior Staff Analyst at Probation at 530-245-6220 or by e-mail at tskinner@co.shasta.ca.us.
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Community Corrections Partnership (CCP)
Executive Committee Meeting
February 27, 2019
City Hall — Caldwell Park Conference Room
777 Cypress Avenue, Redding CA

MEMBERS Title of Agency Present | Absent
Tracie Neal Chief Probation Officer — Chairman X
Roger Moore City of Redding Chief of Police X
Tom Bosenko Shasta County Sheriff X
Stephanie Bridgett Shasta County District Attorney X
Bill Bateman Shasta County Public Defender X
Melissa Fowler-Bradley _Shasta County Superior Court - a presiding X
judge of the superior court or designee
Donnell Ewert HHSA - the head of the county department of X
mental health

Attendees:

Chelsey Chappelle, Erin Bertain, Carol Ulloa, Jeremy Kenyon, Teresa Skinner — Shasta County
Probation Department

Joe Chimenti — Shasta County Board of Supervisors

Elaine Grossman — County Administrative Office

Eric Magrini, Dave Kent, Mike Lindsey — Shasta County Sheriff’s Office

Angie Mellis, Ben Hanna — District Attorney’s Office

Dean True, Dianna Wagner — Shasta County Health and Human Services Agency (HHSA)

Jennifer Cross, William Harrison — California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation
(CDCR)/Department of Adult Parole Operations (DAPO)

Brian Muir — Shasta County Auditor Controller’s Office

Robert Bowman, Sandra Hamilton — Shasta College STEP-UP

Amanda Owens, Danielle Gehrung — GEO Reentry

Steve Kohn — Member of the Public

Meeting Overview

The meeting was called to order at 2:31 p.m. A quorum was present. Introductions were made.

Public Comment

There was no public comment.

Approval of Meeting Minutes

Tom Bosenko moved to approve the January 19, 2019 minutes. Roger Moore seconded the motion.
Motion passed: 7 Ayes, 0 Noes, 0 Abstentions



Financial Report

State Allocations to Shasta County

Elaine Grossman distributed a FY 18/19 Revenue handout and stated the January payment was received
and that the handout reflected the CCP distributions as well as the 50/50 District Attorney/Public
Defender distributions. Bill Bateman asked what the total allocation for FY 2019/20 will be. Elaine
Grossman stated that it would be $8.6 million, not including the 50/50 to the DA and PD. She stated that
figure is up from $8 million in FY 18/19 but that number could change with the Governor’s May Revise.
Tom Bosenko stated he spoke with Anderson Police Chief Michael Johnson who was interested in some
of the finances and the different programs that the AB109 money pays for. He stated that Elaine made
her own specific sheet as far as the breakdown for all the programs and where the money goes so he
asked Elaine to reach out to Chief Johnson and give him some information. Tracie Neal stated that the
CCP website also has all the details, and that the annual report was just finalized and is also posted on
the CCP website. Elaine Grossman stated that she will send Chief Johnson the online link when she
sends him her spreadsheet.

Discussion ltems

None.
Action Items
Rescheduling the June 12, 2019 CCP meeting

Roger Moore moved to reschedule the June 12, 2019 meeting to June 5, 2019. Tom Bosenko seconded
the motion.
Motion Passed: 7 Ayes, 0 Noes

FY 2018/19 Budget Requests

Tracie Neal introduced the item and stated that Erin Bertain is passing out packets which are the same
packets as the ones from the January meeting. She stated that Erin would walk the committee though the
handout. She stated that the group at the last meeting discussed the option of going through the budget
item by item.

Erin Bertain stated that this is the same packet that was handed out last month and, unless committee
wants her to, she won’t cover the same things that she did last month. She stated that the bottom line is
that they are spending more money than they are getting. She stated that the first page includes what the
fund balances are and budget requests are. She stated that they did have more money this year due to
growth and more of the fund balance would have been spent this year if they had not gotten such a large
amount of growth. She stated that the increased growth was an anomaly that resulted from higher return
to prison numbers in one year then a drop in the return to prison rates in the next year as well as a higher
amount of total growth statewide. She stated that they don’t anticipate that happening again in this next
year and the opposite will likely be true. She stated that they are spending about 90% of their budget, so
they are not leaving a lot of money on the table. She stated that the second page is the carryover
projections which indicates that by 20/21 they will be at a deficit and even if they spend at 90%, the



deficit will only be pushed out about a year. She stated that the third page was the overview of the
changes that were requested by the departments. She stated that in past, departments only requested
changes to their current budgets. If no request was submitted, it was assumed the budget was status quo.
She stated that the bylaws that were recently adopted included a requirement for all departments to
submit a budget request that included their entire budget. She stated that the page three summary only
includes requested changes and the following pages are the budget justifications for each department.
She stated that they are the same as what was passed out and discussed at the last meeting.

Tracie Neal asked what the budget request total is for this year. Erin Bertain stated that the FY 2019/20
budget request, not including the DA/PD 50/50 split, is $12.1 million, which is an increase of almost
$700k from the prior year. She stated that the carryover projections, on the second page, show the
estimated revenue of $8.7 million which is a very significant difference. She stated that although they
will have about $6.3 million in reserves at the beginning of this year, they are budgeting to spend half of
it. She stated that they have talked for several years about the budgeted expenditures far exceeding the
revenue and that at some point the reserves would not be sufficient.

Stephanie Bridgett asked about the dashes for Probation on the third page. Erin Bertain stated that there
isn’t a specific dollar amount for those items because those items are included in the existing budget and
there are no changes from the prior year. She stated they included them anyway in the interest of
transparency. Stephanie Bridgett clarified that they were not their own line items, but that they are sub-
items. Erin Bertain answered in the affirmative and stated that for the Smart LINK addition for GPS,
there is no increase there because they are requesting to use the GPS money that they are already
budgeted for to try out this SmartLINK mobile application. She stated that with the EPICS train the
trainer item, there is always $100k in the budget for planning and implementation, and they are
requesting to use some of it for the training. Tom Bosenko clarified that the EPICS training would come
out of the $100k that they have for training. Erin Bertain answered in the affirmative and stated that is
comes out of the planning dollars, which is why it is not an increase because the $100k is always included
as a placeholder. She stated for efficiency purposes, it made sense to put the request in now.

Tom Bosenko asked if the HHSA analyst was necessary, because each of the agencies are currently
responsible for getting any statistical data and providing it. He stated that he was trying to see if they
needed to spend $75k on this new position, which would be an ongoing cost. Stephanie Bridgett stated
that is was an area that she had issue with as well. Tracie Neal stated that one of the reasons why they
had added that is because presently, a lot of that data collection goes through Probation. She stated that
the committee had conversations in the past about improving outcomes, setting baselines, and improving
the process of collecting data so that when they have to start looking at where to cut within the budget,
there will be some data and some information to help determine what is being effective. She stated that
they had talked about having an analyst, a statistician, to assist each department. She stated that she
knows that it’s been a struggle for some departments to come up with outcomes, data, and related
material. This analyst would provide assistance to each department in doing that. She stated that if each
department feels confident that they will be able to independently do that within their existing staff, it
isn’t something that we have to do. She stated that this person would assist the committee in coordinating
the annual report and developing presentations. She stated that right now, a lot of the data that they
collect is process data and they don’t really take it to the next step to show what the return on the
investment is.



Tom Bosenko asked if that merits a full-time position, or if it could be a part time position or an extra
duty of an existing position dedicated to answering some of those questions. Tracie Neal stated that she
did not know the answer to that question. She stated that Probation collects a lot of data, and they do a
lot of measurements on an annual basis. Stephanie Bridgett stated that she thought it would be more
work to have to report that to someone who is not housed in their office. She stated that she thinks they
can do that internally just fine. Bill Bateman stated that he shared Tom and Stephanie’s concern,
especially when looking at the Shasta County Public Safety Realignment Plan Annual Report. He stated
that on page two it looks like they’re tracking the number of unsuccessful terminations from Probation,
which seems to be the purpose of the legislation. The programs should prevent people from being
violated from Probation. He stated that if we have the statistics of the people that are terminated
unsuccessfully, then we know if this is either working or not working. Tracie Neal stated that Probation
is heavy on outcomes and data, and that if you look at the Probation sections of the report, it is even
broken down by cost per offender. She stated that if the committee doesn’t want the analyst, she wasn’t
opposed but the purpose is mainly to help the whole CCP, specifically the departments that need that
assistance. She stated that Probation is in the position where they are able to calculate the cost per
offender and determine the data regarding other outcome measures. She stated that they have had some
discussions in the past where they talked about not adding ongoing costs, and it would be an ongoing
cost. Stephanie Bridgett stated that was her worry, because they are already spending a lot of money to
add an ongoing position for something that she feels can be done in-house.

Donnell Ewert stated that his personal view on the evaluation is that they don’t have a plan or something
that they are really focused on. He stated that they collect a lot of process data, and that if they want to
ask deeper questions about recidivism and who is succeeding and failing in the criminal justice system,
they need someone who can delve into the data. Not necessarily looking at each department’s data, but
the whole body of data that’s available to us. He stated that he knows that JALAN is hard to work with
and that the new case management system may present new opportunities. He stated that at the very
least, if they don’t fund the position, they need to come up with more of an evaluation plan for the CCP
as a group including what outcomes they’re trying to achieve and determining if the programs are
successful in achieving those outcomes. He stated they will have hard decisions coming up in a couple
of years and they have to figure out what’s working and what is not. Tracie Neal stated that it will be
next year that they will have to start making those hard decisions. Donnell Ewert stated that regardless
of whether they fund the position, they need to dedicate some resources to that. Eric Magrini asked if by
acquiring this data and these evaluations that position might help save money somewhere else. Donnell
Ewert stated that it is a matter of making priorities and finding where we are getting the biggest bang for
our buck. He stated that if we’re going to cut programs, let’s cut the ones that are not helping us to
achieve our goals, rather than the ones that are. He stated that we don’t want to shoot ourselves in the
foot and reduce the things that are working accidentally.

Roger Moore asked if the data we collect now shows the success rate of a program. Tracie Neal stated
that each department to date has been responsible for collecting their own data and reporting it out at the
CCP or sending it over to Probation for Probation to report out. She stated that the data received is really
dependent on what each department is doing. Roger Moore stated that at some point the data is going to
have to be used to determine success rates. He asked if the data we’re gathering is adequate to make
those determinations. Donnell Ewert stated that on a comprehensive basis, it is not. He stated that there
is a lot of data on some programs, and little data on others and it is hard to compare the programs right
now as to what is working and what is not. Tracie Neal stated that was the purpose of adding the analyst,
to help the group to start looking at what is being successful and what is the most cost effective. She



stated that when we look at the carryover projections, they could be making cuts next year. She stated
it would be difficult to make those cuts, as a group, without some of that information. Eric Magrini
asked why, in the eight years of the existence of CCP, they don’t have those answers. Tracie Neal stated
that they don’t have those answers to the extent that they will need them to start discussing where they
need to make the cuts. Bill Bateman stated that he thinks that they do have the results. He stated that if
you look at the adult supervision terminations that Probation has put together, since 2011, terminations
have gone up. He expressed a desire to increase successful completions. He stated that there is some
outcome data there and that they really need to look at what they are doing and prioritize better than they
have been. Donnell Ewert stated that they don’t know, in the group that succeeded and the group that
didn’t succeed, what the doses of treatment were that they received. He stated that they don’t know what
types of intervention each person received. He stated that they haven’t torn it apart to see what
interventions led to success. He stated that is the problem, and that is why they need more analysis. He
stated that they probably need to set up systems to collect the data, and have a database where they
effectively collect the data on dosage. Stephanie Bridgett stated that a piece that affects things that is
going to make it hard, no matter how much data analysis they do, is that every year the law has changed
and that has affected things. She stated that it is not just what they are doing and what they are not doing,
it is also what we are getting from the State that is affecting those numbers. Tracie Neal agreed and stated
they think that they start to see some trends, and then there is a change in the system. She stated that the
different variables complicate looking at the data. Bill Bateman asked how the changes in the law would
affect someone violating Probation and being sent to prison. Stephanie Bridgett stated Proposition 47
was one of these changes. Melissa Fowler-Bradley stated that was a perfect example. She stated that all
of a sudden at the end of 2014, people committing crimes that used to be felonies and had treatment and
services options available were now convicted of a misdemeanor and didn’t have access to the same
types of treatment and services. Bill Bateman stated that it wouldn’t affect felony probation. Tracie Neal
stated that it affected Probation’s numbers because they were looking at a population, setting baselines,
and looking at activities but when Prop 47 took a large group out of supervision, it changed their
percentages and outcomes. She stated that they had to reevaluate data measures and baselines. She stated
that they lost 150 annually for a few years, post Prop 47, and it changed the baselines. She stated that
there have been several things that have changed things for them and as soon as they think they have a
grasp on the population something new will change. Bill Bateman stated that it would reduce the overall
felony caseload, so there would have been fewer people to supervise. Stephanie Bridgett stated that there
are now more people out of custody that are able to commit felonies, when they wouldn’t have been
before, who progress to higher level felonies and get sent to state prison. She stated that if those same
individuals had been dealt with when they committed a lower level felony, where they would have
received services, they might not have graduated to the higher-level felony. She stated that she did not
think that it is black and white. She stated that the changes in the law every year really impacts what they
are doing. Bill Bateman stated that he appreciated the point, but that there have still been programs in
place since that time and they have not seen any improvement. The numbers of those completing
probation successfully has decreased. Tracie Neal stated that is why they break down some of their
individual programs because they want to look at which programs are being successful. She stated that
to be successfully terminated, an individual has to complete every single term that has been ordered,
including victim restitution, fines and fees, and treatment programs. She stated that it is a higher standard
than what was measured in the past. She stated that it is definitely more of a challenge for someone to
successfully complete rather than just be terminated from supervision. She stated that when they close
cases, they have four categories for type of closure. She stated that they are tracking very carefully what
those look like. She stated that they want to increase those who complete supervision successfully, but
it’s a hard target because everything has to be completed. She stated that there are times when cases



close and someone hasn’t completed their treatment or hasn’t paid their restitutions, and those cases do
not get marked as successful.

Tom Bosenko stated that in regards to the law changes, anecdotally, a lot of failures could be due to drug
use and abuse disorders. He stated that when the law changed from a felony to a misdemeanor, it sent a
message that it was not as important that possession is not a felony. He stated that it almost condoned
illicit drug use because it is “just a misdemeanor”.

Donnell Ewert stated that the State Law changes are something that they cannot control. He stated that
they spend a lot of time talking about the law changes that the State has made, and they cannot change
those laws. He stated that what they do have control over is how to spend this $8 million. He stated that
ultimately, the people going through the system are either getting or not getting doses of various
interventions, and they don’t currently have a way of measuring their effectiveness. He stated that his
vision would be that they set up a system where they would track whether someone commits a new crime
and how they terminate from probation as well as other outcomes we’re interested in like how many
days they were in the jail, how many days they were in an out of county jail bed, how many days they
were in work release, how many days they were on an ankle monitor, how many days they were in the
DRC, if they received housing, if they got subsidized rent, and how many days of STEP-UP. He stated
that once all that data is collected, they would have an extremely rich database, and they could do a ton
of work looking at not only what interventions are working, but what dose of intervention is making a
difference. He stated that they would be able to create gradients to show success and what is making a
difference, and right now they have no way to do that. He stated that it would take an investment, but
that it would be worthwhile, because then they would be making data driven decisions instead of a gut
decision about what they think will work. Eric Magrini asked how long it would take to gather that data.
Donnell Ewert stated that setting up the database wouldn’t take a long time, but putting together the data
would take a bunch of work, and then it would have to be analyzed. He stated that it would also be an
ongoing thing. He stated that it would be set up and then they would be able to do yearly analysis,
longitudinal analysis for a certain cohort over time, and they could even compare pre-Prop 47 population
versus post. He stated that it is unlimited what can be done once they have all that data. Eric Magrini
asked if it would probably take multiple years to get a good litmus. Donnell Ewert stated that they would
get started with a small amount that would grow over time. He stated that he can’t say how long it would
take, but they have a deadline of next budget season.

Tom Bosenko stated that one of his concerns if the committee chose to make that investment is that next
year they are looking to make significant changes and it wouldn’t be fair to hire someone and then have
them looking at a potential layoff. He stated that wouldn’t be fair to the employee or the way we based
the decision because we would start collecting the data, maybe start to analyze it, and then the person is
out of a job. Donnell Ewert stated that a rule of thumb in his area is that 10% of your grant should be
spent on evaluation. Although there isn’t a requirement for this for AB109 funding, they are only asking
for 1%. He stated that is isn’t a huge percentage of the budget, but it could produce dividends as far as
helping the committee make better decisions. He stated that they would need a long-term commitment,
not just one year.

Melissa Fowler-Bradley stated that even if they decided to go forward with the position, she was not
sure that they could pull it off, given the fact that the DA, PD, and Probation will be moving to a new
case management system and the court is doing the same. She stated that she doesn’t think the data that
they are trying to capture from the justice partners can be provided with the current system. She stated



that in 2020/21 it might be a different story because hopefully they’ll be on their way to implementing a
new case management system and will be able to collect some of that data that the 28-year-old system
can’t. She stated that she supports having an analyst, but she does not know if it is realistic in FY 2019-
20.

Brian Muir stated that the group will be making a decision in a year or so with uncertainty. He stated
that there is no way that they are going to gather all that data. He stated that they have all these different
programs and people are getting money to operate them. He stated that whoever is operating a particular
program should go back and figure out what the measure of success is for them, something concrete, and
just measure it so that when they come to make their decisions, they will have some data to look at. He
stated that they are not necessarily going to be comparable. He stated that some programs may work and
some work as well but to a lesser degree, but the committee is going to have to make some hard decisions.

Donnell Ewert stated that he wanted to talk about Work Release and the out of county beds. He stated
that this year Work Release has had vacancies so they are underspending and the program has gotten
smaller over time. He stated that he was wondering how the Sheriff would feel about reducing what
they are paying for work release so that they can accommodate the increase to the out of county beds.
Tom Bosenko stated that work release is a very valuable program for people to serve their sentences
while doing some community service work for non-profits, the county, and city entities. He stated that
in the budget request, they did reduce it by $34k and he thinks it is a viable program. He stated that a lot
is dependent on what they get for sentenced people from the courts. He stated that sometimes they see
the courts assigning probation only versus a sentence with probation. He stated that they have seen some
of those numbers go down, but that it is a good program that they have to keep going with. Donnell
Ewert stated that he is not saying that it should be eliminated, he is just saying that instead of funding
the six employees, they should just keep the four positions that are filled, given that there are less than
100 people in the program, in order to have the savings to pay for the out of county beds. Tom Boskeno
stated that they would like to see if they could have more of the staff there so that they can run the work
crews for Redding PD and a Sheriff’s crew for unincorporated areas for cleaning up sites and doing
community service. He stated that it would be beneficial and that they just haven’t gotten there with the
staffing. Roger Moore stated that the work crews are beneficial to the Police Department. He stated that
they collected 350k pounds of trash last year, and with the help of a work release crew they could do
twice that much. Dave Kent stated that there is always an uptick in the number of offenders depending
on the seasons of work that they have and duties they have throughout the year. He stated that there may
be a lull in the winter months. He stated that there is definitely an uptick when the weather gets nicer,
and there is more of a need for the offenders to be working in the community. Donnell Ewert asked if
there is flexibility on the number of offenders. He stated that he thought that they were sentenced to a
certain amount of time, and they either have them or they don’t have them. He asked if they could really
change the number based on the season because the trend he saw was declining, not fluctuating. Tom
Bosenko stated that it also depends on the offender and if they qualify for the work release program, or
if they failed in the past by not showing up, and also what crime they are sentenced for. Donnell Ewert
stated that he is asking if there is a need, can they just come up with the offenders, or if they have got
what they’ve got. Tom Bosenko stated that they can’t create more offenders, unless they get more
through the system and they are sentenced into and qualify for Work Release. Donnell Ewert clarified
that just because there is a demand, doesn’t mean that they can supply the workers. Tom Bosenko
answered in the affirmative. Donnell Ewert stated that was why he was suggesting the shift in funds,
because if the trend is a certain way, then why don’t they right size the program and reduce the staff
accordingly so they can have the savings. Tom Bosenko stated that they still need a certain number of



staff to maintain the program whether it is for a small number or an increased number. He stated that for
a much higher number, they would need an increase in staff.

Donnell Ewert stated that he recommended going through the items one by one. Stephanie Bridget stated
that they could do one by one for the items that people have issues on and do the rest in mass.

Tom Bosenko pointed out that the Sheriff’s Department made a reduction in the compliance part of it,
they reduced salaries and benefits by reducing an analyst. He stated that her need was not as much as
they had anticipated, so they eliminated it from the budget.

Tracie Neal asked if they should go one by one or address each department. Bill Bateman stated they
should go one by one. Tom Bosenko asked if they would have enough time for that. Tracie Neal stated
that there should be enough time. She stated that they haven’t had a problem in previous years approving
the budget in sections.

Bill Bateman asked how often officers do compliance activities per week. Tom Bosenko stated that he
did not have that answer because he did not bring that statistical data with him. He stated that the officers
are working in patrol and that they will also team up and go out and do compliance checks, make arrests,
and do various searches. He stated that they also get calls on particular probationers and they will make
them a focus. He stated that the frequency can vary depending on what they have for calls for service.
Bill Bateman asked if it is a situation where they coordinate with probation to do checks, or is it a
situation where they are called out to a location and the individual happens to be on probation. Tom
Bosenko stated that it was both. He stated that they can coordinate with probation, or if they are getting
a greater frequency of calls for an area where someone on probation is located, they can do searches. In
addition, when they go to a call for service and the individual is on probation, they can do compliance
checks at that time. Tracie Neal asked if there was any compliance data that could be shared today. Tom
Bosenko stated that he did not have any data on him, but that he could get it for another meeting. He
stated that he had shared data at the last meeting, and that it had a rundown of the end of the year. Tracie
Neal noted that there was still a.5 FTE analyst in the Sheriff’s budget request. Erin Bertain shared the
Sheriff’s compliance stats from the January 16, 2019 meeting. She stated deputies conducted three
operations and documented over 25 contacts, which resulted in eight criminal filings between November
11 2018 and January 1% 2019, a two-month period. She stated that of the eight arrests, two people were
taken into custody on arrest warrants, and six of the eight were charged with new crimes which included:
resisting or delaying a peace officer, possession of drug paraphernalia, possession of controlled
substance, and weapons violations.

Roger Moore stated that they did a compliance check last week in conjunction with Probation. He stated
that a lot of their cases, especially the more involved cases are involving this population. Bill Bateman
stated that when he sees this for CCP he thinks that they have a task force, and they are going out because
these people are on felony probation and they’re going to see if they are compliant. He stated that the
purpose of that compliance is to make sure that these particular people are following the terms and
conditions of their probation. He stated that was his initial impression, not that they got a call for service,
and the people that they contact just happen to be on probation. He stated that there seems like a
difference between the two, as far as it is connected with the CCP. Tom Bosenko stated that they can
view it as normal call for service or not a normal call for service. He stated that they used to have a team
that went out and did compliance checks, and with changes in budget and staffing, mainly staffing, they
had to take those personnel assigned to the team and put them in a patrol function. He stated they come



together on different dates and do operations for that, but not as a separate taskforce team. He stated that
when they get back up with their staffing they will reform that true taskforce team. He stated that the
Redding Police Department also had a sergeant assigned for the compliance side of things.

Roger Moore stated that he cannot stress the fact that there are so many people on some sort of
supervision that it is overwhelming. He stated that there is 9,075 people in this community on some sort
of supervision, 10% of the community. He stated that when you talk about compliance checks, it has
evolved over time into a lot of work being generated by this population.

Bill Bateman stated from a funding stream, the way that he looks at it, it sounds like they are just doing
normal patrol work, and that is what they would be doing without CCP funding. He stated it sounds like
they are normal patrol officers coming into contact with people on probation. Tom Bosenko stated that
is a small part, but there are other times where they get together and target areas, individuals, and
addresses. Bill Bateman stated that he sees compliance as targeting the individual is on probation, that
is the purpose of the funds, to get a team together to make sure they are following the terms of their
probation. Tom Bosenko stated that in their day-to-day routines when they get called to a residence, if
the person is on probation, the officer can still see if they are in compliance or not. He stated that those
officers are impacted by the AB109 population greatly.

Tracie Neal stated that she is interested in getting the compliance team back together, because when they
had that co-located team they were out in the field, every single day, doing the work that they had
envisioned when they created the compliance team. Tom Bosenko stated that they are getting very close
to that with the people they have on training and coming out of the academy. Tracie Neal stated that it
has been difficult the last few years that they have been broken up, because Probation still has their
compliance officer, who has been partnering with different people and trying to get out there to do the
work, and they have some really great data in regards to that, but it was better when there was a team
working together every day. She stated that when they were doing those checks, they would identify
offenders as being in compliance, and when they weren’t they were able to hold them accountable. She
stated that she thinks the team concept is valuable. She stated that if they are going to continue to fund
compliance, within all of the agencies, they need to get back to that vision, so they can do that work
because it adds to accountability. Tom Bosenko stated that they are close to getting that reformed again.
Donnell Ewert asked if they could get it reformed by July 1. Eric Magrini stated that he would like to
say yes, but he does not want to give any false hope or promises. He stated that they are doing better
than he thought they would be doing, as far as staffing goes, but he just found out that they might be
losing another one to the DA’s office. He stated that there is a good possibility.

Donnell Ewert moved to approve the Public Defender, District Attorney, Probation Department,
and Reserve Account budgets. Stephanie Bridgett seconded the motion.

Tom Bosenko asked about the social worker and assistant social worker, the work that they do for the
Public Defender’s Office, and if it was worthwhile to have the two positions there. Bill Bateman stated
that he outlined their duties in his request for funding and there was a presentation regarding their work
in November. He stated that the purpose of the legislation, is to assist people who are on felony probation
to successfully complete supervision and keep them from failing and being sent to state prison. He stated
that to do that, the individual needs to first be placed on probation. He stated that the real value of the
social workers is that they will work with the defendants while they are going through the criminal justice
system. He stated that for those people who are on the edge of going to state prison or being placed on



probation, the social workers will develop substance abuse plans, write reports for the court, and they
are often successful and persuading the court that the person should be put on probation. He stated that
they also act as a warm handoff between the jail and the treatment programs. He stated that they provide
transportation for the clients when they are released from custody to the treatment programs throughout
northern California. He stated that the social workers also maintain contact with the clients to see how
they are doing in the program, and try to help facilitate successful program completion. Tom Bosenko
asked if the people in the programs have already been sentenced. Bill Bateman answered in the
affirmative. Tom Bosenko asked how that wouldn’t be more of a job of Probation. Bill Bateman stated
that it is a responsibility of Probation to do that, but the social workers supplement that by maintaining
that contact because they have developed a rapport with the client. He stated that in addition, the social
workers have strong relationships with the providers and are skilled in recommending suitable
placements. He stated that they are creating plans for the individuals to get them into programs that will
help them meet their particular needs. He stated that the social workers are also a part of the Behavioral
Health Court, and do the pre-screening before HHSA gets involved to see if they would qualify. Tom
Bosenko stated that he is having difficulty because it seems like the social workers are doing more
probation officer-like work, than for the public defender in pre-sentencing. He stated that the social
workers used to do more in trying to get the people into court, getting them to appear, complying with
some of the terms of the sentencing of the court, and then handing them off to Probation, under
Probation’s supervision role.

Stephanie Bridgett stated that she thinks that the social workers do a really good job in helping to get
people into programs and moving cases through court. She stated that before they had that, there would
be a lag in trying to get people into programs so that they could give them a disposition other than prison.
She stated that they are giving the offenders the handholding to get them into treatment that they need
so that probation will be successful. She stated that they have seen that it works and that they work well
with the DA’s Office. Tom Bosenko stated that without the social worker, that would be more incumbent
upon the attorney, and that wouldn’t be the attorney’s forte. Bill Bateman agreed. Donnell Ewert stated
that it would be much more expensive as well. Bill Bateman stated that the social workers also do
perform that presentencing role for evaluating people so that when it is time for sentencing, it facilitates
the process. Tracie Neal stated that they are having conversations with Probation staff, which she
appreciates. She stated that they are also able to place people in programs that are outside of the scope
of Probation treatment and services. She stated that there are 2200 offenders on supervision, and there
are only so many probation officers. She stated that their focus is the high-risk population, which is half
of the population. She stated that for the moderate or low-risk offenders, sometimes the social workers
do fit that role during the court process. Bill Bateman stated that they have had nothing but complements
from the judges and the deputy district attorneys that work with them. He stated that he believes that
they provide a vital function in the system.

Motion Passed: 7 Ayes, 0 Noes, 0 Abstentions

Bill Bateman stated that he would like a better understanding of the jail funding and how it equates to
cells and beds within the jail. Tom Bosenko stated that it would be about two floors of the jail, which is
160 beds per floor, and there is also the need for the out of county beds. He stated that right now, with
the additional 102 beds that they added, they are still running at slightly above 90% capacity, which ends
up kicking in to capacity releases, even with funding and placing people out of county. Tracie Neal asked
what today’s population is. Dave Kent stated that they are at 440 of 483. Tom Bosenko agreed and stated
that they are at slightly over 90% today and that their average daily population is running from the low
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90’s to the mid 90’s depending on the day. Bill Bateman clarified that the request for the jail, the $2.6
million, is for two floors. Tom Bosenko agreed and stated that it was roughly for 320 people. Bill
Bateman asked how many floors there are in the jail. Tom Boskeno stated that it is easy to say “floors”
because those are housing units, then they have other cells there. He stated that CCP funds two thirds of
the housing units for the jail.

Donnell Ewert asked what the total budget is for the jail. Mike Lindsey stated that it is currently $18
million, which includes $1.6 million for capital costs for the jail expansion, so a little over $16 million.
Donnell Ewert clarified that it is $16 million for the jail and that it is only three floors. Tom Bosenko
stated that the building has 10 floors, but 3 main housing units. Donnell Ewert asked how having $2.6
million less would shut down two thirds of the jail. He stated that it isn’t two thirds of the money, so he
is trying to understand. Mike Lindsey stated that a lot of those costs are the costs of running the facility
that they cannot change whether they have one floor closed or all floors open, they are still going to have
the same costs. He stated the operating budget is not $16 million and salaries are about 55% of the jail
budget. He stated that a large portion of their request is salaries, and about $1 million is going to services
and supplies. He stated that without the additional funding the only place that they have to cut substantial
amounts out of the jail budget is staff. He stated that without those staff, they would have to close a floor
or two of the jail, depending on the levels of staff cuts that are done. He stated that was where they ran
into that problem several years ago with the budget. Donnell Ewert asked when they did close the floor
in the jail, did the medical contract decrease accordingly. Mike Lindsey stated that it did decrease. Tom
Bosenko stated that was only because California Forensic Medical Group (CMFG), now known as Well
Path, knew that the jail would be reducing it and CMFG negotiated with them to reduce the contract,
even though they did not have to.

Bill Bateman stated that his interpretation of the statute is that it’s designed to provide programming to
people so that they don’t get sent to prison or county jail. He stated that the total of the request for just
the jail and the out of county beds is 25% of the total budget. Tom Bosenko stated that they do have to
have consequences for those who fail to comply. He stated that part of the AB109 is that the funding is
discretionary by each of the CCP’s in the 58 counties that have it. He stated that the money is within the
law and being used appropriately.

Melissa Fowler-Bradley stated that looking back on July 2011 when the legislation was passed, the only
remaining CCP members from that time are Sheriff Bosenko and herself. She stated that it is easy to
forget the challenges that they had back in 2011. She stated that Shasta County was an outlier. She stated
that the legislation went into effect in October, but Shasta County had a system that was completely
broken. She stated that since the floor of the jail had been closed since July of 2009, they were playing
catch-up, and they were so far behind that it has taken them years to get to the point where they might
start to see some kind of control or improvement. She stated that for the rehabilitation, for which the
AB109 money was intended, incarceration plays an important part. She stated that rehabilitation cannot
be a one prong approach. She stated that they have to have incarceration in order to enforce or get people
to see that they will be held accountable. She stated that if they try to get offenders into services and they
don’t comply for whatever reason, they have to have jail space in order to get that point across. She
stated that for several years, when they first got started with AB109, that was their biggest issue. She
stated that they dealt with numbers like a 100% FTA rate on the out of custody felony arraignment
calendar. She stated that they were not making any headway and that it was difficult for the jail to get
the staffing back up to where they could open the floor again. Tom Bosenko stated that it took them
about two years after they got the funding to hire and train the staff. He stated that even though they had
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the money, it wasn’t until 2013 that they were able to re-open the floor. Melissa Fowler-Bradley agreed
and stated that they have been trying to catch-up ever since then. She stated that they started the Most
Wanted program several years ago, and they had hundreds of defendants on that list because they were
all convicted of felonies, and none of them had been sentenced because they could not get them into
court to sentence them. She stated that as of today, they have made a lot of headway, but there are still
455 defendants that remain unsentenced on those felonies. She stated that some of them, if they actually
got them into court, would probably be misdemeanors because the law has changed since then. She stated
that she would hate to see them lose that little bit of momentum that they are starting to make now with
the additional jail beds and everything else that everyone is doing. She stated that she agrees with Bill
on the intent of what the money is for and, in a perfect world, Shasta County could have used the money
that way. She stated that they were not in the perfect world and they still aren’t there, but they are making
headway. She stated that she would be disappointed if they did anything to reduce the additional beds
that they now have, and that includes the out of county beds. Tom Bosenko stated that was another thing
that they had to do to try and reduce their capacity releases and still holding offenders accountable, since
they could not expand jail beds at the time, they reached out to other counties and got contract beds to
hold the individuals that had longer term sentences as a result of AB109.

Bill Bateman stated that he did not disagree. He stated that since they have seen the additional jail beds,
they have more offenders that they are processing through the court. He stated that he sees the benefit of
it, but the statute that authorizes the committee, and informs the committee that authorizes the funding,
indicates that the funding should be directed towards supervision and practices. He stated that the statue
reads, “Providing sustainable funding for improved, evidence-based probation supervision practices and
capacities will improve public safety outcomes among adult felons who are on probation. Improving
felony probation performance, measured by a reduction in felony probationers who are sent to prison
because they were revoked on probation or convicted of another crime while on probation, will reduce
the number of new admissions to state prison, saving taxpayer dollars and allowing a portion of those
state savings to be redirected to probation for investing in community corrections programs.” He stated
that is Penal Code section 1228(d). He continued by stating that Penal Code section 1230(b)3 states,
“Funds allocated to probation pursuant to this act shall be used to provide supervision and rehabilitative
services for adult felony offenders subject to local supervision, and shall be spent on evidence-based
community corrections practices and programs, as defined in subdivision (d) of Section 1229.” He stated
that it then lists things that it may include. He stated the he did not disagree that incarceration is a
component, but if you look at this list, it is the very last thing that is listed and it says “Incarceration up
to 90 days.” He stated that he understood that in 2011, there had been some financial difficulties that
required the closing of a floor of the jail, but that doesn’t necessarily mean that is the proper use of the
funds. He stated that they are asking for 25% of $12 million that is designed to go to felony probationers.
He stated that he isn’t saying that it needs to be completely eliminated, he’s saying that 25% of the
budget seems excessive when they need to be investing that money into programs to help these people
be successful. Tom Bosenko stated that in order to have offender accountability for compliance, flash
incarcerations, incarcerations for violations of probation, or for failing out of the programs, they still
have to have that bed capacity there. He stated that incarceration component is still a part of working
with Probation, for their use to have their clients in compliance. Donnell Ewert asked if they were using
two-thirds of the jail for flash incarceration. Tom Bosenko stated that it wasn’t being used for flash, but
there are a number of people that are in there for probation violations on a regular basis. He stated that
they can flash incarcerate, but it hasn’t been used a lot because of their capacity and lack of jail bed
space. He stated that if they had a lot more beds, they could do a lot more flash incarcerations.

12



Donnell Ewert asked Bill Bateman if it was his opinion that the committee is breaking the law by funding
the jail beyond 90 days. Bill Bateman stated that he wouldn’t draw the conclusion that they are breaking
the law by doing that, but he thinks they are violating the spirit of the law. He stated that the CCP is
funding two-thirds of the bed capacity in the jail. He stated that he did not see how they could read the
statute and walk away with that as a priority. He stated that seems to be the #1 priority based on the
funds they are spending. He stated that the statute says “incarcerated up to 90 days” and it doesn’t apply
to people that are sentenced to anything more than that. He stated that if someone gets sentenced to five
years county prison, they would not fall under this statute. Stephanie Bridgett stated that she disagreed.
She stated that she did not think that it was breaking the law or the spirit of the law. She stated that it is
listed as one of the factors, and even if it wasn’t, no programs are going to be successful without a jail.
She stated that they can’t get to being successful and rehabilitating unless they have a place to punish
them. She stated that for their community, it is needed in order for them to make any headway.

Stephanie Bridgett moved to approve the Sheriff’s budget request. Roger Moore seconded the
motion.

Melissa Fowler-Bradley asked if this covered the out of county beds for the next action item in the
agenda as well. Tracie Neal stated that this would just be for $500,000 for FY 2019/20. Tom Bosenko
stated that in the current budget year, they funded $300,000 for out of county beds, and they did not have
the county money for the $200,000, which is why he asked for the $200,000 from the CCP. $100,000
was approved last month, the next agenda item is for the second $100,000. He stated that they were
asking for a total of $500,000 for FYY 2019/20. Melissa Fowler-Bradley clarified that the reason that they
were only at $300,000 for 2018/19 was they cut $200,000 and it was $500,000 in prior years. Tom
Bosenko answered in the affirmative. Mike Lindsey clarified that their request at the time of the budget
was only for $300,000.

Tracie Neal stated that she is concerned with the work release budget. She stated that the CCP funded
work release and the staffing of six people to accommodate up to 500 offenders. She stated that is how
it is listed in the CCP plan, and it appears that they have been running at less than 100 offenders for some
time, and there have been four staff, with two vacant positions. She stated that is where she would like
to see a reduction in that program and, if she understands the motion correctly, it would be to just blanket
approve the budget and that she was not sure that she could support that. She stated that if they were
running at a capacity of 500, as described in the CCP plan with the six staff, she would support it, but
since they are only running at around 100 offenders a month paying for six staff is too much for her.

Bill Bateman stated that he understands the benefit of having jail space, but from a fiscal point of view,
the CCP should not be funding two thirds of the jail beds. He stated that he thinks that funding
responsibility is outside the CCP. He stated that he can’t support that, but he does see the value of having
the beds. Tom Bosenko stated that within the budget process he could be asking the county, on the county
side of the budget for increased funding to offset the CCP and, if they get that funding, it could certainly
be used to help the CCP budget. He stated that knowing the County budget and the process, if he were
to ask for two million dollars for jail operations, he wouldn’t see that being approved, nor would it
necessarily be in the County coffers to fund that.

Stephanie Bridgett asked if there was a part of the work release program that could be adjusted in line

with what Tracie was saying, or is it pretty much where it needs to be. Tom Bosenko stated that it is
pretty much where it needs to be, unless they wanted to amend the motion to approve the rest of it, and
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do a sidebar and come back on a separate meeting just for the work release budget. Tracie Neal stated
that it would have to be a special meeting.

Donnell Ewert stated that he agreed with Bill Bateman’s points about the budget. He stated that no one
IS saying that incarceration isn’t an important part of the equation, but it is a question as to whether the
CCP money should be used for that, when the County General Fund should be paying for the jail. He
stated that they are obviously in a situation where the County General Fund doesn’t have enough money
for it. He stated that is the quandary, and the alternate solution is that the County needs more revenue to
help pay for public safety expenses. He stated that there are some efforts underway to try and do that.
He stated that there is the ideal and the practical and that he thinks that those are important distinctions.
He stated that he didn’t think that there is anybody there who doesn’t think that incarceration isn’t part
of what they need to help offenders change their ways. He stated that he agreed with Tracie’s comments
regarding work release. He stated that work release is good idea, and is a good alternative to incarceration
and is valuable, but the capacity is much lower than what they had originally allocated those positions
for. He stated that it is at 1/5 capacity, and they are not asking to cut 4/5" of the positions, they are asking
to cut 1/3™, and those are vacant, and have been vacant for the majority of the year. He stated that it
seemed like a reasonable request and that he was willing to support the increase to the out of county jail
beds if an appropriate cut is made to work release. He stated that last month, his comments were
premature about the out of county jail beds. He stated that he was wrong and obviously the jail filled up,
and we need the out of county beds. He stated that he is willing to publicly admit that, but that he would
like to see less of an increase in the overall budget, given what they are facing in future cuts. He stated
that it would be reasonable to leave those two positions vacant and continue to operate work release as
is unless there is some dramatic uptick in the demand, in which case a future amendment could be
requested. He stated that they could hold steady on work release, and increase the funds to the out of
county beds accordingly. Tom Bosenko concurred that the two positions have been vacant the majority
of the budget year, if not all of it. He stated that they could reduce their budget request by those two
positions with the caveat that if they increase their work release numbers and need those two positions
back, then he may come back to the CCP. Donnell Ewert agreed. Tom Bosenko stated that they could
adjust their budget by those two positions. He stated that he didn’t know what that dollar amount would
be. Mike Lindsey stated that it would be $175,500. Tracie Neal stated that she definitely supports work
release, and if the numbers increase, she would definitely support adding the staff back. Tom Bosenko
stated that with the changes with Prop 47, the felonies that they would have seen in work release have
changed to misdemeanors, and a lot of those misdemeanors are put on informal probation rather than a
sentence.

Tom Bosenko asked if Stephanie Bridgett would have to amend her motion. Mike Lindsey corrected his
figures and stated that it would be a reduction of $168k.

Stephanie Bridgett amended her motion to approve the Sheriff’s budget, with a reduction of $168k
to the work release program. Roger Moore seconded the motion.
Motion Passed: 6 Ayes, 1 Noes (Bill Bateman), 0 Abstentions

Tracie Neal stated that left the group with the HHSA budget which is actually a decrease. Stephanie
Bridgett stated that she has said everything that she needs to say regarding the AB109 analyst.

Stephanie Bridgett moved to approve the HHSA budget with the removal of the analyst position.
Tom Bosenko seconded the motion.
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Bill Bateman stated that based on Donnell’s comments, he has been persuaded that there is value in
having someone who can go in and collect the data related to the position, and he thinks that the analyst
should be included. Tracie Neal stated that she also supports the analyst. She stated that the data,
collection, and cost benefit analysis is valuable. Tom Bosenko stated that he disagreed, and that they do
have the data, such as arrests, but not drilling down like Donnell said with dosage of treatment. He stated
at this time with their budget, he would like to see if they could get to that data without hiring someone
to do it. Tracie Neal agrees that they have a lot of process data. Stephanie Bridgett stated that it would
be great if they could have all of the data, but they have a system where they cannot really pull a lot of
data, and it is going to be a lot of extra work trying to get all this stuff and explain it to someone who
doesn’t know their world. She stated that adding this position adds work. She stated that she would still
want to do all of her own stuff in house and not use it, even if it was passed. She stated that she thinks
that it is an expense that they don’t need at this time, maybe in the future when they move to the new
system, when they are going to be able to pull a lot of very useful data, that is going to help them.

Motion Failed: 3 Ayes, 4 Noes (Melissa Fowler-Bradley, Donnell Ewert, Bill Bateman, Tracie Neal)

Bill Bateman moved to approve the HHSA budget. Melissa Fowler-Bradley seconded the motion.
Motion Passed: 4 Ayes, 3 Noes (Stephanie Bridgett, Roger Moore, Tom Bosenko)

Tracie Neal stated that they have a budget. She stated that part of the item that they have listed on the
agenda is the distribution percentages. Erin Bertain stated that she thought that they needed a motion on
that. She stated that historically they would have these conversations in January and she would bring the
percentage of revenue distributions to the February meeting to be approved. She stated that they would
fully fund those that don’t have a fund balance, and then distribute the remaining amount based on the
budget to the rest of the rest of the programs by percentage, and the committee votes on the percentages.
She stated that this authorizes them to go back and use that same methodology to make sure that the
programs without fund balances are made whole and the rest of the revenue is distributed so they have
distribution percentages for the year for the revenue to go directly to the programs.

Tracie Neal asked if they have a motion for item B now that they have approved sections of the budget.
Donnell Ewert clarified that they would not be according to the handout because they made one change.
Erin Bertain answered in the affirmative.

Tom Bosenko moved to approve item B but as amended with the changes within the Sheriff’s
budget for work release. Donnell Ewert seconded the motion.

Bill Bateman asked for clarification on what they were voting on. Tracie Neal stated that they have
individually voted on the items, but that they need to vote on allowing Probation to go back and correct
the percentages to finalize the CCP budget. Bill Bateman stated that he did not want to be inconsistent
with his previous votes. Erin Bertain stated that what they are voting on right now, is that based on what
the committee has approved by vote, that she will calculate the revenue distributions. She stated that the
auditor’s office needs that throughout the year, and she will send every department’s fiscal staff their
revenues for the county budget. She stated what normally happens is that they would have had these
conversations in January, and in February she would bring in the breakdown of what they decided on
and what the percentage distributions would look like, and the committee would vote on those
percentages. She stated that because this year has been a two-month process, it is a little different.
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Motion Passed: 7 Ayes, 0 Noes, 0 Abstentions
Sheriff’s Office funding request for FY 2018/19 to fund out-of-county jail beds for $100,000

Tracie Neal stated that committee members shall review and consider a Sheriff’s Office funding request
for Fiscal Year 2018/19 to fund out-of-county jail beds in the amount of $100,000, requiring a 5/7 vote.
Tom Bosenko stated that they continue to maintain their out of county bed contracts with Lassen, Del
Norte, EI Dorado, and Nevada Counties, and the CDCR for the fire camp beds. He stated that they are
averaging about 26 inmates per year in those contracts. He stated that there are usually one or two in the
fire camp beds because they have different criteria to assign people there. He stated that they send out
their short to mid-term ones, but definitely their longer term sentenced population. He stated that 27%
of the jail population is sentenced offenders. He stated that affects the number of unsentenced offenders
who are awaiting trial that they can keep in custody. He stated that normally their sentenced offender
population runs between 20-30%. He stated that if they didn’t have the funding, they would have to bring
back the sentenced offenders from the other counties, which would raise their sentenced population, and
cause more capacity releases for those unsentenced offenders. Tracie Neal asked how many offenders
they have out of county today. Dave Kent stated that they have 23 in the out of county contract beds and
1 at fire camp. Tracie Neal asked how much they have spent to date. Dave Kent stated that they have
spent $386,000 to date. Mike Lindsey stated that they have $14,000 left over. Erin Bertain asked if that
is as of the bills received or as of the costs incurred. Dave Kent stated that it is as of bills received, they
have $8,400 that is left that is including costs incurred. Elaine Grossman stated that she shows about
$87,000 available for January through June of 2019. Dave Kent stated that if fluctuates based on those
inmates who are out and being released back to the jail, and then returned to the other counties. Erin
Bertain asked if it is billing received then it would not include February. Elaine Grossman answered in
the affirmative. Erin Bertain clarified that it would be more than that which has been incurred.

Donnell Ewert asked how they were going to make that work out with $100,000 more. He stated that it
doesn’t add up for the rest of the year. Tom Bosenko stated that they may have to throttle back, they may
not be sending as many there, but they would have to make that money work. He stated that he would
not be coming and asking for a third dip into the budget. Donnell Ewert asked if there a way to calculate
what the full time equivalent of how many people have been sending out would be. Tom Bosenko stated
that it would vary a little bit because of the varying prices of the different counties. Donnell Ewert stated
that he wasn’t asking for price and that he wanted to know how much it would add up to in days. Tom
Bosenko stated that he couldn’t do that on the fly, but he could come back with those numbers. Tracie
Neal clarified that it is $75 per day. Dave Kent stated that it was $80 per day as a mean. Mike Lindsey
stated that it would be 13 inmates per year. He stated that if they were to stop today, $386,000 would
cover 13 inmates for a whole year. Donnell Ewert stated that he was just curious to see what they are
getting, or how many people that they have in addition to their local beds. Mike Lindsey stated that
unfortunately they don’t go out for that long, so they are rotating people out. Donnell Ewert stated that
he understands that the total number of individuals is more than that.

Tracie Neal stated that there is a little over $600,000 in the estimated fund balance for work release. She
asked if they could use the work release fund balance to fund the out of county jail beds. She stated that
would be a way to not take it from other CCP dollars. Tom Bosenko asked if they needed a motion to
make that amendment. Tracie Neal stated that she was just suggesting it to whoever wanted to make the
motion, that they may want to consider pulling it from the work release fund balance.
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Tom Bosenko moved to approve the $100,000 budget request by transferring the funds from the work
release program fund balance. Donnell Ewert seconded the motion.
Motion Passed: 6 Ayes, 1 Noes (Bill Bateman), 0 Abstentions

Operational Updates

Roger Moore left the meeting at 4:18 pm.

Danielle Gehrung stated that the Day Reporting Center would be having a graduation next Thursday, at
6 p.m. at the Holiday Inn. She stated that she was going to send out another invitation to the CCP
members.

Future Agenda ltems

Tracie Neal stated that she has been reviewing and working on updates to the CCP Plan and they will be
starting a conversation on making some updates and changes to the plan at future meetings. She stated
that they have a lot of information that they gathered from the round table exercise at the last CCP
meeting. Tom Bosenko stated that he appreciates the work that she has put in, but he thinks the changes
should be with Executive Committee input rather than changes from one person to be approved by the
committee. Tracie Neal stated that they would be taking a look at the plan. She stated that there are some
basic changes that need to be made, for example there is language included about how CCP money is
allocated at the state level that is now outdated. Stephanie Bridgett asked for changes to be red-lined.
Tracie Neal agreed and said “track changes” is the easiest way to compare those changes.

Next Meeting

Tracie Neal stated that the next CCP meeting would be on March 13", and that the next Executive
Committee meeting would be on April 10",

Adjourn

Tom Bosenko motioned to adjourn. Stephanie Bridgett seconded the motion.
Motion passed: 7 Ayes, 0 Noes.

Meeting adjourned at 4:22 p.m.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

On June 28, 2011, the California Legislature passed a budget that implemented the Public
Safety Realignment Act. Assembly Bill (AB) 109 and its subsequent trailer bill AB 117 transferred
responsibility for supervising certain low-level offenders released from the California
Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation (CDCR) to counties. Implementation of the Public
Safety Realignment Act began October 1, 2011.

AB 109 and AB 117 designated the local Community Corrections Partnership (CCP) as the
oversight entity. The CCP was tasked with the responsibility of developing a Plan to address the
supervision, incarceration, revocation hearing, and service needs of this population for
recommendation to the County Board of Supervisors.

On September 27, 2011, Shasta County’s Public Safety Realignment Implementation Plan 2011
was approved by the Shasta County Board of Supervisors by unanimous vote. A year later the
Plan was updated and approved by the Board on October 2, 2012. The current Plan, with its few
modifications, will represent the ongoing Plan. It will only be returned to the Board of
Supervisors for approval when significant modifications are necessary.

The Shasta County Public Safety Realignment Plan 2011 focused on three distinct strategies:
Supervision; Custody and Custody Alternatives; and Assessments, Programs, and Services. This
Public Safety Realignment Plan continues with the same three strategies. The current Plan
supports the need to continue with a balanced approach, validated by research and experience.

Supervision of the offenders will continue to be provided by Probation Department staff. In
addition, a Compliance Team of local law-enforcement partners will continue to make regular
face-to-face contacts with non-compliant offenders.

Custody and Custody Alternatives will continue to be addressed in the Plan with the goal to
expand custody capacity. Opening the third floor of the jail was accomplished in July of 2012.
The Home Electronic Confinement (HEC)/Global Positioning Surveillance (GPS) and Work
Release Programs were expanded in 2012/2013. A Supervised Own Recognizance (SOR)
Program was added in March of 2013 for greater accountability prior to sentencing. The Step-
Up Program and the Phase Program were added in 2013 as a custody alternative for those
offenders eligible for a community based sentence. Shasta’s Most Wanted was added in 2013
to address the increasing court failure to appear issue.

Assessment, Programs and Services will continue its focus on the Community Corrections
Center that provides assessment and day reporting functions. The Assessment Center provides
a safe and secure environment where a thorough assessment of offender needs, enhanced
supervision and some identified services are provided for offenders. Co-locating the Day
Reporting Center with the Assessment Center activities allows the offender population to
access a variety of resources at one location. Contracting with service providers in the
community has continued and in 2014 the emphasis will be placed on program fidelity. Two
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collaborative courts, the Behavioral Health Court and the Re-Entry Court, were implemented in
January 2014, allowing specialized treatment and intensive supervision of identified offenders.

The CCP Executive Committee continues to be committed to the strategies outlined in the
Shasta County Public Safety Realignment Plan to ensure services provided to the offender
population will maximize the safety of our communities and are consistent with the intent of
legislation.

On behalf of all involved in the development of this Plan, we request your continued support.

Executive Committee
Community Corrections Partnership
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TERMS AND DEFINITIONS

e Average daily population (ADP) means average daily population of offenders meeting AB 109
eligibility criteria.

e Assembly Bill (AB) 109 means the legislation that implemented the Criminal Justice
Realighment Act of 2011 that transfers the supervision, incarceration, the revocation hearing
process and jurisdiction of certain offenders to counties.

e Assembly Bill (AB) 117 means the legislation that implemented revisions to the (CCP)
Executive Committee that was originally established in AB 109. AB 117 requires the CCP to
prepare a county implementation plan to meet the goals of the Public Safety Realignment.
The seven-member CCP Executive Committee, as provided in AB 117, is comprised of the
following: Chief Probation Officer (Chair), Presiding Judge (or designee), District Attorney,
Public Defender, Sheriff, a Chief of Police, and the head of either the County Department of
Social Services, Mental Health, or Alcohol and Drug Services (as designated by the Board of
Supervisors). Under AB 117, the CCP develops an Implementation Plan and the Executive
Committee votes to approve the Plan and submits it to the Board of Supervisors. The Plan is
deemed accepted unless the Board of Supervisors votes by a 4/5 vote to reject the Plan and
send it back to the CCP.

e Collaborative Courts are problem solving courts that combine judicial supervision with
rehabilitation services that are rigorously monitored and focused on recovery to reduce
recidivism and improve offender outcomes.

e Community Corrections Center (CCC) means a location for offenders to report in order to be
assessed for risk of recidivism and criminogenic needs, to attend treatment/rehabilitation
programs and to be monitored while on supervision. (See Day Reporting Center below)

This co-located center is a cornerstone of the Public Safety Realighment Plan where
assessments, community services, intensive programming, and supervision can occur in a
coordinated fashion. The CCC includes, at a minimum, assessments of criminogenic and
other needs, and provides cognitive-behavioral therapy (individual and group), eligibility and
employment services, housing assistance, and referrals to other community resources or
service providers. The CCC combines supervision with evidence-based programming and
treatment to facilitate successful reentry into the community after incarceration and reduce
offender recidivism. The CCC was developed with a combination of county workers,
contracted service providers, and co-located community staff. In addition to Probation
Employees, a Mental Health Clinician, an Eligibility Worker, a Job Developer, an Employment
and Training Worker, and a Housing Coordinator are assigned to the CCC. Other contracted
service providers and community agencies that can assist in meeting other criminogenic
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needs of this offender population will be co-located on a prioritized basis when possible
within the CCC.

Community Corrections Partnership (CCP) means the committee established by Senate Bill
(SB) 678 and revised in AB 117, also referred to as the CCP Advisory Committee. The CCP
Advisory Committee consists of the CCP Executive Committee and community members, and
meets periodically to receive reports and input on the implementation of AB 109. These
legislative actions were codified in the California Penal Code Section 1230.1.

Community Supervision means both post release community supervision (defined below)
and mandatory supervision (defined below).

Criminogenic Needs means the risk factors and attributes of offenders that are directly
linked to criminal behavior. Effective correctional treatment should target criminogenic
needs.

Day Reporting Center (DRC) means a location within the CCC where select offenders report
while under supervision to receive intensive services that target identified criminogenic
needs and aid in the offender’s success. The DRC may include employment and educational
services, treatment programs and other services.

Evidence-based practice (EBP) means treatment interventions for which there is empirical
evidence of statistically significant effectiveness for specific problems.

Fiscal Year (FY) means fiscal year beginning July 1 and ending June 30.

Mandatory Supervision (MS) means those offenders who are no longer eligible to be
sentenced to state prison and are sentenced to serve time in local custody per 1170(h)(5)(B)
PC and are given a term of supervision. These offenders will be supervised by the Probation
Department for the period of time ordered by the court subsequent to their term in custody.

Offender Needs Guide (ONG) means the needs assessment portion of the Static Risk and
Offender Needs Guide (STRONG). The STRONG is an evidence-based assessment tool that
was developed by Assessments.com, in collaboration with the Washington Department of
Corrections, as a needs and risk assessment/supervision planning system for offenders. It is
used by Probation Staff to assess the needs of offenders.

Parole means the conditional release of a person from prison.

Parolee means a person who is released from prison on parole.
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e Phase Program is a program created for inmates with twelve months or more remaining in
custody, who assess as moderate or high risk to re-offend using the Static Risk Assessment
and whose Offender Needs Guide reveals criminogenic needs that are supported by
attendance at the DRC. Offenders are assessed and, if eligible, are released from the jail,
placed on GPS monitoring and directed to attend the DRC. Development of this program
created additional bed space at the jail and allowed offenders to seek treatment earlier.

e Post-Release Community Supervision (PRCS) means a specific population of offenders
identified by the Post-Release Community Supervision Act of 2011 enacted by AB 109. AB
109 provides that certain offenders released from prison on or after October 1, 2011, after
serving a term in prison for the most recent commitment offense that is non-violent, non-
serious, or a person who qualifies as a non-high risk sex offender, shall be subject to
supervision by the Probation Department for a period not exceeding three years.

e Realignment 2011 means the Criminal Justice Realignment Act of 2011 or AB 109. (See AB
109 above.)

e Recidivism means a relapse into criminal behavior.
e Revocation means the recall of a grant of probation or parole.

e Senate Bill 678 (SB 678) means the California Community Corrections Performance
Incentives Act of 2009, which provides a funding stream for Probation through a
performance-based system. The statute gives Probation Department broad discretion on
how to best implement evidence-based practices to meet the needs of the offender
community and ultimately reduce the State prison population.

e Shasta’s Most Wanted is a collaborative law enforcement approach in response to the
increasing court failure-to-appear rates. Offenders are identified on a weekly basis if they
have failed to appear in court for sentencing after being convicted of a crime. Each week five
offenders are identified and their picture, name, and description are released to media
sources.

e A split sentence means a sentence that includes time in a local jail and a period of mandatory
supervision by Probation Department.

e Static Risk Assessment (SRA) means the static risk portion of the Static Risk and Offender
Needs Guide (STRONG). The STRONG is an evidence-based assessment tool that was
developed by Assessments.com, in collaboration with the Washington Department of
Corrections, as a needs and risk assessment/supervision planning system for offenders. It is
used by Probation Staff to assess the level of risk to reoffend. Based on the risk scores,
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offenders are assigned to the appropriate Probation caseload.
e A straight sentence means a sentence served entirely in jail with no mandatory supervision.

e Step-Up means the Shasta Technical Education Program- Unified Partnership. The Step-Up
Program is a collaborative effort between the Probation Department and the Sheriff’s Office
in conjunction with Shasta College. This program involves choosing offenders in custody at
the jail who fit the high to moderate risk to re-offend criteria, as well as having education,
financial stability and employment as top criminogenic needs. These offenders are then
given the opportunity to participate in the Step-Up Program by enrolling at Shasta College in
one-year certification programs involving heavy equipment operation, automotive repair and
office administration with the emphasis on reducing the recidivism rate in Shasta County
through the educational process.

e Supervised Own Recognizance (SOR) means the supervision by Probation Department of
offenders released from custody on their own recognizance by order of the court prior to
sentencing.
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OVERVIEW OF THE PUBLIC SAFETY REALIGNMENT ACT (AB 109)

To comply with the United States Supreme Court decision to reduce prison populations,
address overcrowding in California’s prisons and assist in alleviating the State’s financial crisis,
the Public Safety Realignment Act (AB 109) was signed into law on April 4, 2011. AB 109
transferred responsibility to counties for supervising certain parolees from the California
Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation (CDCR) to Post-Release Community Supervision
(PRCS). It also changed the sentencing options for new offenders to include housing in local jails
(straight or split sentences) instead of prison. AB 109 authorized PRCS and parole revocation
hearings, housing of parolees awaiting revocation hearings in local jails, and custody up to 180
days in local jails for all parolee and PRCS revocation sentences. Implementation of the Public
Safety Realignment Act began October 1, 2011.

At the same time, Section 1230.1 of the California Penal Code designated a local Community
Corrections Partnership to oversee a county’s Public Safety Realignment Plan. Consistent with
local needs and resources, recommendations should maximize the effective investment of
criminal justice resources in evidence-based correctional programs and sanctions.

Key Elements of AB 109

Post-Release Community Supervision (PRCS): Offenders released from state prison on or after
October 1, 2011 after serving a sentence for a current non-violent or non-serious offense,
and/or as a non-registerable sex offense, irrespective of prior convictions, are subject to post-
release community supervision for a period not to exceed three years. The Shasta County Board
of Supervisors designated the Probation Department as the agency responsible for community
supervision on July 26, 2011.

Custody and Mandatory Supervision (MS): Offenders sentenced for a non-violent, non-serious
or non-high risk sex offense after October 1, 2011 will serve sentences in a county jail by means
of either a straight commitment or a split sentence (a combination of time in custody and time
on mandatory supervision).

PRCS and MS Revocations Heard and Served Locally: Effective October 1, 2011, petitions to
revoke post-release community supervision and mandatory supervision were filed in the Shasta
County Superior Court by the Probation Department. Any jail time imposed as a result of the
revocation is served in the local jail and cannot exceed 180 days.

Parole Violations and Revocations: Effective October 1, 2011, individuals violating the
conditions of their parole serve up to six months in jail instead of being returned to state
prison. Effective July I, 2013, all parole revocations will be filed and heard in the Shasta County
Superior Court.
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Enhanced Local Custody Alternatives: The legislation encourages and supports alternatives to
local jail custody with programs including work release and home electronic monitoring and
pretrial services.

Community-Based Sanctions: The legislation authorizes counties to use a range of intermediate
sanctions to hold offenders accountable and mitigate the need for revocation hearings.
Intermediate sanctions are normally progressive in nature and may include more frequent
reporting requirements, increased drug testing, increased field/home visits and flash
incarceration in the county jail for no more than ten days, as well as other options contained on
page 24 of this plan. A revocation petition is filed once intermediate sanctions have been
exhausted or deemed to be unsuccessful.

Contract Beds: The legislation provides an option for counties to contract back with the State
to send local offenders to state prison and/or fire camps. Counties are also permitted to
contract with public community correctional facilities. Contracting for state beds does not
extend to parole revocations.
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SHASTA COUNTY FUNDING
Public Safety Realignment Funding

The formula establishing statewide funding for Public Safety Realignment (AB 109)
implementation in FY 2011-12 was developed by the California Department of Finance and
agreed to by the County Administrative Officers Association of California (CAOAC) and the
California State Association of Counties (CSAC). The initial funding available through AB 109 was
based on a weighted formula containing three elements:

e 60% based on the estimated average daily population (ADP) of offenders meeting AB
109 eligibility criteria;

e 30% based on U.S. Census Data pertaining to the total population of adults (18-64
years ) in the County as a percentage of the statewide population; and

e 10% based on the SB 678 distribution formula.

Based on this formula, Shasta County received $2,988,875 of Public Safety Realignment funding
for the period October 2011 through June 2012.

Shasta County’s allocation was $6,253,582 for FY 2012-13 and was $7,410,839 for FY 2013-14.
In FY 2013-14 the county received $424,895.69 in growth funding. The funding allocation for FY
2014-15 is expected to be $6.9 million.

On November 6, 2012, Proposition 30 was passed by the voters, securing funding for Public
Safety Realignment via a constitutional amendment. However, future funding formulas are
likely to change.

Public Safety Realignment funding is designed to cover significant aspects of shifting the
offender population from state prison to county supervision including:

e Incarceration of low-level offenders in county jails rather than State prisons;

e Management of parolees in revocation status that are incarcerated in the jail;

e Supervision responsibilities for state prison inmates released to post-release
community supervision and those placed on mandatory supervision;

e Sanctions for those on post-release community supervision prior to revocation;

e Exploring alternatives to revocation for mandatory supervision; and

e Providing programmatic and detention options to meet the identified rehabilitative
needs of the offender population.

The CCP Executive Committee recommends it retain the flexibility to allocate unspent funds
during any fiscal year to any program and/or component of the Plan as approved by the
Executive Committee and the Board of Supervisors through a budget amendment.
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Additional Public Safety Realignment Funding

The District Attorney and Public Defender will continue to receive funding to cover the costs of
revocation hearings for those on post-release community supervision. Beginning July 1, 2013,
parole revocations were also filed and heard in local courts. Additional resources have been

allocated to the District Attorney and the Public Defender from the Public Safety Realignment
Fund, and may be needed in future years.
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LOCAL PLANNING AND OVERSIGHT

There has been a statewide effort to expand the use of evidence-based practices in sentencing
and probation to reduce the State prison population. SB 678 (2009) established a Community
Corrections Partnership (CCP) in each county that is charged with advising on the
implementation of SB 678 funded initiatives. AB 109 (2011) extended the authority of the CCP
to include the development of a Public Safety Realignment Implementation Plan and
established a CCP Executive Committee to create and oversee a Board of Supervisors’ approved
local Public Safety Realignment Plan.

Community Corrections Partnership

By law, the Executive Committee of the CCP is responsible for developing the Plan for
implementation of AB 109, overseeing the Realignment process and implementing the local
plan. The CCP Executive Committee recommends the Plan to the Board of Supervisors and is
responsible for advising the Board of Supervisors regarding funding, implementation and
outcomes of the Plan.

The Shasta County CCP Executive Committee developed the Implementation Plan for Public
Safety Realignment 2011 for the period October 2011 through June 2012 with the assistance of
the CCP Advisory Committee and other key partners and recommended the Plan to the Shasta
County Board of Supervisors on September 27, 2011. The Board approved the Plan as
recommended. An updated Plan was approved by the Board of Supervisors on October 2, 2012.
Very little has changed in regard to the basis strategies of the original Plan. As such the current
Plan will represent an ongoing Plan, no longer requiring the Board’s approval unless the CCP
recommends significant changes.

The CCP Executive Committee meets regularly and recognizes the need for county, city and
community partners to work together to effectively provide services for this population. The
Committee will continue to meet regularly to coordinate services and address the needs of this
population in our community.

Voting members of the Executive Committee are:

e Shasta County Chief Probation Officer (Chair)

Shasta County Sheriff-Coroner

Shasta County District Attorney

Shasta County Public Defender

Shasta County Director of Health & Human Services Agency (designated by the Board of
Supervisors as the representative of County Mental Health, Social Services and/or
Alcohol and Drug services)

e Court Executive Officer, Superior Court of California,
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County of Shasta (designated by the Presiding Judge)
e Chief of Police, City of Redding

Guiding Principles

The CCP’s intent is to provide a Plan that addresses the problem of criminal offending by using
research and evidence-based practices. Successful approaches to supervising this population of
offenders require an accurate assessment of the risk and needs of the individual offender and
the development of a Plan to provide services and supports that addresses the offender’s risk
and needs in order to prevent recidivism.

Current practice in the criminal justice field suggests that serving time in custody or community
supervision alone is insufficient to reduce criminal activity. Successful reduction of criminal
behavior must include targeting the risk factors that contribute to criminal activity or
“criminogenic needs.” Criminogenic needs are attributes of offenders that are directly linked to
criminal behavior. Effective correctional treatment should target criminogenic needs in the
development of a comprehensive case plan. Current practice indicates that treatment not
targeting criminogenic needs can be counter-productive to effectiveness. The major factors
associated with criminal conduct include:

e Criminal thinking;

e Criminal associates;

e Antisocial personality;

e Antisocial behavior;

e Lack of employment/financial stability;

e Lack of family or significant relationships;
e Inadequate educational attainment; and
e Substance abuse.

Guiding principles include:

e Enhancing community safety by reducing offender recidivism.

e |dentifying offenders with the highest risk to reoffend using evidence-based risk
assessment tools and providing intensive supervision within the community.

e Using research and evidence-based needs assessment tools to identify criminogenic
needs and find, create or contract for targeted interventions to address those needs.
Services include, but are not limited to, programs and services oriented to anti-social
and pro-criminal attitudes and behaviors and other therapeutic interventions,
employment supports, education, housing, physical and mental health care, and drug
and alcohol treatment.

e Increasing offender accountability through effective use of intermediate sanctions,
custody and custody alternatives.
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Focusing resources on providing alternatives to criminal behavior.
Regularly measuring and assessing offender outcomes and modifying programs,

services, supervision, and other elements of AB109 with the goal to reduce recidivism.

Data Collection

Effectively administering the Public Safety Realignment Plan requires data collection and
analysis. The CCP Executive Committee will regularly review data collected by each responsible
department for its specific activities and report the results periodically to the Shasta County
Board of Supervisors.

The following data and outcome measures are being collected and reported on periodically to
the CCP Executive Committee, Advisory Committee and the Board of Supervisors:

Community Supervision:

Recidivism as defined by a subsequent criminal conviction while under supervision
Recidivism as defined by subsequent arrests and bookings into the jail

The number of PRCS, MS, and felony offenders under supervision

The number of PRCS, MS, and felony offenders under supervision according to risk to
reoffend level (low, moderate, high risk)

The number of PRCS, MS, and felony offenders projected by the State to be under
supervision vs. actual

The number of PRCS offenders on warrant status for not reporting to the probation
officer after being released from state prison

The number of local prison commitments receiving straight sentence time, split
sentence time and straight supervision only time

The number of revocation hearings initiated for technical violations and/or new crime
violations

The number of technical violations not resulting in revocations

The number of offenders considered homeless

The number of probation terminations after 6 months, 12 month or 18 months of
supervision.

The number of successful completions of supervision

Compliance Team:

The number of offenders contacted during compliance team activities
The number and types of contacts

The number of offender searches

The number of arrests
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Court:
e All data collected pursuant to Section 13155PC

Shasta County Jail:

e The number of offenders sentenced to jail per PC 1170(h)

e The number of offenders sentenced to jail for parole revocations

e The number of offenders sentenced to jail for PRCS or MS revocations

e The number of offenders sentenced to jail for flash incarcerations

e The number of offenders sent to contract beds and lengths of stay

e The number of offenders released to alternative custody options (HEC and Work
Release)

e The number of jail bookings as a result of parole violations vs. PRCS violations

e The number of failure-to-appear (FTA) warrants reported by Court

e The number of jail bookings as a result of new local charges for offenders who are on
PRCS vs. parole

Work Release:
e The number of offenders participating in work release
e The number of offenders who violate work release
e The number of offenders successfully completing work release

Home Electronic Confinement (HEC):
e The number of offenders participating in HEC
e The number of offenders who violate HEC
e The number of offenders successfully completing HEC

Supervised Own Recognizance (SOR):

e Number of offenders participating in SOR

e Number of offenders who violate SOR (FTA)
Number of offenders successfully completing SOR
Number of offenders on GPS
Number of offenders sentenced while on SOR
Number of offenders released pre-arraignment

Community Corrections Center:

e The number of offenders participating in the DRC
Number of offenders enrolled in Phase |, Il, lll, and in Aftercare
Number of offenders terminated from the DRC and the reason
Treatment outcomes for participants of the DRC
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Intensive Treatment Programs and Services (within limits of current data systems):
e The number of referrals to programs
e The number of program completions
e The number of program failures
e The number of offenders attending treatment by treatment type

Collaborative Courts:
e The number of referrals to programs
e The number of program completions
e The number of program failures
e The number of offenders attending treatment by treatment type

The Phase Program:
e The number of referrals to program
e The number of program completions
e The number of program failures
e The number of offenders on GPS

The Step-Up Program:
e The number of referrals to program
e The number of offenders who receive a vocational certificate
e The number of program failures
¢ The number of offenders on GPS

Shasta’s Most Wanted:
e The number of offenders placed on the program
e The number of offenders arrested
e The number of offenders sentenced
e The number of arrested offenders placed on SOR or an Alternative Custody Program
e The number of offenders who surrender

Page 17 of 27
Public Safety Realignment Plan Revised March 5, 2014



SYSTEM IMPACTS

The release of offenders under AB 109 has had significant impacts on the community and the
criminal justice system. In particular, local law enforcement, the county jail and the courts were
already strained, and much of the system was overwhelmed. It is difficult to completely
measure the impact of AB 109. Ongoing analysis is necessary and will change over time.

One of the most significant concerns is offender accountability. The lack of adequate jail space
to serve as a deterrent to criminal behavior has not been resolved. The jail has been challenged
with capacity releases since 1993, and that situation was exacerbated by the closures of
minimum security facilities in the late 1990s and the early 2000s due to county budgetary
constraints. The closure of one floor of the jail in 2009 resulted in the loss of 128 beds. The
third floor of the jail was reopened in July 2012 with Realignment funding. The positive effects
were short lived and capacity releases remain a significant challenge. Additional contract jail
bed space was secured in FY 2012-13 and it too has provided only temporary relief.

The lack of jail capacity results in releases soon after citation/booking, which makes it difficult
to maintain accountability for those offenders choosing to break the law. The Shasta County
Superior Court continues to struggle with the numbers of defendants who fail to appear in
court. Due to years of inadequate jail space and rehabilitative services, criminal offenders have
come to understand that they will not stay in custody in the county jail to await their court
appearances. Failures to appear in court following these capacity releases also suggest
continued defiance of the criminal justice system. This results in an underutilization of the
rehabilitative services and programs outlined in this Plan.

Similarly, law enforcement is frustrated by the quick release of offenders from county jail after
citation/booking resulting in an increase in failure to appear in court. Again, offenders are
aware of the issue of limited space at the jail and take advantage of the problem.

Effective rehabilitative services have been shown to reduce offender recidivism. A Day
Reporting Center (DRC) combines many rehabilitative services into one location, and because it
occupies many days and hours of the week for the offender, reduces the risk of repeat criminal
behavior. The Community Corrections Center/Day Reporting Center opened April 8, 2013. The
CCC/DRC primarily serves offenders identified as moderate to high risk to re-offend.

Additional services continue to be developed for this population that particularly target the
offender’s top three criminogenic needs, including cognitive behavioral interventions, housing,
education/vocational training and employment, and mental health treatment. There are few
providers available locally to meet these specific needs. Additional efforts will have to be made
to continue developing resources to support these needs.
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IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGIES

Research has shown that targeting interventions to address specific criminogenic needs reduces
recidivism. Shasta County’s Public Safety Realignment Plan is built upon a framework that
includes an assessment of each offender’s risk and targets the offenders identified as high risk
to reoffend. Those offenders are further evaluated to determine their individual criminogenic
needs and a case plan is created with the offender to promote both short-term and long-term
goals.

The CCP Executive Committee plans to continue using the strategies outlined in previous plans.
I. Supervision

A. Community Supervision: Probation Staff investigates, assesses and supervises
offenders. Staff establishes conditions of community supervision in order to assist the
offender to be successful in the community, thus minimizing the risk to reoffend.

1. Probation Staff uses the Static Risk Assessment (SRA) to assess the CDCR pre-release
packet for each offender before the offender is released to community supervision.
Based on risk scores, offenders are assigned to the appropriate caseload. Caseloads
with offenders who are designated as high-risk to reoffend are restricted to 50
offenders per Probation Officer. Offenders placed on high-risk supervision caseloads
are assessed using the Offender Needs Guide (ONG), an evidence-based assessment
tool, and referred to services targeting their top criminogenic needs.

Together SRA and the ONG utilized by the Probation Staff are referred to as the
STRONG. The STRONG accomplishes four basic objectives:

a. Determines an offender’s level of risk for re-offending as a way to target
resources to those offenders with the highest risk.

b. Identifies the offender’s risk and protective factors so that the rehabilitative
effort can be tailored to address the offender’s unique assessment profile.

c. Develops a case plan focused on reducing risk factors and increasing protective
factors.

d. Collects data that will assist Probation Officers in determining if risk factors
decrease as a result of the targeted interventions. This data also indicates
whether protective factors for the offender increased as a result of targeted
interventions.

2. A comprehensive Plan includes a variety of treatment options and graduated
sanctions, including incarceration. This list of treatment referrals and sanctions may
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be used in lieu of or in addition to revocation of the offender’s term of community
supervision:

Increased office visits
Increased drug testing
Further assessment of individual needs
Treatment/programming options aimed at anti-social, pro-criminal activities
Drug and alcohol treatment
Job search/training
Adult Work Program (community service)
Outpatient counseling programs
Educational training/programming
Parenting classes
Cognitive behavioral therapeutic interventions
Increased field/home visits
. Intensive office and field supervision
Flash incarceration (not to exceed ten days)
Long-term treatment/counseling
Sober living arrangement
Residential treatment
Drug Court
House arrest
Work Release Program
Home Electronic Confinement
Revocation/custody (not to exceed 180 days)

S®m o o0 oo
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3. Incentives are used by Probation Staff and/or the Compliance Team for offenders on
community supervision. These incentives can be as simple as earning a “fast pass,”
which allows the offender to be the first person drug tested or to check in with
Probation staff. Those offenders who continue to be compliant with their terms of
community supervision will be released from community supervision according to
established regulations.

The Probation Department has the ability to release PRCS offenders who are not in
revocation status after six months of compliant behavior. Prior to release from
community supervision the PRCS offender is reassessed and the results of the
assessment are compared with prior assessment information to determine if the
offender is in need of continued supervision or if termination of community
supervision is appropriate.

Those PRCS offenders who are not in revocation status after one year of compliant

behavior must be released from supervision. Non-compliant offenders receive
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sanctions designed to promote compliance, with revocation of community
supervision reserved for the most non-compliant offenders. The level of sanction
imposed is a direct result of the violation that occurred. Probation Staff is responsible
for initiating the revocation process and writing revocation reports. Cases are
reviewed on an individual basis to determine the best course of action for each
offender.

All sanctions and revocations are tracked by Probation staff. Changes in supervision
or programming will be made as needed based on the outcome measures.

B. Compliance Team: The purpose of the Compliance Team is to maintain consistent and
regular personal contact with those who are on adult supervision: PRCS; MS; and felony
probation, including offenders serving time in Alternative Custody Programs. The goal is
to reinforce accountability by focusing on those who disregard their supervision
requirements and to reward good behavior for those who are in compliance.

The Compliance Team includes personnel from the Shasta County Sheriff’s Office, the
Redding Police Department and the Probation Department. The Compliance Team
attempts to locate and contact participants who are out of compliance with the
conditions of their community supervision or designated programs. The Compliance
Team determines what course of action needs to be taken to bring the participants back
into compliance. The need for this team will continue to grow as the population of
offenders increases. The Compliance Team addresses noncompliant behavior and takes a
proactive role in supervising offenders in the community to reduce the number of
violations and sanctions administered by the Compliance Team.

The Compliance Team helps achieve the goal of community safety through highly visible
enforcement operations and enhances the supervision program. The team also enhances
the success of alternative custody programs which is a vital part of the success of the
plan.

C. Shasta’s Most Wanted: This program was developed and implemented in 2013. The
program is a collaborative law enforcement response to the increasing court failure-to-
appear rates. Offenders are identified on a weekly basis if they have failed to appear in
court for sentencing after being convicted of a crime. Each week five offenders are
identified and their picture, name, and description are released to media sources.

ll. Custody & Custody Alternatives

The CCP Executive Committee has considered many approaches to maximizing jail space
including increasing the number of available beds at the jail, providing and expanding work
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release, increased use of home electronic confinement/GPS and the implementation of a
SOR Program to provide more accountability and supervision prior to sentencing.

A. Jail/Contract Beds: Opening the vacant floor of the jail provided up to 128 additional jail
beds for offenders who do not qualify for early release to community supervision or
alternatives to custody, or need a “flash incarceration” sanction. The number of
additional beds may never meet the anticipated impact of this new inmate population.
Currently the county jail has 381 inmate beds. Shasta County has existing contracts with
other counties for additional jail bed space. Fire camp beds may be another option
pending a contract with the State.

B. Work Release: The Sheriff’s Office currently has an active Work Release Program that is
effective at placing eligible offenders into the community for various work functions.
This program accommodates up to 500 offenders.

C. Home Electronic Confinement (HEC)/GPS: This program is designed to provide an
alternative to jail incarceration, post sentence, and to allow offenders to maintain
employment and obtain services. The HEC Program adds accountability and enhances the
efforts of probation supervision and the Compliance Team.

D. Supervised Own Recognizance (SOR): This program was added in 2013 and is designed
to provide additional accountability and supervision to offenders prior to sentencing. The
SOR Program provides supervision authority to the Probation Department when ordered
by the court.

E. Phase Program: The program started in May 2013 and was created in an effort to
maximize bed space at the jail. The Phase Program was created for inmates with twelve
months or more remaining in custody who are assessed as moderate or high risk to re-
offend using the Static Risk Assessment utilized by the Probation Department and whose
Offender Needs Guide reveals criminogenic needs that are supported by attendance at
the DRC. Offenders are assessed and, if eligible, are released from the jail, placed on GPS
monitoring and directed to attend the DRC. Implementation of this program created
additional bed space at the jail and allowed offenders to seek treatment earlier.

F. Step-Up Program: The program started in May 2013. Three of the major factors
associated with criminal conduct are: lack of employment, financial stability and
inadequate education. In order to attain financial stability and employment, offenders
must obtain adequate education. In order to assist offenders with obtaining adequate
education, the Probation Department and the Sheriff’s Office, in conjunction with Shasta
College, developed and implemented the Shasta Technical Education Program — Unified
Partnership (STEP-UP) Program. This program involves choosing offenders in custody at
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the jail who fit the high to moderate risk to reoffend criteria, as well as having education,
financial stability and employment as top criminogenic needs. Those

offenders will be given the opportunity to participate in the STEP-UP Program by
enrolling at Shasta College in one year certificated programs involving heavy equipment,
automotive repair and office administration with the emphasis on reducing the
recidivism rate in Shasta County through the educational process.

Assessments, Programs and Services

One of the legislative intents of AB 109 is to maximize the role of evidence-based
intervention strategies to effectively reduce criminal recidivism. Correctly assessing the
needs of offenders and then providing appropriate services are key to addressing public
safety and recidivism in Shasta County. Criminal justice research and public safety experience
suggests that case plans that effectively address criminogenic needs of the population are
crucial components to reducing recidivism. Developing contracts for identified services is
ongoing.

A. Community Corrections Center: The (CCC) includes both assessment activities and the

DRC. The CCC provides assessment, community services, intensive programming, and
supervision to offenders in a coordinated fashion. The CCC also provides a site for
services such as mental health assessment, drug and alcohol assessment, cognitive-
behavioral therapy (individual and group), eligibility and employment services, housing
assistance, and referral to other community resources or service providers.

In addition to Probation Employees, a Mental Health Clinician, an Eligibility Worker, and
an Employment and Training Worker are assigned to the CCC in order to assess the
population and meet some of the basic housing, financial, health, and other needs of this
offender population. Some of the costs for services will be absorbed by existing programs
in Shasta County as offender eligibility and funding streams allow. Funding from this Plan
is used to augment those funds and to develop contracts with local community agencies
that can assist in meeting the service needs of this offender population.

Offenders returning from State prison are eligible for General Assistance under certain
circumstances. General Assistance applications are made consistent with the eligibility
standards.

Intensive Treatment Programs & Services: Many services are needed to meet the
criminogenic needs and risks of this population. The CCP will continue to identify
resources to meet those needs. Therefore, decision making flexibility, initial sole source
contractual arrangements with both existing local and/or other providers, and
claims/vendor payment options are necessary to enhance the CCP’s ability to provide
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services and implement programs quickly. This flexibility is imperative to provide for this
population’s needs and optimally protect the citizens of Shasta County. Services so far
identified as needed include:

1. Alcohol & Drug Treatment — Including but not limited to:
a. Residential

b. Outpatient

c. Medication Assisted Treatment (does not include methadone)
d. Sober Living

e. Addicted Offender Program

2. Domestic Violence Treatment

3. Housing
a. Transitional
b. Supportive

4. Anger Management/Aggression Therapy
5. Vocational or Other Educational and GED Preparation

6. Therapeutic/Behavioral Interventions — Including but not limited to:
a. Trauma Focused Therapy
b Family/Group/Individual Therapy
c. Thinking-4-A-Change
d. Moral Reconation Therapy
e. Cognitive Behavioral Treatment
f.  Parenting Services
g. Women’s Reintegration Services
h. Mentoring

Other potential service needs are expected and may include:

Transportation

Payee Services (Receiver/Conservatorship)

Psychiatric Care

Immediate Medical Care

Health Professional to assess and prescribe medications
Employment Services

GED Prep and Testing

MRT and AOD Treatment within the jail

Educational books and vocational supplies
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C. Collaborative Courts: Two Shasta County Collaborative Courts were implemented in
January 2014.

Behavioral Health Court (BHC)-The Shasta County Behavioral Health Court (BHC), one of
the Shasta County Collaborative Court Programs, is part of the problem-solving court
movement. It is seen as a promising approach in bringing stability, sobriety, and safety to
offenders with behavioral illnesses while helping to ensure the security and well-being of
the entire community. BHC is an intensive program designed to evaluate, monitor and
provide offenders access to comprehensive and coordinated behavioral health services,
integrated treatment for behavioral health and substance use disorders, and ancillary
services. The goal of the Court is to increase public safety, while reducing recidivism, the
abuse of alcohol and illegal drugs, and the burden on law enforcement and other county
resources. This Court is a collaborative effort with representatives from the Shasta
County Superior Court, the Shasta County Offices of the District Attorney and Public
Defender, the Shasta County Probation Department, the Shasta County Health and
Human Services Agency/Adult Services Mental Health (HHSA/ASMH), the Shasta County
Sheriff’s Office and other local law enforcement agencies, local advocacy and support
agencies, and private providers of behavioral health, substance abuse and ancillary
services. The core BHC Team consists of representatives from the Shasta County Superior
Court, the District Attorney, the Public Defender, the Probation Department and the
HHSA/ASMH. BHCis a voluntary program, which lasts a minimum of one year and is
designed for offenders who have a persistent serious mental health illness (SMI) and who
may also have a co-occurring substance abuse disorder. Offenders will progress through
the multiple phases of the program attending court and treatment programs on a regular
basis as determined by the offender’s treatment plan and the BHC Team.

Re-Entry Court (REC)-The Shasta County Re-Entry Court (REC), is an intensive program
designed to evaluate, monitor and provide offenders with comprehensive and
coordinated services and integrated treatment. The goal of this Court is to increase
public safety, while reducing recidivism, the abuse of alcohol and illegal drugs, and the
burden on law enforcement and other county resources. The REC Program draws on the
expertise and cooperation of the Shasta County Superior Court, the Shasta County
Offices of the District Attorney and Public Defender, the Shasta County Probation
Department, the Shasta County Sheriff’s Office and other local law enforcement
agencies, local advocacy and support agencies, and private providers of behavioral
health, substance abuse and ancillary services. The core REC Team consists of
representatives from the Shasta County Superior Court, the District Attorney, the Public
Defender, and the Probation Department. REC is a mandatory program, which lasts a
minimum of one year and is designed for high-risk offenders who have a history of
noncompliance with conditions of supervision and/or the law. Offenders will progress
through the multiple phases of the program, attending court and treatment programs on
a regular basis as determined by the offender’s case/treatment plan and the REC Team.
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CONFLICT INDIGENT DEFENSE SERVICES

Effective October 1, 2011, post-release community supervision revocations were filed in the
Shasta County Superior Court by the Probation Department and beginning July 1, 2013,
parole revocations were filed in the Shasta County Superior Court by the State Parole
Agency. If the Shasta County Public Defender’s Office is unable to represent a defendant in
a PRCS or parole revocation proceeding due to a conflict of interest, it is necessary for the
Court to appoint counsel to represent that defendant. It is unknown how many PRCS and/or
parole revocation proceedings will go to private attorneys, but it is not expected to be a
significant number.
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CONCLUSION

The Shasta County Public Safety Realignment Plan is intended to provide a comprehensive
approach to addressing public safety by maximizing strategies to effectively address criminal
recidivism. The Plan targets the post-release community and the mandatory supervision
population by focusing on three distinct and necessary areas of intervention: Supervision;
Custody and Custody Alternatives; and Assessment, Programs, and Services.

It will always be difficult to anticipate the number of individuals who will be released by the
California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation and, even more so, those who will be
subject to mandatory supervision. AB 109 is a State-Mandated Program and its full impact is not
expected until the end of FY 2014-15. Funding for AB 109 is now protected via the state
constitution.

The CCP Executive Committee thanks the numerous county, city and community partners for
their commitment in the development of the Plan. Their continued support and involvement
will be required to ensure the safety of our community and a successful Plan outcome.

Community Corrections Partnership
Executive Committee
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