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Re:

Aprit 15,2024

The Honorabte Buffy Wicks
Chair, Assembty Committee on Appropriations
1021 O Street, Suite 8220
Sacramento, CA 95814

AB 2882 (McGarty), California Community Corrections Performance Redirection -
OPPOSE

Dear Assembty Member Wicks,

I am writing on behatf of the Kern County Board of Supervisors, in [ockstep with the Catifornia State
Association of Counties (CSAC) and the Chief Probation Officers of Catifornia (CPOC), to express
our strong opposition to AB 2882 (McCarty), which woutd amend the composition of the [oca[
Community Corrections Partnership (CCP) and the CCP Executive Committee; specify new ptan
devetopment and processing requirements at the tocat [eve[; and add considerabte new CCP data
cottection and reporting requirements.

We are concerned the bitt upends the existing purpose and mission of the CCP, which is stitt a criticaI
component to the pubtic safety response in our communities due to the historic shift of poputation
from state control to [oca[ controt. The current framework breaks down sitos and fosters
cottaboration to inform the important local ptanning framework that was developed as a direct
response to the State transferring responsibitity of a significant new pubtic safety poputation to
counties.

ln2011, Governor Brown signed AB 109 (Chapter 15, Statutes of 2011), which reftected a tandmark
shift in the State's approach to criminaI justice through the transfer of criminaI justice service
detivery and responsibitity to counties. This was done against the backdrop of a ruting by the US
Supreme Court for the State to immediatety drive down their poputation. The State, in a historic
cottaboration with the counties, had to develop a mechanism to avoid mass reteases without regard
to pubtic safety. The resutt of that cotlaboration was a process that enabted locaI governments to
ptan for this shift responsibty. Associated with this reatigned responsibitity was the investment of
funding to counties to carry out the transfer of poputations and duties. Shifting the responsibitities
for the justice poputation that was previousty handted by the state to locaI counties required not onty
a f unding shift, but protections that woutd enabte counties to support the necessary investments to
minimize the pubtic safety impact.

Any rotl back or impediments that threaten county operations under the guise of redirecting focus
and/or resources away from the entities tasked with the responsibility of providing pubtic safety is
misguided, itt-advised and exacerbates pubtic safety concerns.



Pubtic safety reatignment, by its very framework, was designed with the goal of supporting each
county to devetop responses to the new duties, specificatty the impacted jait and probation
poputations. White it is true that the populations being shifted have behavioral heatth needs, it is
inaccurate to assume that is the onty need of our poputations or that Reatignment was done to
singutarty address the detivery of behaviorat heatth treatment. The poputation that CCP's devetop
support ptans for require a mutti-dimensiona[ approach to meet a ptethora of needs inctuding jobs,
housing, and education white atso addressing criminogenic factors, safety risks, and court orders to
batance accountabitity and rehabititation. Att these factors, in addition to behavioraI heatth, impact
our abitity to supervise these poputations safety and successf utly.

It is inaccurate to assume that behaviorat heatth needs are not atready considered in CCP ptanning
and resource distribution, and it is important to remember that funding for behaviorat heatth needs
of the justice population is not singutarly contained within CCP funding. ln fact, the state made
changes to the Affordabte Care Act (ACA) and other funding sources that have been identified to
address this population's behavioraI heatth and substance use disorder needs. The very purpose of
probation is to atign at[ of the needs, not etevate one over another in order to take on the job that was
previousty handted by the state. The CCP ptays a criticat rote in coordinating [oca[ responses to
address these many factors that not onty serve the Reatigned poputation but do so with the equatty
important outcome of pubtic safety. The expertise of probation as re-entry experts supports the
batance of our pubtic safety mission through individuatized responses and services for our
poputations. Ptacing other initiatives into this process as contemptated in this bitt, witt by definition
redirect attention from the original purpose of the CCP white ignoring att the other ptanning and
funding sources intended specificattyfor behavioraI heatth treatment.

Setting forth a new purpose of CCPs is not integration, it is redirection. Counties, specificatty jaits
and probation, were given new poputations to serve with the CCP being the corresponding
mechanism to ptan care for these individuats through cottaborative and tocatty responsive
approaches. Repurposing this established process witt impact and subordinate pubtic safety and
impact the needs of the reatigned poputation.

For these reasons, the Kern County Board of Supervisors must oppose this tegistation and
respectfutty requests that you vote NO on AB 2882.

Sincerety,

, Chairman
Kern County Board of Supervisors
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