
 

 

June 2, 2025

The Honorable Scott Wiener 
Chair, Senate Budget and Fiscal 
Review Committee 
1021 N Street, Room 8620 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

The Honorable Jesse Gabriel  
Chair, Assembly Budget Committee  
1021 O Street, Suite 8320  
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 

RE: 2025-26 State Budget – May Revision Public Safety Budget Items 

Dear Chairs Wiener and Gabriel: 
 
On behalf of the Rural County Representatives of California (RCRC), I write to share the 
comments and perspectives on a variety of May Revision budget issues in the broader 
public safety realm. RCRC is an association of forty rural California counties and the 
RCRC Board of Directors is comprised of elected supervisors from each member county.  
The rural counties are critically aware of not only the near term budget shortfall the state 
is experiencing but also the potential for considerable state and local fiscal and 
programmatic impacts that could result from as-yet-unknown federal budget actions.  
 
With that in mind, we appreciate your consideration of the rural county perspective on the 
items below as you weigh the many difficult decisions before your committees and 
subcommittees. 
 
Oppose Pretrial Funding Reduction and Support Funding to Facilitate Successful 
Proposition 36 Implementation – Senate Budget and Fiscal Review Subcommittee 
No. 5 and Assembly Budget Subcommittee No. 6 
 
RCRC urges the Legislature to reconsider the reduction in the judicial branch budget 
related to the pretrial services program. The May Revision specifically proposes to reduce 
funding by up to $20 million in the current year and to apply a permanent annual reduction 
of the same amount beginning in 2025-26. This action would decrease funding for the 
program by 30 percent at a time when county probation departments and the courts alike 
are experiencing increasing workload related to the implementation of Proposition 36. 
This proposed reduction will have real system impacts going forward. Trial courts utilize 
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these funds to enter into contracts with pretrial services providers (generally county 
probation departments). These services must be available to individuals who cannot 
afford monetary bail and, absent the services, a reduction could result in these individuals 
serving more time in jail pretrial. 
 
Secondly, RCRC joins in support of the Chief Probation Officers of California’s (CPOC) 
request for a total of $47 million ongoing to support new and necessary workload to 
facilitate successful local implementation of Proposition 36. As you are aware, neither the 
Governor’s January Budget nor the May Revision contain any investments to support 
local implementation of the voter-approved initiative. The requested funding will support 
probation departments with their expanded responsibilities for treatment, supervision, and 
court coordination in drug-related cases, along with a new and larger population 
supervision duties. 
 
Support Update to SB 678 Incentive Payment Program – Senate Budget and Fiscal 
Review Subcommittee No. 5 and Assembly Budget Subcommittee No. 6 
 
Since its enactment in 2009, the California Community Corrections Performance 
Incentives Act (SB 678) has played an important role in lowering the state’s prison 
population by promoting evidence-based intervention and supervision strategies 
deployed by county probation departments. Consistent with the commitment articulated 
in the Governor’s January Budget to review and modernize the SB 678 funding structure, 
the May Revision unveils a reworked approach for determining the distribution of incentive 
payments to county probation departments. RCRC supports the updated approach that 
improves upon the program’s proven track record, continues to deliver cost savings 
during a time of fiscal challenge, and enhances funding stability for local probation 
agencies over the long-term – all while prioritizing the goal of reducing new prison 
admissions. 
 
Request to Eliminate Felony IST Cap Penalty Structure in Context of May 
Revision – Senate Budget and Fiscal Review Subcommittee No. 3 and Assembly 
Budget Subcommittee No. 1 
 
In the fall of 2021, the Department of State Hospitals (DSH) convened an Incompetent to 
Stand Trial (IST) Workgroup to identify solutions to address the increasing number of 
individuals with serious mental illness who are deemed IST on felony charges. 
Subsequent state budgets included ongoing resources to implement solutions informed 
by the deliberations of the workgroup. When these solutions were budgeted in 2022-23, 
the Administration also proposed, and the Legislature adopted, a new growth cap on 
county IST referrals and a fiscal penalty structure for counties that exceed their cap. This 
cap and penalty were largely justified by the additional state investment in solutions. The 
May Revision proposes to decrease those investments by approximately $200 million 
ongoing with an additional one-time reduction of $232.5 million. 
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According to the Administration, a lack of community behavioral health services led to a 
rapidly growing number of individuals found IST and referred to DSH, but the IST waitlist 
then declined significantly as a result of these solutions. Given the waitlist reductions, and 
significant divestment in solutions proposed by the Administration, RCRC requests that 
the related county penalty also be eliminated. Furthermore, rather than cut the 
undersubscribed program, the Department of State Hospitals should organize 
stakeholders to restructure these investments so that counties can access the funds to 
realize the full potential of the workgroup’s recommendations. From our understanding, 
there are many instances where the solutions are undersubscribed due to specified 
restrictions and binding requirements, not because there is a lack of local need. Adopting 
the May Revision as proposed leaves a punitive structure, while simultaneously carrying 
out a considerable state disinvestment in the solutions that an expert workgroup identified 
were needed to reduce IST admissions. 
 
Request Further Refinement of JJRBG Distribution Formula to Align Authority 
and Responsibility to Funding – Senate Budget and Fiscal Review Subcommittee No. 
3 and Assembly Budget Subcommittee No. 6 
 
RCRC engaged actively and directly in the negotiations around the transfer of 
responsibility from the state to the counties for the entirety of the juvenile justice system 
as enacted in SB 823 in 2020 and SB 92 in 2021. Now responsible for the care, treatment, 
and – when ordered by the court – custody of system-involved youth and young adults, 
counties remain committed to ensuring responsive and high-quality programming, 
promoting partnerships with community organizations to expand youth development and 
rehabilitation services, and driving successful outcomes for all youth in our care. 
 
RCRC, however, is concerned that the changes contemplated to the distribution 
methodology of the Juvenile Justice Realignment Block Grant (JJRBG) – the funding 
source that accompanied the realignment of a state responsibility to counties – do not 
appropriately align fiscal resources with county authority and responsibility. Under the 
JJRBG trailer bill language, distribution of funding would no longer include historical 
admission data and instead would incorporate a metric that ties funding to placements in 
facilities other than a Secure Youth Treatment Facility (SYTF). To be clear, rural counties 
fully support the placement of youth in the least restrictive placement possible. 
 
However, placement decisions reside with the court, and those decisions would and 
should be made without considering the resulting impact on future JJRGB county funding. 
We are concerned that, in practice, the proposed formula changes could negatively 
impact sufficient funding levels for counties responsible for providing safe and secure 
settings for youth with complex treatment needs. 
 
 



The Honorable Scott Wiener and Jesse Gabriel 
Public Safety Budget Items  
June 2, 2025 
Page 4 
 
Encourage Careful Approach on Suitability Enforcement Language – Senate 
Budget and Fiscal Review Subcommittee Nos. 3 and 5 and Assembly Budget 
Subcommittee No. 6 
 
We note that the May Revision proposes to confer new authority to the Board of State 
and Community Corrections (BSCC) related to the enforcement of suitability of facilities 
for the confinement of juveniles. As discussions move forward, we encourage the 
Legislature and Administration to ensure that any statutory language is thoughtfully 
developed to maintain appropriate checks and balances and avoid unintended 
consequences. 
 
Urge Early and Active Engagement with Communities Affected by Prison Closure 
– Senate Budget and Fiscal Review Subcommittee No. 5 and Assembly Budget 
Subcommittee No. 6 
 
Lastly, we request that the Administration engage with affected communities – including 
county governments that are hosts to prison facilities – as it considers the closure of an 
additional prison. Given the substantial local economic impacts associated with a prison 
closure, rural counties urge the Administration to commit to maximum communication and 
transparency – as early in the deliberative process as possible – as they narrow the list 
of potential institutions subject to closure. 
 
RCRC appreciates this opportunity to provide recommendations on public safety 
proposals in the May Revision. Please do not hesitate to contact me at 
sdukett@rcrcnet.org with any questions.   
 
Sincerely, 
 

 

SARAH DUKETT 
Policy Advocate 
 
cc: Members, Senate Budget and Fiscal Review Subcommittee No. 5  
Members, Senate Budget and Fiscal Review Subcommittee No. 3  
Members, Assembly Budget Subcommittee No. 1  
Members, Assembly Budget Subcommittee No. 6  
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