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1.0 Senate Bill 863 Grant Funding Overview 

1.1 Formation through Senate Bill 863 (2014) 
On June 20, 2014, the Adult Local Criminal Justice Facilities Construction Program became 
effective through SB 863. SB 863 authorized up to $500 million for the construction and 
improvement of local adult criminal justice facilities. On June 10, 2015, the Board of State and 
Community Corrections (BSCC) issued a Request for Proposals (RFP) from local jurisdictions 
interested in applying for available funds. Yolo County received SB 863 Adult Local Criminal 
Justice Facilities Financing Program funds in the amount of $30,500,000 from BSCC. The total 
project budget of $34,278,550 also includes a cash match of $3,577,350 and an in-kind match of 
$201,200. Capital Improvement Program (CIP) Bond Proceeds provide the funds for the cash 
match. 

1.2 Leinberger Replacement Project 
The BSCC grant funded Leinberger Replacement Project provides a novel design and 
construction for a stand-alone facility that expands programming space and flexibility, increases 
safety for inmates and the general population, and updates 25-year old amenities. While the 
project will demolish the existing Leinberger facility and construct a new two-level facility that 
consists of three 30-bed dormitory units and one 60-bed dormitory unit totaling 150 beds, the 
project does not expand the amount of beds within the facility, a key component to being 
successfully awarded SB 863 monies.  

Each dormitory will contain a day room, toilets, and lavatories. The proposed design also 
includes spaces for programming, multipurpose rooms, staff support services, as well as 
dayrooms, outdoor recreational space, and support space. Housing support will consist of 
multiple program rooms, interview space, a sally port, and medical clinic spaces. Central 
control and public lobby areas will also include non-contact in-person visitation, as well as  
space for family reunification visitation. The staff/support area will include administration, staff 
locker rooms, a break room, and storage rooms. The project also includes, but is not limited 
to, utilities, electrical, plumbing, mechanical, heating, ventilation and air conditioning, 
communications, fencing, security and fire protection systems, as well as landscaping and 
pavement for building access and outdoor functions. The full grant application submitted to 
the BSCC can be found in Attachment A: Leinberger Facility Funding Application. 

Current Project Status 
The project is in the concluding stages of State approval and is currently in final review with the 
Department of Finance (DOF), who has delegated approval authority from the State Public 
Works Board (SPWB) to authorize the County to proceed to construction bids. The project has 
already received approval from the State Fire Marshall and BSCC. The County conducted a 
Request for Qualifications to pre-qualify General Contractors in preparation for the construction 
bid—four construction companies were pre-qualified through this process. 

The DOF has authorized the County to proceed to bid. The County completed the bidder’s 
conference on October 15, 2020 and has issued Construction bid documents on which were 
due back to the County on November 10, 2020. The County evaluation team will not have 
completed its full evaluation of the bids prior to the Board’s consideration of this item. 
report02Noasdlkfj November 17, 2020. The contract for the lowest responsible bidder will be brought to the Board on December 15, 2020. 
If approved by the Board, BSCC will work with DOF on approval to proceed with awarding the 
contract. If the Board does not approve moving forward with the Project and chooses to decline 
the grant, no adverse impacts would occur specifically related to the bidding process, even once 
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opened. However, it should be noted that declining the grant and halting the project would require 
the termination of ground leases, cooperation agreements, and the grant award agreement, and 
thus additional staff time would be required. 

Current Financial Status 
The fiscal impact for the County associated with completing the Leinberger Center is anticipated 
at $3,577,350 in Cash Match CIP Bonds and $201,200 in In-Kind Match. The total project 
cost including state funding is anticipated to cost $34,278,550. Most of the cash has already 
been expended in the amount of $3.116 million, or 87% of the required match, primarily 
for architectural, construction management, CEQA, and state agency fees. The remaining 
expenditures are anticipated to be paid with remaining CIP Bond funding should the project 
proceed. Any unanticipated expenditures in excess of the total budgeted project cost would be 
the County's responsibility. 

Further discussion regarding expended funds can be found in Section 3, Alternatives Analysis, 
of this document. This section details three alternatives in which the grant project either moves 
forward or is declined. 
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2.0 Factors Inhibiting Operational Flexibility 
Many factors contribute to an alternatives analysis associated with county jail facilities and the 
population of inmates included in those facilities. To best understand the feasibility of the three 
scenarios presented in Section 3 of this report, the following topics will be analyzed for the Board’s 
consideration: BSCC Approval, existing County facility opportunities, California’s regulatory 
environment, and the Yolo County jail population. 

2.1 Timeline & BSCC Requirements 
The following timeline outlines the major milestones of the Leinberger Replacement Project thus 
far and illustrates the complexity of the project. Furthermore, this project has been subject to 
numerous approvals by both the Board of Supervisors and the State of California. Where 
appropriate, milestones include a reference to the attachment in which more information may be 
found on individual approvals, agreements, and documents. 

Figure 1 – Project Timeline/Milestones 
June 20, 2014 Adult Local Criminal Justice Facilities Construction Program becomes 

effective through Senate Bill 863 
June 10, 2015 BSCC issues RFP for local jurisdictions interested in applying for 

available funding (Attachment B) 
July 28, 2015 Board of Supervisors approves SB 863 Grant Application (Attachment 

C) 
November 12, 2015 BSCC Announces Summary of Awarded Projects (Attachment D) 
February 21, 2017 Board adopts the Mitigated Negative Declaration for Leinberger 

Detention Facility (Attachment E) 
August 2, 2017 County closes on the 2017 Lease Revenue Bonds financing the local 

match for the project (amongst other capital projects) 
September 12, 
2017 

Board authorizes staff to execute agreements including a Cooperation 
Agreement with the State Public Works Board, Project Delivery and 
Construction Agreement between the County and State, and ground 
lease. (Attachment F) 

December 4, 2017 Yolo County enters into a tri-party grant agreement with the State Public 
Works Board and BSCC. (Attachment G) 

February 25, 2020 The Board approved the SB 863 Leinberger Replacement project budget 
of $34,278,550 contingent upon final approval from DOF for grant 
proceeds in the amount of $30,500,000. The Board also approved the 
Plans and Specifications for the project and authorized staff to issue the 
construction bid upon final approval from DOF. (Attachment H) 

July 7, 2020 Staff return to the Board with an update on the Leinberger Replacement 
Project (Attachment I) 

November 10, 2020 Bids open for the Leinberger Replacement Project, with the lowest bidder 
to be brought to the Board on December 15, 2020. 

In addition to these major milestones, the Leinberger Replacement Project has been included as 
part of the County’s CIP and included in the Committee on Capital Investment reports since 2017 
for consideration and approval moving forward. 

The BSCC provides an amount of flexibility within Government Code Section 15820.935 related 
to SB 863 grant funded projects. However, this flexibility is limited to programmatic changes, and 
does not prescribe a specific outcome related to reformatting the physical design of a project once 
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through most of the approvals process. For the related language associated with BSCC 
requirements, please see Attachment J: BSCC Requirements. 

2.2 County Facilities 
There are two jail facilities and one juvenile detention center located in Yolo County. The following 
analysis illustrates opportunities and constraints for the Monroe Center and Juvenile Detention 
Facility.  

2.2.1 Monroe 
Built in 1989, the Monroe Detention Center operates in addition to the Leinberger Center. In 2014, 
the Board adopted a resolution authorizing acceptance of local Jail Construction Financing (AB 
900) Phase II funds for $36,295,000 from the BSCC. These funds were to be used to expand the
current jail detention facility to include new housing, program space, kitchen, and day reporting
center. Additionally, renovations will be made to the existing footprint to provide for additional
health and mental health beds, separate booking and intake, and an upgrade/retrofit to the
security electronics.

Currently, Monroe faces several limitations related to housing the inmate population that is 
incarcerated in Yolo County, including classification vs. multi-bed cells, the federal consent 
decree, and mental health issues. These housing factors are analyzed in the sections below. 
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Factor 1 - Classification vs Multi-Bed Cells 
The Yolo County jail population is diverse and includes many classifications that illustrate this 
diversity through various needs within the jail population that require some level of 
accommodation. Figure 2 illustrates some of the main classifications that are  found in Yolo 
County’s jail population. However, there are several subclassifications that should also be 
contemplated when considering the makeup of jail population on a given day. Additionally, a 
diverse set of classifications within any jail presents physical, programming, and social constraints 
to ensure the safety and well-being of inmates and county staff.  

Figure 2 – Jail Population Classifications 
Mainline Inmate has no special needs or safety concerns. Can house with 

others in the same area or dorm setting. Can program in groups. 
Can qualify for jobs in and around the facility. 

Protective Custody (PC) Inmate fears for their safety from mainline inmates.  They either 
have charges that are not acceptable to jail society rules (child-
molest, child abuse, sex registrant etc.) or have broken the 
inmate conduct rules (stealing, disrespect etc.).These inmates 
are able to house with other protective custody inmates and 
program together. 

Administrative 
Segregation/Separation 
(AD-SEG/AD-SEP) 

Inmates are unable to be around others due to threats of violence 
or severe mental health issues.  They cannot be housed with 
another inmate and must come out by themselves.  

Administrative Segregation 
Officer Safety (AD-SEG 
O/S) 

Inmates are unable to be around others due to threats of 
violence.  They are classified officer safety due to threats to 
staff/inmates and/or violence against staff/inmates.  They cannot 
be housed with other inmates and must come out by themselves. 
They will be in full restraints when outside of their small day area 
or around staff/inmates. 

Drop Out (Pink) Inmate is no longer an active gang member.  They cannot be 
housed around mainline inmates or active gang members.  They 
do not qualify for Protective Custody.  They can house with other 
drop out gang members. 

Southerners (Green) Inmates are active Sureno Gang members.  They cannot be 
housed with Norteno Gang members as it is a rival gang.  Our 
area is primarily Norteno controlled therefore Surenos cannot be 
housed in mainline housing.  They can house and program with 
other active Surenos. 

Socialization Inmates who have mental health issues, developmentally 
disabled or socially fragile qualify for the socialization program.  
They must house in single cells.  They do not have to be 
medication compliant.  However, they must be socially compliant 
and get along with others.  They must participate in weekly group 
sessions with mental health 

Classifications are also subject to change, depending on current criminal activities within the 
region, which may dictate subpopulations within jail facilities, as noted for gang members above. 
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Title 15* 
One other major factor when contemplating classification is the standards associated with Title 
15 Minimum Standards for Local Detention Facilities, which set forth a host of additional 
requirements specifically geared around classification plans and safely housing inmates 
according to specified criterion. See Attachment K for the full Title 15 document and 
associated requirements. 

Figure 3 – Jail Bed Days by Classification 

The graph represents the total percentage of bed days used by each classification type each year. 
In 2018, 33% of the beds were used for General Population – Monroe, which dropped slightly in 
2020 to 31%. One trend to note is that of Socialization, which requires single-cell occupancy. This 
classification has grown from 4% in 2018 to 6% in 2020. One consideration for this current data 
set is that the 2020 numbers are not yet complete but reflect the most up-to-date numbers staff 
could compile. 

Factor 2- Federal Consent Decree 
In 1991, the Federal Court Consent Decree was put into effect placing a population cap on the 
Monroe Center Main Jail.  The Sheriff’s Office must begin releasing inmates when Monroe 
reaches 90% capacity. After the newly constructed H-Pod in Monroe is in full utilization, 90% of 
capacity at Monroe is 307 inmates. This means, even though Monroe will be rated as a 342-bed 
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facility, under federal regulation the jail shall not house more than 307 inmates. An important note 
of the Consent Decree is that the Leinberger facility, current or remodeled, does not fall under the 
regulation. This has allowed for Leinberger to act as a ‘release valve’ when Monroe begins to 
reach capacity. Without Leinberger, the Sheriff’s Office will be forced to release inmates 
prematurely. The difference of when this practice occurred in the past and what it will look like if 
it occurs in the future, is that state law has changed the type and severity of inmates housed in 
local jails. Fewer and fewer low-level offenses are housed and an increasing number of violent 
offenses, with acts against persons are being housed. This change in inmate demographic and 
charge level, will cause capacity related releases to jeopardize community safety.  

Factor 3- Inmate Mental Health 
Figure 4 – Felony Lengths of Stay, 2019 Releases / 2019 ADP by MH Client 

The number of inmates with mental health needs continues to grow and impact jail operations. 
As the above figure shows, in 2019, 15% of the jail population were mental health clients of Well 
Path. The figure also demonstrates that inmates with mental health concerns, on average, have 
higher lengths of stay.  Often, these inmates must be housed separately, requiring a single bed 
cell. In-custody programming needs to be specific to the mental health needs of the inmate as 
well. 

Electronic Monitoring 
The Sheriff’s Office continues to utilize the electronic monitoring (EM) program as an alternative 
to custody.  EM is evidence based, cost-effective and proven to reduce recidivism.  EM does have 
the capacity to expand and will continue to play a significant role in reentry planning as a step-
down phase, however there are significant program limitations. Inmates must be assessed to 
assure they meet specific inclusion and exclusion criteria before they are placed into the EM 
program. Currently, EM is being fully utilized in that there are no other inmates in-custody who 
meet the minimum standards for EM placement. Although, EM will remain an alternative to 
custody, it is not designed to serve all inmates who are housed. 

2.2.2 Juvenile Detention Facility 

Structural/Programmatic Limitations 
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The Yolo County Juvenile Detention Facility (JDF) opened in 2005 and houses and provides 
services for justice-involved youth in Yolo County. From 2008 to 2019, the facility provided 
services to unaccompanied youth through a contract with the Federal Office of Refugee 
Resettlement (ORR). Support services are provided to the youth onsite as overseen by Probation 
Department staff. These services include education, medical services and behavioral health 
services. Additionally, several community volunteers provide mentorship, serve as positive role 
models, and provide additional program services that cannot be provided by facility staff. 

Given the underutilization of the JDF, coupled with the Sheriff’s Office current space needs as a 
result of jail construction projects underway, a portion of the JDF was modified to temporarily 
accommodate adult booking starting in November 2019. With BSCC approval, the JDF was host 
to adult offenders until November 2020, due to constraints in place because of COVID-19 and the 
constraints required with having youth and adults housed within one facility. 

With the closure of the ORR Program in the JDF, the Probation Department can now turn its 
attention to evaluating the highest and best uses of the JDF to meet the public safety needs of 
our communities in the future.  A comprehensive analysis will rely on input from the Board of 
Supervisors, other County departments, Probation staff and labor units, partners, stakeholders 
and the public, as well as lessons learned in other counties.  It will include an environmental scan, 
needs assessment and gap analysis, all of which will culminate in a catalog of options and 
recommendations for Board consideration. For more information on this analysis and upcoming 
considerations for the JDF, please see Attachment L for the Plan. 

The importance of the plan below cannot be understated as the flexibility of the JDF for alternative 
uses is reliant on the timing of DJJ realignment, as well as the potential facilitation of permitting 
long-term co-location of adults and juveniles. If the JDF were to be repurposed for use for the 
adult population, current and future DJJ youth would need to be sent to another county. 
Furthermore, the construction of the JDF may be a limiting factor when considering the various 
populations of adult inmates, as the facility consists of only 3 pods. This means that, while it was 
constructed as a 90-bed facility, those beds would not necessarily convert on a 1:1 ratio from 
juvenile to adult.  

DJJ Realignment 
Signed into law in September 2020, SB 823 repeals the provisions that would have created the 
Department of Youth and Community Restoration and the provisions that would have transferred 
the responsibility of the Division of Juvenile Justice to that department. This bill shall commence 
on July 1, 2021, the deadline that will prohibit further commitment of wards to the DJJ, except in 
specific cases, and would require that all wards committed to the division prior to that date remain 
within the custody of the division until the ward is discharged, released, or transferred. This bill 
will also require a replacement of the Juvenile Court and Probation Statistical System with a 
modern database and reporting system and appropriates moneys from the General Fund to the 
Youth Programs and Facilities Grant Program. Finally, SB 823 establishes the age of jurisdiction 
at age 23 for youth adjudicated of WIC § 707(b) offenses and age 25 for youth adjudicated of 
offenses resulting in an aggregate sentence of 7 or more years in adult court. Age of jurisdiction 
is 21 for all other youth. 

Due to the nature of this major change in the Juvenile Justice system, there are currently no 
counties that have adopted an official plan that would determine the County as a contract-out 
county, or one that is accepting youth that would have otherwise gone to the DJJ. As such, staff 
anticipates that many counties will be working to determine next steps over the next several 
months as the July 1, 2020 deadline approaches. The full text of SB 823 may be found here. 

http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=201920200SB823
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Locally, Yolo County has had 8 DJJ commitments since 2015, with 4 Yolo County youth currently 
at DJJ. According to the Probation Department, the shortest length of stay at DJJ is 1 year, the 
longest length of stay is 5 years, 8 months, and the average length of stay is 2 years, 6 months. 
Furthermore, the average length of time between arrest and arrival at DJJ is approximately 1 year. 
The key factor in each of these pieces of data is length of time, especially given the uncertainty 
as to which counties may serve as host counties for other counties’ youth. While the number of 
youths in Yolo County that have gone to DJJ is not overwhelming, attempting to schedule the 
youth to be received back to the Juvenile Detention Facility would complicate any attempts at 
including an adult population at the facility. Furthermore, should other counties not have the ability 
to host Yolo County youth in the wake of DJJ Realignment, it is possible that the County will need 
to accommodate additional programming and costs associated with shifts in the law. 

2.3 Regulatory Considerations 

2.3.1 Cash Bail 
While Proposition 25 was not voted into effect in the November 2020 election, cash bail still exists 
as a potential unknown within Yolo County, specifically as it relates to COVID-19. Because cash 
bail has been reduced due to COVID-19, jail population numbers have been impacted in Yolo. 
Furthermore, it is unknown the impact that will occur on Yolo County’s jail population post-COVID-
19. 

Additionally, the Board of Supervisors has requested to include a strategy in the County 
Strategic Plan associated with the elimination of cash bail. If cash bail is eliminated in Yolo 
County, it is uncertain the impact that this would have on the numbers of inmates in the jail 
population. This is primarily dependent on the system that would be put into place with the 
elimination of cash bail. The Yolo County Probation Department is currently undergoing a 
study with a consultant to analyze and assess their existing pre-trial risk assessment system, but 
the results of that study will not be available until at least December 2020. 

2.3.2 Future legislation/State-imposed regulations/legislation/mandates 
Over the last decade, California has undergone a variety of criminal justice reforms that have 
served as catalysts in altering the population and dynamic of County jail populations. While the 
overall population trends after AB 109 (Realignment 2011) and Proposition 47 (2014) indicated a 
decrease in jail populations throughout California, realignment also altered jail populations in a 
manner requiring additional tools for rehabilitation and reentry due to a changing population with 
the ability to stay in a jail facility for longer periods of time. According to a Public Policy Institute 
of California study completed in 2016, “jails now have a greater need for medical and mental 
health beds, as well as rehabilitation and reentry programming and recreational space.” This 
report also indicates overall trends after the passage of AB 109 and Prop 47, and may be found 
as Attachment M. 

AB 109 and Prop 47, in addition to Proposition 36 (2012) and Proposition 57 (2016), all indicate 
the changing landscape in California criminal justice reform that may cause unknown impacts to 
the Yolo County jail population. This uncertainty further reinforces the concept of flexibility within 
local criminal justice systems, their programs, and their facilities.  

2.4 Yolo County Jail Population 
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2.4.1 Inmate Average Daily Population (ADP) 
In order to fully analyze local correctional housing needs, it is useful to look at historical population 
numbers as well as forecasts for what may occur in the future. Over the past decade, there have 
been several shifts in the County’s average daily population tied to three significant events which 
include AB109 (2011 Realignment) which realigned certain offenders from State Prison to serve 
their sentences in County Jail, Proposition 47 which was approved by voters in 2014 and lessened 
the severity of numerous offenses, and COVID-19 which changed the need for operational 
practices at the jail facilities to further public health.  

Figure 5 – Yolo County Jail Population (2011-2020) 
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2.4.2 Pre-COVID ADP 
The ADP in Yolo County jails has decreased over time, with an ADP of 385 in 2011 and an ADP 
of 241 as of August 25, 2020. However, it must be noted that due to COVID-19, the overall 
capacity of the jail facilities has been lessened considerably to ensure the safety of both inmates 
and county staff. Therefore, while 2020 data is included in Figure 6 for the sake of painting the 
full picture, this data represents an outlier year for the jail population and should be considered 
somewhat incomplete until the end of 2020. 

Figure 6 – Yolo County Jail Population by Sentenced, Non-Sentenced and Offense Type 
(2011-2020) 

Source: BSCC JPS data as of August 25, 2020. 2020 data only through first quarter (January – 
June) 



15 

However, despite this change in ADP, those that are being held at the Jail facilities are for more 
serious offenses. Based on data in calendar year, 2019, most of the daily population was for new 
Felony Crimes. (Figure 7) Of these felony offenses, the largest drivers are crimes against people 
as well as property related crimes (Figure 8) 

Figure 7 – 2019 Jail ADP by Felony & Misdemeanor 

Figure 8 – 2019 Jail Bed Days, by Crime Type and Severity 
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2.4.3 COVID ADP 
Due to COVID-19, the Sheriff’s Office chose to house only one inmate per cell to ensure their 
health and safety.  Therefore, cells with double bunks were used only used at single capacity.  As 
shown in Figure 9 below, the housing capacity at the jail dropped by 27% for males and 38% for 
females in order to accommodate Public Health best practices.  While there has been a 
decrease in inmates (both regular and AB 109) over the past several fiscal years and currently, 
due to releases through the courts' emergency bail schedule, the jail still has to staff according 
to the number of pods being used, not by the number of inmates.   

Figure 9 – Jail Housing Capacity (Monroe) 

Pod Pod type 
# of Beds Total at 

Full 
Capacity 

# of Beds  
(Single Bed Use) Total at 

Single 
Bed Use 

% Drop Single 
Bed Cells 

Double 
Bed Cells 

Single 
Bed Cells 

Double 
Bed Cells 

A1 Male 
(Alter class*) 52 24 76 52 12 64 -16%

A2 Male 
(Max Security) 32 64 96 32 32 64 -33%

B1 Male 52 24 76 52 12 64 -16%
C2 Male 

(Covid-19 isolation) 0 10 10 0 5 5 -50%
H Male 0 32 32 0 16 16 -50%

Subtotal (all) 290 Subtotal 
(Single Bed Use) 213 

B2 Female 12 40 52 12 20 32 -38%

Total (all) 342 Total 
(Single Bed Use) 245 -28%

* Alter class includes the following classifications: Protective Custody, Drop Out (inactive gang member), Socialization (mental health program),
Southerner (Sureno gang member), and Ad-Seg (security risk)

Currently the jail is turning away individual surrenders. These are people who need to serve their 
sentences but are being turned away for now due to COVID-19. This is creating a backlog of 
individuals who will have their sentences needing to be served when the Jail will accept them. 
Sheriff staff estimate there are approximately 158 individuals in the Community that meet this 
criterion.  

The Jail also has inmates in County jail that are waiting to go to State Prison or State Mental 
Health Hospitals. These in addition are backlogging the system in areas where the State will not 
accept new individuals and thus it limits the County’s operational ability due to COVID-19.  

2.4.4 Post-COVID ADP Projections 
As expressed by Kevin O’Connell, Criminal Justice Consultant to the County “There is no good 
way to project our population forecasts related to jail because changes to legislation may 
completely alter the numbers in a short period of time that may be unforeseen.” 

Despite, recognition of this fact, staff felt it was critical to make a reasonable attempt to forecast 
future populations and enlisted the Department of Financial Services to perform an independent 
projection of Jail populations.  
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The method of forecasting contemplated several key assumptions in arriving at a baseline 
expectation:  

1) Jail populations would rebound after COVID-19 to a baseline which would approximate
the 2019 calendar year ADP. The rationale was that the full impacts of Proposition 47 had
materialized by 2019 and that the impacts of COVID-19 and no-cash bail tested during
COVID-19 had not yet appeared.

2) That from this point forward, the Average Daily Population in the Jail facilities would
generally grow in line with the County’s overall population which is estimated to be .99%
going forward based on the past 10-year average (2010-2019) from the California
Department of Finance.

3) As markers, Jail capacity was represented showing Monroe and Leinberger operated
together, Monroe operated as the sole facility at two levels being full use of rated capacity
and a lower utilization on a single-cell basis. This assumption assumes the Sheriff could
operate the facility utilizing all beds, however as discussed in other areas of this report,
this may not always be feasible due to a variety of operational constraints such as the
consent decree, inmate classification, public health, or other considerations.

Figure 10 – Yolo County Jail Population Forecast (2011-2060) 
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The Baseline forecast above contemplates no major change to the system such as criminal justice 
legislation, passage of propositions, or a future state/local realignment of responsibilities. 
However, the Department of Financial Services was requested in addition to provide forecasts of 
what impacts Yolo County might see as a result of passage of Proposition 20 and Proposition 
25 that were on the November ballot. Though preliminary results may be available on each of 
these propositions by the presentation on November 17th, final certified results may not thus 
it was determined important to include.  

In each of these scenarios, information prepared by the non-partisan Public Policy Institute of 
California (PPIC) was utilized and then applied to Yolo County’s specific population and then 
forecasted forward based on population growth similarly to the baseline.  

• Proposition 20 – The proposition would adjust Criminal Sentencing and Parole and would
undo a portion of the voter initiative Proposition 47 in 2014. The PPIC determined that the
total number of individuals booked in Jail in the Multi-County Study declined in the year
after Proposition 47 by about 10 percent.1 As such, Financial Services assumed that at
worst Proposition 20 would undo the majority of impacts of Proposition 47. As a result, the
projected scenario of Yolo ADP was inflated by 10% from the baseline scenario.

• Proposition 25 – The proposition would implement a system of no-cash bail where
defendants would receive a risk assessment in order to determine if they remain in pre-
sentence custody. Under this system, the impacts are not fully known however the PPIC2

estimated what the impact would be for the change in release status of inmates. In their
study, they determined that an additional 39.6% of inmates detained pre-sentence for
misdemeanors would be released while only 1.3% of inmates detained pre-sentence for
felonies would be released under a risk assessment. These figures were then applied to
the baseline to determine approximately how many additional inmates would be released
under Proposition 25 resulting in a forecast lower than the baseline

As noted above, the Criminal Justice system relies on a combination of the Court System, State 
law, and the choices of individuals in the County to become justice involved. Therefore, as a 
result, it is difficult to accurately predict the future needs of jail space however a best attempt has 
been made to do so relying on available information that County staff believes are reasonable.  

However, under each of the forecasted scenarios, it appears that the capacity of the Leinberger 
facility may be needed in the long-term under all three scenarios. In addition, that capacity may 
be necessary in the more immediate future when accounting for some of the additional operational 
constraints discussed elsewhere in this report which the forecast may not fully capture.  

1 Public Policy Institute of California, The Impact of Proposition 47 on Crime and Recidivism, June 2018 (pg. 14-16) 
2 Public Policy Institute of California, Reforming Pretrial Justice in California, August 2020 (pg. 20) 
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3.0 Alternatives Analysis 

3.1 Option 1- Monroe Only 
The option contemplates the County declining the grant and only utilizing the Monroe Center 
moving forward. Section 2.2.1 of this report outlines some of the factors for consideration when 
only utilizing the Monroe Center. Primarily, the issues are related to classifications within the jail 
population, the federal consent decree, and inmate mental health as described above. However, 
upon reaching capacity within the Monroe Center without having Leinberger forces the county to 
either pay for out-of-county housing and associated transportation costs, or to release inmates 
that otherwise should continue to remain in custody. 

Fiscal Impact (assumptions discussed further in Attachment N): 
The fiscal impact of Option 1 varies depending on how the future unfolds as to the needs of Yolo 
County for inmates which depends on a variety of factors including state and local laws, decisions 
of the court, and decisions of justice involved individuals. As a result, it is important to present a 
range of possible outcomes that could occur as a result of the decision to operate with only the 
Monroe Facility: 

Capital Costs 
Under the operate Monroe as the only facility, the Leinberger Facility would need to be demolished 
and the land would need to be restored to a minimum condition after the demolition of the facility. 
The estimated capital cost for this option is:  $1.049 million 

Under this option, the County does expose itself to a future financial risk that should be carefully 
considered. Under this option, should the capacity associated with Leinberger be determined to 
be necessary at some point in the future, the County may need to construct a similar facility 
(though it could be smaller or bigger based on future needs) at that time. The simplest way to 
calculate the financial risk associated with this option would be to recognize the amount of the 
current Leinberger project as representing that financial risk (absent better data). The risk 
associated with that cost is:  $34.279 million 

It should be recognized though that this is a point in-time cost, and thus this figure may escalate 
over time by annual construction cost escalation which historically has been 1.3% to 4.4% (2011-
2019)3. This could be reduced somewhat if plans (current project expenditures) could be utilized 
for a future project.  

Annual Operating Costs 
As discussed above, the annual operating costs need to be evaluated against additional costs 
that could occur as a result of not operating the Leinberger Facility. In discussions with the 
Sheriff’s Office, it was determined that in the past three calendar years (2017-2019) what the 
utilization of the Leinberger facility was pre-COVID. The Sheriff’s office expressed that it was likely 
that ADP populations would return to these levels after construction and post-COVID as there is 
still a need to serve the populations that were previously housed in the Leinberger facility. Without 
local housing, the Sheriff’s office asserted that due to classification issues, these inmates would 
not be suitable for Monroe and would be housed out of County4:  

3 Obtained from California Department of General Services Construction Cost Index. 
4 As further described in Attachment N, a key assumption would be that a neighboring County Jail would be 
available to house these individuals as current poste bed rates (which vary significantly by County) and lower 
transportation cost due to proximity of that specific County to Yolo County. 
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Scenario 1 – Demolish Leinberger, 61 ADP out of County (Low) 
Operational Savings (Cost) Out of County Housing & 

Transportation 
Net Benefit (Cost) 

$3,297,450 $(2,645,354) $652,096 

Scenario 2 – Demolish Leinberger, 85 ADP out of County (Medium) 
Operational Savings (Cost) Out of County Housing & 

Transportation 
Net Benefit (Cost) 

$3,297,450 $(3,686,210) q $(388,760) 

Scenario 3 – Demolish Leinberger, 118 ADP out of County (High) 
Operational Savings (Cost) Out of County Housing & 

Transportation 
Net Benefit (Cost) 

$3,297,450 $(5,117,852) $(1,820,402) 

Other Fiscal Considerations: 
One other consideration of which the fiscal implications is unclear, is that the Sheriff’s Office 
currently has approximately 158 people that have yet to surrender and serve their sentence and 
that number continues to grow. This is a backlog associated with COVID-19 that will need to work 
through the Criminal Justice system. As a result, should the County continue to lack capacity to 
serve these individuals, at some point a consideration would need to be made as to how to allow 
them to serve their sentences which could require an out-of-county option (assuming space exists 
in other counties). At this point in time, as there is no certainty on what approach will be taken 
with these individuals, thus, it is difficult to accurately determine a cost related to serving this 
backlog. In addition, this fiscal challenge may exist whether or not the new facility is constructed, 
as these individuals may need to serve their sentences prior to the Leinberger center being rebuilt 
and available.  

Under this option, the County may be more exposed to changes in future law or regulation such 
as what occurred under AB109 (2011 Realignment) that realigns responsibility for 
inmates/prisoners from State responsibility to Counties. While the County is unaware of any 
current active proposals, there is a possibility that these types of proposals could materialize over 
the 30+-year time horizon associated with a new/upgraded facility.  
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3.2 Option 2- Decline the Grant, but rehabilitate Leinberger 
The option contemplates the County declining the grant, but still seeking to utilize Leinberger, 
thus requiring rehabilitation of the facility. 

The Leinberger Center was constructed in 1992 and was originally planned as an unlocked Type 
IV Facility (current definition) to house minimum security inmates for short stays. At the time, this 
was a very cost-effective construction type to house inmates in an environment that did not require 
a facility constructed of hard or fire resistive materials. Initially the Center eased the overcrowding 
that existed at the time, but in subsequent years its limitations have proven to be very problematic 
in dealing with a more restrictive and sophisticated classification of inmates.  

The building is of antiquated design, and the physical layout is unsafe for both inmates and staff. 
The Leinberger Center has several small dormitory wings off a shared Dayroom area for activities. 
There is a larger area dedicated for males (112 Beds) and smaller section for females (30 Beds). 
The male dorm units contain common sleeping areas with residential style sinks and toilets. Male 
inmates must leave their dorm units to use the facility’s group shower, which is located next to a 
staff station. Female dorm units contain similar style sinks and toilet fixtures and showers stalls. 
The facility can only house one classification as the layout does not allow for separation. The 
small dorms with separate restrooms/showers are not visible to custody officers and do not enable 
proper supervision toward the prevention of violence, introduction and concealment of 
contraband, potential suicide, and vandalism. For example, the male housing section or dorm 
uses a six-station group shower constructed before the federal Prison Rape Elimination Act of 
2003 (PREA) was enacted and does not meet the standards. Also, the facility contains porcelain 
toilet fixtures that are highly breakable and easily weaponized. 

Programming based on Classification 
The existing facility is also not conducive to program delivery. For example, the dining hall serves 
as a dining room three times a day, a program room for all programs, a visiting room, and a 
medical waiting area. Occasionally it also acts as space for attorney/professional visits. The usage 
limits the number and variety of programs provided since the area must satisfy multiple functions 
and schedules. 

The building is in disrepair, it is unsecure and unsafe, and because of its construction type it 
cannot be upgraded to an I-3 occupancy classification (which is required to make it a locked 
facility). In addition, the building layout and design prevents the County from housing inmates of 
different classifications. Inability to physically separate classifications of inmates is a major design 
and operational flaw of the Leinberger Center. Daily, there are numerous sentenced inmates at 
the main jail who ideally would be placed in Leinberger for reentry programming. Due to their 
classification, however, whether administrative segregation, protective custody, or gang dropout, 
such inmates cannot be transferred and, as a result, don’t receive intensive reentry programming. 
Like the analysis regarding classification limitations at the Monroe Center, Leinberger is subject 
to the requirements of Title 15 as well. This limits the ability to offer programs, as they must exist 
for both males and females, while also remaining within the boundaries of all other requirements. 

Deferred Maintenance 
Cancellation of the Project (and assuming the County still operates the facility) would still require 
the County to rehabilitate certain aspects of the existing Leinberger Center, unless the County 
determines that the space located at the Monroe Center is enough (under Option 1). In either 
scenario, County funds that have already been spent toward the Project would be forfeited under 
this option. 
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The current facility also possesses a host of deficiencies in terms of deferred maintenance, 
including wall damage, plumbing fixtures, and finishes, as well as HVAC units that are at the end 
of their useful life and should be replaced. The following items are the minimum needing to be 
targeted for any continued use: 

• Replace all the gypsum board surfaces exposed to inmates with security lath and hi-
impact gypsum board

• Replace the plumbing fixtures with more security and anti-ligature type fixtures,
• Replace all the floor coverings,
• Replace many of the ceiling tiles and broken light fixtures,
• Replace roof shingles soon,
• Replace the HVAC Units that are at the end of their useful life,
• Replace the Hot Water system that has had on-going issues,
• Replace the inadequate security monitoring systems (CCTV) with a new system and

cameras throughout the facility,
• Repair several areas that continue to have dry rot,
• Remedy ADA Deficiencies,
• Replace the antiquated fire alarm system,
• Replace the roof

Fiscal Impact (assumptions discussed further in Attachment N): 
The fiscal impact of Option 2 is generally straightforward in that it is a renovation of the existing 
Leinberger space to continue to operate and thus most of the cost would be Capital rather than 
operating:  

Capital Costs 
Under this option, the County should anticipate a minimum of $3.7 million - $4.3 million in costs 
in order to address the deferred maintenance. This wouldn’t upgrade the facility for a larger 
population or change who is qualified to be housed in the facility. These funds for deferred 
maintenance would be in addition to the currently expended County funds and a funding source 
for this has not yet been identified. However, should this be the option selected by the Board, in 
order to identify funding needed to complete this project, it could delay other items on the existing 
Capital Improvement Plan.  

Annual Operating Costs 
The annual operating costs under this option would be like the existing operational costs of the 
Leinberger facility which is estimated to be $3.297 million. 

Other Fiscal Considerations: 
The Board previously expressed concern regarding the use of bond funds and if the Leinberger 
project did not proceed whether that would require repayment. The previously expended cash 
match from bond proceeds was determined by Department of Financial Services in conjunction with 
Bond Counsel to not require immediate repayment (or repurposing to other capital projects) but the 
County will continue to pay the principal and interest associated with that debt for the twenty-year 
period ended in 2037. This is based on the Jail Facilities not collateralizing the bond and the board 
at the time of bond expenditures having a good faith expectation to proceed with the project.  
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3.3 Option 3- Accept Grant 
The option contemplates no changes to the current work and budget projected for the Leinberger 
Center. In this scenario, County staff would move forward with the facility project as planned 
though programming can be amended as the facility and regulations allow. 

The purpose of the SB 863 grant was very specific in not expanding jail beds but increasing 
programming space. The SB 863 RFP stated, “Funding consideration shall be given to counties 
that are seeking to replace compacted, outdated, or unsafe housing capacity or are seeking to 
renovate existing or build new facilities that provide adequate space for the provision of treatment 
and rehabilitative services, including mental health treatment. The Yolo County grant application 
demonstrated a need not for more beds, but instead a new facility to be utilized as a reentry center 
that is also a significantly safer facility for inmates and staff. 
The new Leinberger, with Monroe, allows for operational flexibility  
The new facility includes a housing style that permits different classifications in the facility. The 
new facility will house the same number of beds, 150, as the current facility. However, it was 
designed as 10 different dorms, each with 15 beds, allowing for 10 different classifications to be 
housed in the new facility. This, in turn, will allow for the provision of quality programming to a 
broader range of inmate classifications and the County to adapt to changing classification and 
population needs over time. 

Why having operational flexibility is vital 
Rehabilitation in the jail setting presents unique problems; specifically, a large population of 
transitioning offenders combined with the antisocial and uncooperative behavior of many 
offenders, makes it difficult to provide effective treatment to reduce recidivism. The transitory 
population in jail makes it difficult to provide continuous and effective treatment during the short 
duration of most jail terms. Treatment programs that follow the core principles of the Risk-Needs-
Responsivity (RNR) model are found to be effective and to significantly decrease recidivism rates. 
Evidence shows the following are characteristics/principles of effective treatment programs: 

• High intensity treatment: how much time a participant receives the program
• Interactive programs that focus on skill building according to offenders needs,
• Includes cognitive-behavioral therapy
• Includes structured curriculum throughout program
• Multiple treatment modalities [e.g. programs that include cognitive behavioral therapy,

individual counseling, group counseling, etc.],
• Trained professionals providing treatment,
• Compliance with the risk principle; target high- rather than low risk offenders
• Duration of treatment is associated with effectiveness.

The in-custody programmatic goal is to design a comprehensive and expansive offender program 
curriculum that will address the multitude of criminological risk factors, responsivity issues and 
include the principles outlined above.  Programming space and operational flexibility in BOTH 
Monroe and Leinberger is needed to house the breadth of classes necessary to meet the Risk-
Needs-Responsivity model.  Chosen programs must also be offered to all classifications, which 
may require multiple sessions so that multiple inmate classifications can attend simultaneously. 
Having the operational flexibility of both Monroe and Leinberger’s programming space allows for 
treatment plans to be tailored to the specific needs, risks, and strengths of everyone housed in 
the Sheriff’s Office custody. The combined nine classrooms of both Leinberger and Monroe will 
barely be sufficient in providing enough programming space to assure treatment fidelity which 
dictates a limited class size, duration of treatment and intensity level/frequency of class. Inmate 
programming decisions based on RNR, rather than on inmate classification (as is required now 
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due to programming space limitations) will align the Sheriff’s Office with evidence-based best 
practices. To get a better sense of what flexibility the Leinberger Replacement Project offers, 
please see Figure 11 below. 

Figure 11 – Jail Programming Matrix 

In-Custody Program 

Option 1     
Monroe Only 

Option 2     
Monroe + Existing 

Leinberger 

Option 3     
Monroe + 

Remodeled 
Leinberger 

Substance Abuse Therapeutic 
Community (KEY/CREST) NO NO YES 

Family Focus Jail Program 
w/Family Reunification 
Visitation  

NO NO YES 

Step Down Reentry Program NO YES YES 

Jail Based Competency 
Program NO YES YES 

On-Unit Treatment Program NO NO YES 

Modified Mental Health 
Therapeutic Community NO YES YES 

In-Custody Day Reporting 
Center NO YES YES 

Leinberger Replacement- Potential Programs and Purpose 
Below are programming options that are only available if the Leinberger Replacement project 
moves forward: 

Therapeutic Community 
The podular dormitory style housing design of the remodeled Leinberger project lends itself 
perfectly to therapeutic community programming. A significant criminological risk factor within the 
in-custody offender population is substance abuse. To address this risk factor, the Sheriff’s Office 
would model the KEY/Crest substance abuse therapeutic community program. The program is 
listed as evidence based and found promising. Therapeutic communities are a type of treatment 
program administered in the criminal justice system that adheres to a highly structured framework. 
These community-oriented rehabilitation programs consist of residential units that are separated 
from the rest of the incarcerated population. Therapeutic communities include multiple modes of 
treatment that emphasize active involvement and include programs such as cognitive-behavioral 
therapy, individual counseling, group counseling, and 12-step programs, daily meetings, and one-
on-one interaction among others. The KEY/Crest is a dual component program which follows a 
therapeutic community design, which involves participating inmates being isolated from the rest 
of the incarcerated population. The KEY component of the program adheres to the perspective 
that drug abuse is a disorder and addiction is a symptom. KEY focuses on changing negative 
patterns of behaviors, thinking, and feelings through behavioral, cognitive, and emotional therapy. 
The Crest component of the program includes residential work release centers (Crest Outreach 
Centers) that allow offenders to continue treatment as they transition into the community. 
Participants of KEY/Crest substance abuse programs were found to have lower recidivism rates 
and lower drug use than those without treatment. Multiple dorms within Leinberger could be 
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allocated to the KEY/Crest program, allowing multiple classifications to receive this intensive, 
evidence-based substance abuse program.  

Comprehensive Family Focus Jail Program 
A significant criminological risk factor with in-custody offenders is family and social support. The 
Leinberger Replacement project will allow for the development and implementation of a 
comprehensive family focus jail program. The Sheriff’s Office will model the new program after 
similar programs in both San Francisco and Allegheny County, with the goal to strengthen the 
bonds between parent and child, ensure that parent-child interactions are as beneficial as 
possible for the child and use evidence-supported practices and evaluated curricula through 
collaboration with partnering agencies. Components of the program include parenting classes, 
coached phone calls, contact visits, one-on-one meetings and post-release check-ins. The 
components are designed and integrated in such a way that they build on and complement one 
another in a single, comprehensive program. 

Program participants will participate in the evidence-based Parenting Inside Out (PIO) classes. 
PIO is a highest rated program in the Results First Clearinghouse. PIO is a 12-week voluntary 
parent management training program for incarcerated parents. The program is designed to assist 
participants in improving their interaction with their child and their child's caregiver. By improving 
this interaction, PIO aims to provide participants--many of whom have co-occurring substance 
abuse and mental health problems--with greater capacity to improve their cognitive and 
behavioral skills, which are relevant to such issues as reducing personal stress and symptoms of 
depression and, for those participants who will be leaving prison, reducing post-release substance 
use-related problems and criminal behaviors PIO consists of 36 classes that are 2.5 hours each 
and held three times a week for a total of 90 hours. The classes are delivered by a trained 
parenting coach to groups of 12-15 participants who may have varying sentence lengths, 
including life sentences or planned release dates that may be months or years away; however, 
participants with a planned release must begin the program at least 16 weeks before that date. 
Classes include large and small group discussions of case studies, critical incident analysis, role-
play practice, team projects, and collaborative peer review. 

The additional programming classrooms the Leinberger Replacement project provides will allow 
one room to be designated as a family reunification visitation room. The room will be kid-friendly, 
decorated colorfully with brightly colored rugs, toys, games and other activities for children to play 
with. By making visitation rooms kid-friendly, children and parents feel more at ease during the 
visit and are more likely to interact with one another, thus strengthening child/parent relationships. 
In addition, the Leinberger Replacement project will also allow the Sheriff’s Office to further model 
the Allegheny County model. As it is important to determine who is eligible for the program, in 
Allegheny County, participation in the Family Support Program is restricted to individuals who are 
housed in each jail’s Reentry Pod. Thus, the family-focused services are part of Allegheny 
County’s larger reentry programming. Individuals in this pod have been assessed to be at a 
medium or high risk to reoffend, have been sentenced to serve 90 days or more in jail, and have 
no open charges.  

Step Down Reentry Program/Work Release 
The new facility would be part of a three-step process designed to allow in-custody individuals to 
progress through stages that recognize improved behavior and that provides appropriate, 
evidence-based programs designed to meet individual needs. An individual who meets program 
requirements while in Monroe Detention Center would be eligible to move to the less restrictive 
environment at Leinberger. There, they would complete the program and eventually progress to 
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in-home custody using electronic monitoring. The individual will transition to out-of-custody 
programming at the Day Reporting Center and receive case management from Probation 
If the population size allows, vacant sections can be used as transitional housing for introducing 
inmates to electronic monitoring, so they have a safe place to live. At the same time, they can 
seek and gain employment, continue programs, and prepare to live in their own residence—like 
the REACT facility in Stanislaus County. The plan and hope are to increase class availability and 
variety for inmates who need to have training and education opportunities meaningful to their 
individual needs. 

Reentry Service Center 
The Leinberger Replacement project was always intended to be a Reentry facility. The original 
grant application, written over 5 years ago, clearly describes the need and purpose of a Reentry 
facility. However, the local criminal justice landscape has shifted since the application was 
submitted. State regulatory changes such as Prop 47 and 57 have changed the quantity of 
offenders housed in local jail and sentence lengths. Whereas in-custody reentry services are still 
needed and a priority, so now are reentry services focused on persons newly released. For this 
cause, the Sheriff’s Office is proposing the formation of a Reentry Service Center. The Reentry 
Service Center will act a resource center hub. A multi-agency, multi-disciplinary co-located service 
center that provides service to in-custody offenders and offenders released in the community both 
from local jail and state prison. The center will require both public and private partner agencies 
assigning staff on a full-time or part-time basis to provide services from one location. 

Reintegrating individuals from jail to the community is the collective responsibility of both the jail 
system and the community. The transition process is too complex for one agency or organization 
to do alone. One agency cannot provide the range of services necessary to maximize 
opportunities for behavioral change. A systems approach to jail transition is required. Effective 
transition strategies rely on collaboration and information sharing among jail and community-
based partners and joint ownership of both the problem and the solution. Given that many of the 
people who exit jails are already involved with multiple social service and criminal justice 
agencies, a collaborative approach is essential to tackling jail transition. By creating a multi-
agency Reentry Center, true collaboration can occur. It will break many of the communication, 
functional and systematic barriers that currently exist. Co-location of staff increases continuity of 
service, consistency of purpose, and delivery of services. Coordinated delivery of services and 
resources increases continuity and avoids duplication or conflict. 

If the Leinberger Replacement project moves forward, the Sheriff’s Office will begin the work to 
engage with stakeholders and fully develop a Reentry Service Center.  

Expanded Monroe Programming 
The Leinberger Replacement Project will provide operational flexibility in the Monroe Center.  
Without the beds and additional classrooms of Leinberger, Monroe will quickly reach capacity and 
will be limited in offering a comprehensive curriculum that meets inmate risk, needs and 
responsivity assessments. With Leinberger, Monroe classrooms can house high intensity, short- 
term drug treatment programs, address the growing mental health needs of inmates and allow 
Ad-Seg inmates space to receive one-on-one instruction.  

On-Unit Treatment Program 
For inmates who are not nearing reentry and RNR assessments identify substance abuse as a 
criminological need, the Sheriff’s Office proposes a short-term high intensity program such as the 
On-Unit Treatment (OUT) program. The OUT program is an intensive, short-term drug treatment 
program with a core belief that drug dependence is a major cause of criminal behavior. The 
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program is a rigorous 30-day drug treatment program in which participants spend five hours a day 
in treatment five days a week over four weeks. This type of intense allocated programming time 
is only possible if there are more than the program rooms currently in Monroe. The OUT program 
is multifaceted and incorporates life-skills training, cognitive distortion awareness, and structured 
therapeutic interventions in addition to substance abuse treatment. The program uses a cognitive-
behavioral model that stresses individuals (a) examine the causes/precursors of their substance 
use and criminal behavior, (b) learn alternative, adaptive coping strategies for dealing with 
situations that have previously led to their using behavior, and (c) engage in deep thought and 
contemplation of their personal identity and need for personal change. The initial findings suggest 
that the OUT program can be an effective short-term drug treatment program which may be a 
useful tool to help offenders prepare for reentry into society and reduce the rate of recidivism.  

Modified Therapeutic Community 
A promising strategy to handle the mentally ill population is to create a modified therapeutic 
community, which is a self-help and community-based program. A therapeutic community is one 
in which the inmates live in their own separate residential units in a designated area, separated 
from other inmates. Dormitory style housing, as is planned in the Leinberger Replacement Project, 
is not conducive to this program. Monroe will need the operational flexibility to be able to set aside 
beds and possibly not utilize all beds in a specific pod for the Sheriff’s Office to move forward with 
this program.  Therapeutic communities can be quite effective, and they can reduce recidivism, 
even if in small amounts.  

One promising therapeutic community program that the Sheriff’s Office would like to model is the 
Nebraska Strategic Treatment and Reintegration Unit (STAR) Model, which is used to treat 
inmates with serious and persistent mental illness. The STAR unit offers groups and classes on 
a diverse range of topics including psycho-educational elements, coping skills and strategies, 
nutrition and wellness/physical activities. The unit is aimed to help those with major mental 
illnesses. The unit is run at essentially a medium custody level. Patients receive one hour of 
individual therapy per week, one group per working day (1-1.5 hours) and 3-4 hours of 
unstructured out of cell time per day. The STAR program incorporates a phase system, which is 
a rudimentary level system with advancing privileges but with no formal criteria for advancement 
– individual therapists decide who advances. There is no formal transitional program, but patients
typically engage in off-unit activities such as a job prior to moving to general population. The
average length of stay is about 10 days. The patients have varied diagnoses including
schizophrenia, mood disorders, traumatic brain injury, and personality disorders.

Jail-Based Competency Program (JBCP) 
Pursuant to CA Penal Code Section 1370, the California Department of State Hospitals is 
responsible for returning to competency individuals charged with a felony who have been found 
mentally incompetent to stand trial. Defendants who are incompetent to stand trial are committed 
to state hospitals for care and treatment to restore competency to a level that allows the inmates 
to stand trial. As a result of high demand and limited hospital beds for treatment of defendants 
who are incompetent to stand trial, Department of State Hospitals has sought to add capacity 
through the Jail Based Competency Treatment Program as part of its continuum of care. 
The Jail Based Competency Treatment Program delivers the same treatment and restoration of 
competency services to inmates as would be received in a state hospital and allows inmates to 
begin treatment immediately upon receipt of a court order. The Program has resulted in 
decreasing the amount of time an incompetent to stand trial individual remains incarcerated. Due 
to a lack of available bed space in the state hospital system, Department of State Hospitals has 
put forth an effort to expand the Program to other counties. Currently, incompetent to stand trial 
inmates wait months to be admitted to a State facility. During this waiting period, incompetent to 
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stand trial inmates are left undertreated, creating custody challenges for both the inmate and 
Sheriff’s staff. To best serve these inmates it is essential that they receive appropriate treatment 
as soon as possible.  

Stakeholders in Yolo County have been working towards the implementation of a Jail Based 
Competency Treatment Program in Monroe. The Program will require designating specific beds 
to the Program. These beds would fall under contract and not be available for use by other 
inmates, even if the beds were empty.  Without the new Leinberger Remodeled facility, inmate 
ADP is projected to reach capacity within 2 years and every available bed will need to remain a 
housing option. The Sheriff’s Office would be unable to move forward with implementing the Jail 
Based Competency Treatment Program without Leinberger.  

Ad-Seg 
For the safety of other inmates and staff, inmates classified as Ad-Seg, must be kept separate 
from all others. Ad-Seg classified inmates do not and will not have the opportunity to receive any 
programming if there is not an abundance of programming space. Program providers must meet 
with Ad-Seg inmates one-on-one, utilizing a significant portion of the available classroom times. 
With the operational flexibility of both Leinberger and Monroe, the Sheriff’s Office will be able for 
the first time to address programmatic needs of Ad-Seg classified inmates.  

Additional Uses 
It is possible that statewide legislation will allow for alterations to the physical or programmatic 
layout of the facilities covered under SB 863. Staff was unable to receive confirmation from BSCC; 
however, it is staff’s belief that it would be possible to request an adjustment in facility use after 
the facility is built that would still fall within the permissible use of funds.  SB 863 allows for an, 
“adult local criminal justice facility may also include custodial housing, reentry, program, mental 
health, or treatment space necessary to manage the adult offender population, consistent with 
the legislative intent described in Sections 17.5 and 3450 of the Penal Code.” See below for a 
description of community-based punishment as defined by Penal Code 17.5/3450. 

Penal Code Section 17.5/3450 
“Community-based punishment” means correctional sanctions and programming encompassing 
a range of custodial and noncustodial responses to criminal or noncompliant offender activity. 
Community-based punishment may be provided by local public safety entities directly or through 
community-based public or private correctional service providers, and include, but are not limited 
to, the following: 

• Short-term flash incarceration in jail for a period of not more than 10 days.
• Intensive community supervision.
• Home detention with electronic monitoring or GPS monitoring.
• Mandatory community service.
• Restorative justice programs such as mandatory victim restitution and victim-offender

reconciliation.
• Work, training, or education in a furlough program pursuant to Section 1208 .
• Work, in lieu of confinement, in a work release program pursuant to Section 4024.2 .
• Day reporting.
• Mandatory residential or nonresidential substance abuse treatment programs.
• Mandatory random drug testing.
• Mother-infant care programs.

https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&originatingContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&pubNum=1000217&refType=LQ&originatingDoc=Ifce478c01b6111e98a94cd3ef42b78bf&cite=CAPES1208
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&originatingContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&pubNum=1000217&refType=LQ&originatingDoc=Ifce478c11b6111e98a94cd3ef42b78bf&cite=CAPES4024.2
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• Community-based residential programs offering structure, supervision, drug treatment,
alcohol treatment, literacy programming, employment counseling, psychological
counseling, mental health treatment, or any combination of these and other interventions.

Penal Code 17.5/3450 outlines the possibility of using this new space to meet a broad range of 
unmet local offender needs with a multitude of services.  The Sheriff’s Office recognizes the local 
need to increase housing capacity for individuals released from prison or jail. The primary goal of 
the proposed Leinberger Reentry Service Center is to meet the needs of the reentry population 
and if housing is an increasing need than Leinberger providing transitional housing to the reentry 
population is appropriate.  County and Sheriff’s Office staff would propose to BSCC to allow dorms 
as necessary to transition to a specialized reentry housing. This option will provide housing for 
individuals close to or just after release, in a highly supervised environment and offers transition 
between the fully secure, structured, monitored environment of incarceration and the community. 
Services and programming would be provided and may be focused on behavior change, including 
addressing substance abuse.  Housing may be conditional on compliance with community-based 
service plans or other conditions. The proposed transitional housing will enable individuals to work 
during their residency while keeping their expenses (if any) very low. 

Fiscal Impact (assumptions discussed further in Attachment N): 
The fiscal impact of Option 3 is generally straightforward in that the budget is known based on 
prior approvals from the Department of Finance, State Public Works Board, and Bureau of State 
and Community Corrections. Under this option, the construction of the project would be 
completed.  

Capital Costs 
As discussed previously in the report, the total cost of the project is $34.3 million of which the 
County has a local commitment of $3.6 million in cash contribution and has a $200k in-kind match. 
The County has already met the in-kind match and has expended $3.1 million of the existing cash 
match. Thus, at this point in the time, the County has approximately $500k in remaining financial 
contribution to the project and has CIP Bond proceeds set aside to meet this need. 

However, as discussed above, it is important to note that if there were unanticipated expenditures 
or cost overruns, they would be County responsibility. At this time, County staff are unable to 
predict whether that would occur.   

Annual Operating Costs 
Based on discussion with the Sheriff’s Office, they will not request any additional staffing 
associated with the new Leinberger facility. The annual operating costs under this option would 
approximate the existing operational costs of the Leinberger facility which is estimated to be 
$3.297 million per year.  

In addition to these costs, there may be additional budget requests that come forth related to 
programming mentioned above as the new facility makes some of these options possible that 
didn’t previously exist. However, as many of the programs are conceptual and budget requests 
haven’t been developed, staff is not able at this time to cost out what these requests might be.  

Other Fiscal Considerations: 
The construction of the new facility would likely solidify the annual operating costs required of the 
facility. These estimates of operating costs could change over time however it should be noted 
that this option likely provides the highest level of protection against additional County costs 
associated with facility needs if another state realignment of services were to occur. 
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4.0 Staff Recommendation 
Over the past decade, California criminal justice reform has altered the landscape for local jail 
populations and required local jurisdictions to adapt to many unknowns. Beginning with AB 109 
in 2011, California’s statewide prison population has been placed more squarely into the 
responsibility of counties. With changes made with Prop 47 in 2014, the population has begun to 
shift over time toward a more violent offender, with many misdemeanants participating in the 
catch-and-release system. Forecasting these changes is difficult, but because the landscape is 
always changing, flexibility is crucial is developing short- and long-term planning efforts to ensure 
public safety and to innovate new measures and programs for our jail populations. 

Staff recommends that the Board of Supervisors stay the course with the Leinberger Replacement 
Project as a means of retaining flexibility with our current and future jail populations. Furthermore, 
because the project provides additional flexibility for programming that would otherwise not be 
available unless the county chooses to fund new facilities out-of-pocket, continuing to work with 
BSCC on this grant project would be beneficial to the County long-term, especially as described 
in Section 3.3.1, where future possibilities exist related to enhanced housing, programming, and 
reentry for the Leinberger Center that may not currently exist, but would be far more challenging 
to build new facilities around. This recommendation was developed in coordination with the 
Sheriff’s Office, County Administrator’s Office, and Department of Financial Services. 
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 SECTION 1: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

 

Yolo County Sheriff’s Office is interested in applying for State SB 863 Lease Revenue Bond Financing to 

replace their antiquated Leinberger Center (also known as their Branch Center) to better accommodate 

their jail system needs, address compacted housing, lack of program space, severe construction 

deficiencies, ability to properly house inmate classifications (including mental health and sentenced 

inmates awaiting reentry), and inmate and staff safety concerns. 

 

The Sheriff’s Office operates the County’s jail system which includes both the Monroe Center (Main Jail) 

and Leinberger Facilities. The jail system has continually operated under a Federal Court imposed 

inmate population cap for several decades now.  As a result of this inmate population cap, the Monroe 

Facility can house a maximum of 313 inmates and the Leinberger Facility can house 142 inmates.  The 

two facilities have a combined pretrial and sentenced bed capacity of 455 total inmates.  The Federal 

cap was imposed by the Courts because of severe overcrowding throughout the jail system.  Even with 

the construction of the Leinberger facility some twenty years ago, the County’s jail system has had to 

respond to increased inmate population almost each year.   

 

In order to address the overcrowding, the Sheriff’s Office has successfully developed and implemented 

an array of alternatives to incarceration programs and case processing procedures which have allowed 

the jail system to function within the limits of the population cap.  In addition to alternatives to 

incarceration, the department has been very progressive in the variety of in-custody and out-of-custody 

programs put into practice from initial assessment throughout the system. Alternatives and types of 

programs available are further defined in this report.  What is most relevant to the objective of this 

report is the inability to properly house the types of inmates in the existing Leinberger Facility and 

implement the types of programs available due to inadequacies that currently exist.   

 

Goal of this update is to assess the conditions of the existing Leinberger Center, validate the current 

operations, and to update the prior data contained in the 2011 Needs Assessment with information and 

statistics to validate prior assumptions and provide a current snapshot of the jail system.  To 

accommodate the required bed projections to 2019 (as noted requirement in SB 863 application) the 

Sheriff’s Office and consultants reference the previous Needs Assessment where projections were based 



 

 

on Population and Incarceration Rates, ADP Trends, and Early Releases. The population projections with 

incarceration rate of 22.4 and then adjusted to include the beds needed to curtail early releases.  

Another predictor is to show how the average daily population has increased in the past and project a 

similar pattern for the future.  The two methods used to predict future jail beds illustrate similar results.  

There was a “Low” projection for beds based on 30% of the Notice to Appear (NTA) being released on 

Own Recognizance (OR) or bail rather than staying in custody.  Another “High” projection based on bed 

needs by population and incarceration rates (please reference prior Needs Assessment Section 8: Inmate 

Population Projections). 

 

The “Low” projection by 2019:  179 additional beds 

The “High” projection by 2019:  239 additional beds 

 

It should be noted that Yolo County is committed to alternatives and simply not adding more beds.  The 

county did receive partial funding for AB900 and is currently in design phase with 32 additional beds. 

 

With the proposed Leinberger replacement facility, and noted AB900 beds, for the SB863 application 

Yolo County is requesting less than 1/3rd of the “Low” projection of additional beds relative to the 

projected need.  The replacement facility is anticipating 8 additional beds to current Federal Court Cap.   

 

Assessment Update Planning Process: 

 

In 2007, Yolo County contracted with Steve Reader Enterprises to prepare a comprehensive jail needs 

assessment report.  The 2007 needs assessment was initiated for potential AB 900 funding and included 

with the County’s application for Phase I funding.  The primary goal of this needs assessment study was 

to provide a sound planning document which was user friendly, could be updated, and utilized as a 

guide to assisting the Sheriff’s Office with future jail crowding issues and related construction needs.  

The following Project Goals were identified in the 2007 assessment study: 

 To identify any significant jail problems or deficiencies 

 To identify short term solutions to any significant jail problems 

 To identify and find solutions to areas of jail liability 

 To compile and document statistically jail inmate demographics and bed needs 

 To identify short and long term remodel and building needs 

 To provide a broad image of the size, scope and needs of future jail additions 

 To provide a theoretical schematic plan illustrating scenarios for possible additions or 

renovations to the jail and connectivity and proximity of the various units 

 To ensure any proposed additions are effective and compatible to serve the overall goals of all 

the criminal justice agencies 

 To incorporate planning which not only enhances safety but also afford the ability to provide 

health and rehabilitation programs for the inmates 

 



Findings from the original study identified the following significant Yolo County jail housing and support 

area needs: 

 Mental Health Psychiatric (Physc) Housing Units – Provide additional mental health and

medical space is essential.  One of the primary concerns about the existing jail voiced by Yolo

County Officials is the lack of all types of mental health beds and available options.

 Male General and Specialized Housing Classifications – The jail has a significant shortage of

male beds and additional housing should be built.  Jail Management emphasized this and mental

health housing was the greatest need and statistics validate this belief.

 Female Housing – The housing situation for females is inadequate due to the limited housing

options for females.  This was a significant issue at Monroe Center where there is only one

housing unit for female inmates.

 Support and Program Space – Additional support and program space is required.  The primary

support functions such as kitchen, laundry, medical, visiting and others have varying degrees of

inadequacy.  There is a considerable need for additional program space for the jail.

In late 2011 Yolo County contracted with Criminal Justice Research Foundation (CJRF), through Lionakis, 

to provide an updated Jail Needs Assessment in anticipation of AB 900 Phase II funding and was 

provided with their application.  The updated assessment was very comprehensive, provided a much 

needed update to the jail system with the recent impacts of AB 109 inmates, and included a system 

wide Jail Needs Assessment Update undertaken by the Sheriff’s Office to help the agency determine if 

the County should apply for AB 900 Phase II jail construction funding.   

The work conducted in this update effort involved completing a series of planning objectives and related 

data collection tasks that were intended to provide the following: 

 Objective #1:  Document the full range of jail facility needs of the Yolo County Correctional

System.

 Objective #2:  Reconfirm the goals and operational objectives that provide overall policy

direction for Yolo’s Adult Detention System.

 Objective #3:  Profile jail system processes involving felony and misdemeanor arrests and

identify constraints that prohibit the jail system from resolving operational and facility-related

problems

 Objective #4:  Project the number of jail facilities, square footage, and other support space

requirements of the department’s Custody Division. Determine cost feasibility to provide

facilities through renovation and expansion of new jail buildings.

 Objective #5:  Identify the practical steps that can be taken to meet the needs of the jail system

while facility programming and construction of new jail buildings.

 Objective #6:  Prepare a time-phased detailed Needs Assessment update and facility planning

document the County can rely upon when making fiscal resource decisions and commitments

involving the jails.



 

 

The updated assessment focused on a number of jail planning information tasks to ascertain accurate 

recommendations and approach to develop a construction planning report.  The information and data 

collected in responding to planning objectives were used to prepare the updated report.  The 

Assessment encompassed the planning criteria and supporting information defined by the Board of 

State and Community Corrections (BSCC) and provided planning recommendations to meet facility 

projected requirements.  The Report contains the following summarized information: 

 

Criminal Justice System Trends – Updated analysis of County criminal justice statistics and 

trends including a profile of the adult population detained in the Sheriff’s jail facilities. 

Programs and Services – An updated assessment of jail programs and services presently in 

place, including alternatives to incarceration and judicial resources.  Report identified options 

and additional services that could be developed and suggests ways to enhance and/or expand 

current programs to address current and future needs. 

Jail Facility Requirements – The Assessment establishes an estimate of current jail facility needs 

including an evaluation of the potential of existing facilities for continued and future 

development, including construction costs of proposed facilities. 

 

A key aspect of the background information compiled for the Updated Needs Assessment examined jail 

booking and population growth trends by facility and custody status.  This data highlighted comparative 

changes in the number and percent of offenders booked and released within 24-hours at the County Jail.  

The data also showed the average length of stay information for each method of release for both felony 

and misdemeanor arrests.  Inmate profile data was also assembled from inmate history records and jail 

population reports prepared monthly by the Custody Division and interviews with staff.  The data 

examined selected characteristics of the jail population by inmate classification and custody status.  

Primary scope of updated information included the following: 

 

 Jail Population Projections 

 Planning Approach and Scope of Tasks 

o Task 1:  Review of current system problems and reconfirm goals and objectives and 

overall purpose of the local pretrial and sentenced jail facility. 

o Task 2:  Examination of County’s current and future jail needs for the adult criminal 

justice system. 

o Task 3:  Analysis and selection of feasible facility solutions. 

o Task 4:  Preparation of an Updated Jail Needs Assessment and Facility Construction Plan 

Report. 

 Jail Facilities Description and Assessment 

 Arrests, Jail Bookings & ADP Trends 

 

Goal of this current update to the facility assessment is to validate the current conditions of the existing 

Leinberger facility, types of spaces available, inability to properly house current inmate population, 

facility deficiencies, security and safety issues that currently exist, and feasibility to replace this building 



 

 

with a new and modern detention building that accommodates the security and functional needs of the 

County.   

 

 

 

 SECTION 2: UPDATED JAIL INFORMATION 
 

The Sheriff’s Office and consultants reviewed prior data contained in the prior 2011 Needs Assessment 

and updated the information and statistics to validate prior assumptions and provide a current snapshot 

of the jail system. 

 

    California Yolo County 

    2000 2010 

% 
Change 
2000-
2010 2000 2010 

% 
Change 
2000-
2010 2011 2014 

% 
Change 
2011-
2014 

Reported Crime Rates 
(Per 100,000 
Population)                   

  Violent Crimes 610.5 422.3 -30.8% 557.6 251.1 -55.0% 281.6 364.7 29.5% 

  Property Crimes 1,677.2 1,506.7 -10.2% 1,470.3 1,501.7 2.1% 2,616.8 2,652.8 1.4% 

  
Larceny - theft 
(under $400) 1,382.1 1,021.3 -26.1% 1,471.6 1,401.2 -4.8% 1,210.9 1,203.3 -0.6% 

  Arson 41.8 20.3 -51.4% 52.7 28.4 -46.1% 27.7 34.7 25.2% 

                      

  Total 3,711.6 2,970.6 -20.0% 3,552.2 3,182.4 -10.4% 4,137.0 4,255.5 2.9% 

            
 Crime Rate Comparisons: In spite of the downward trend in County reported crime rates, a 

comparison of Yolo's crime rate with California statewide crime rates per 100,000 population in 
2010 shows that the County's total crime rate (3,182.4) is 7.2% higher than the California statewide 
crime rate in 2010. Property crime rates in Yolo County for burglary, auto theft, and thefts over $400 
in value between 2000 - 2010 increased 2.1% while these same rates statewide declined 10.2%.  
However, rates for Property Crimes between years 2010-2014 increased dramatically to 57%.  
Overall, statewide crime rates between 2000 -2010 declined approximately 20.0% but the decline in 
Yolo County was only 10.4%, nearly half of the reported reduction compared to California as a 
whole.   

 Violent Crime and Arson rates between years 2011-2014 have increased substantially to 29.5% and 
25.2% respectfully. 

 
Adult Arrest Trends  
Any analysis of growth trends impacting adult detention facilities must consider adult arrest patterns.  
Arrests have major impact on booking volumes at detention facilities, on inmate population levels, and 
on the workload of agencies that must make case processing decisions. The information in this section 
analyzes overall changes in adult felony and misdemeanor arrest patterns in Yolo County.  
 

 Total Adult Arrests: In 2014, Yolo County law enforcement agencies arrested a total of XXXX adult 
offenders. This volume of arrests was 6.6% higher than the total number of county-wide adult 



 

 

arrests (6,838) which occurred in calendar year 2000. During the first half of the decade, adult 
arrests increased each year and peaked with 7,978 in 2005. In the intervening years, total yearly 
adult arrests have fluctuated to their 2010 level (7,286).  

 

 

 Felony and Misdemeanor Arrest Trends: On a yearly average between 2000-2010 Yolo County 
law enforcement agencies have been arresting 2,675 felons and 4,897 misdemeanants. For the 
following 4 years (2011-2014) felony arrests have dramatically increased to an average of 3,499 
with misdemeanor arrests decreasing to an average of 3,091.  The decrease in misdemeanor 
arrests can be attributed to the jail’s federal cap and implemented policy to cite and release. For 
the period 2010 - 2014, countywide felony arrests have increased by 61%.  The total number of 
annual arrests between 2010-2014 dropped from 6,189 in 2011 to again increasing back up to 
7,478 in 2014.  In recent years the mix of felony and misdemeanor arrests has fluctuated 
significantly during this period.  Felony arrests generally account for more than half of arrests 
local law enforcement agencies make each year.  

 

 



 Male and Female Adult Arrests:  In 2010, 1,676 females were arrested by City and County law
enforcement agencies. In 2014 this increased to 1,764. These arrests represented 23.6% of the total
county-wide arrests (7,478) which occurred that year.  Approximately 76.4% of the adult arrests in
2014 involved male offenders. The overall percentage of male and female adult arrests in Yolo
County between 2000 - 2014 has changed significantly. In 2000, females accounted for
approximately one out of every five arrests in the County. Today they represent one out of every
four arrests.

 Adult Arrest Rate Trends: When factored for the effects population growth, the adult arrest
trend data shows that the total adult felony and misdemeanor arrest rates per 100,000 adult
populations between 2000 - 2010 has declined 18.6%. While for the period between 2011 – 2014
has increased 5.5%.  Felony adult arrest rates during this time period have declined 2.7% but are a
bit misleading since total felony arrests technically increased by 20% however; county population
has increased to offset the perceived percentage change.



 

 

 
 

Comparison of Yolo County and statewide adult arrest rates per 100,000 adult populations (ages 18-69) 
for the period 2000-2010 shows that statewide felony and misdemeanor arrest rates declined 12.4% 
while Yolo County arrest rates declined 18.6%. Even though arrest rates have been declining at a higher 
percentage in Yolo County compared to statewide rates, the total number of felony and misdemeanor  
arrests per 100,000 adult populations in each year have been significantly higher compared to statewide 
arrest rates. As the table below in 2010, total California statewide adult arrest rates were 4,659.7 per 
100,000 adult populations compared to 5,059.8 in Yolo County, a difference of 8.6%. 

 

 
 

Jail Inmate Booking Trends 
 
The Yolo County Sheriff’s Office is responsible for the care and custody of all prisoners falling under the 
jurisdiction of the Yolo County Court system.  The Department operates two jail facilities to house 
inmates, the Monroe Center and Leinberger facility.  
 

 Main Jail Daily Inmate Bookings: In 2011, the Monroe Center processed an average of 816 
bookings each month. This represents an average of 26 bookings per day. Annual Monroe Center 
bookings, since 2005, have ranged from a low of 9,023 in 2010 to a high of 10,522 in 2006.  From 
2012 – 2014 average daily bookings have increased 15.1%.  

 



 

 

 
 

As the data also shows, between 2005 and 2011 the Monroe Center is booking an average of 13 felony 
detainees and 13 misdemeanor detainees on a typical day. Since 2005, felony bookings have declined 
while misdemeanor bookings have increased.  From 2012 to 2014 average daily bookings have remained 
fairly steady.  A longer historical review of the Yolo County jail system booking trends for the period 
1997-2014 shows the County jail system has been processing larger numbers of inmates. Average 
monthly bookings for example, have increased from 750 in 1997-99 to 792 in 2006-11 and 669 in 2012-
14 (an increase of 5.6%). These historical trend patterns are important when projecting jail inmate 
population levels into future years.  An important factor to consider in recent years is policy change to 
cite and release prior to even entering the jail system.  This is primarily due to court cap and allowing 
any potential bed space for felons.  

 

 
 

 



 

 

Pretrial ADP 

Over the period of January 1, 2013 through December 31, 2013 the Yolo County Jail had an Average 

Population (ADP) of 450 inmates.  The ADP of inmates on Pretrial status over this period was 275.  As 

the data indicates, the percentage of inmates on pretrial status for this time period was 61%. 

 

 
 

 

 SECTION 3: EXISTING FACILITY DEFICIENCIES 
 

Existing Facility Conditions: 

 

The Leinberger building was constructed in 1992 and was originally planned as an unlocked Type IV 

Facility (current definition) to house minimum security inmates.  At the time, it was a very cost effective 

construction type to house multiple detainees in an environment that did not require the project to be 

constructed of hard or fire resistive materials.  Similar to other counties that constructed unlocked 

minimum security facilities, this brought on much needed rated beds to the jail system at a much lower 

cost than a typical jail environment.  Initially this Branch facility served the county well to ease the 

overcrowding that existed at the time, but in subsequent years proved to be very problematic in dealing 

with a more restrictive and sophisticated classification of inmates that ultimately were/are currently 

housed there.   

 

 

 



 

 

Existing Layout and Construction Type: 

 

The Branch Center is arranged with several small dormitory style wings off a shared central Dayroom 

area for activities.  There is a larger area dedicated for males and smaller section for females and a 

centralized multi-purpose space for dining and programs.  Each of the small dorm areas has a sleeping 

area and bathroom with residential style plumbing fixtures.  Each of the wings contains a small staff 

work area for supervision and working with an adjacent gang shower for inmates.   

 

There is a separate administration section near the front portion of the facility that is a hub of activity 

with shared staff support space, small reception center for inmates being processed to center, public 

visitation check-in, and service providers’ entry with work area storage. This front area acts as a check-in 

counter for out-of-custody offenders that are on electronic monitoring or home custody.  There are a 

few covered outdoor spaces originally intended for exterior activities however, the classification of 

current inmates housed in this facility has limited the available use of these spaces. 

 

The facility is located on the southwest corner of the Government Center property and is adjacent to 

and bounded on the east and south side by the Yuba Community College.  There is a semi-secure 

perimeter security fencing for retaining inmates (since an unlock facility) and to keep public away.  The 

surrounding site area is subdivided with fencing to designate outdoor recreation areas and to 

accommodate exiting from facility.  With the outdoor space adjacent to public areas, inmate accessible 

with numerous alcoves, there is a continual problem with contraband easily supplied to inmates.  Staff is 

unable to always sweep the areas prior to inmates being allowed outdoors and this often contributes to 

the ability to smuggle contraband into the facility.  Below is a general plan of the existing facility 

illustrating the spaces and site conditions that exist.    

 

 
 

The facility was constructed similar to a residential group home with wood framed walls, wood roof 

trusses, gypsum board interior wall covering, vinyl exterior siding, and asphalt composition roof shingles. 



 

 

This construction type is obviously not conducive to a correctional environment, non abuse resistant, 

unsafe and in a constant deteriorating state.  The following items are current deficiencies and/or 

deferred maintenance items that are in need of replacement or repair: 

 

Building Deficiencies 

 With gypsum wallboard covering, the facility has constant abuse where inmates have 

repetitively punched holes in the walls, get into fights or kick the walls and utilize small openings 

to hide contraband.  Inmates often smuggle cigarettes or marijuana into the facility, create small 

holes in wallboard and blow smoke into the walls.  If a staff member walks by one of the offset 

dormitories or close by, the inmates will drop lit contraband into the wall cavity which is an 

extreme fire hazard. 

 Facility’s restrooms are in a constant state of repair.  Plumbing toilets and lavatories fixtures are 

porcelain with exposed piping and removable drain stops.  Fixtures are often damaged, in 

constant need of repair, and real safety concern with inmates being able to remove items.  The 

deteriorating bathrooms have a host of safety concerns with poor design/layout since they are 

not visible without staff physically going into the space through the small dormitories.   

 At the time this facility was constructed, the building code required the Dayroom be separated 

from dorm units and subdivided with large fire shutters and dividing walls.  This does not allow 

clear openings and direct supervision by staff limiting sightlines and ability to have constant 

presence with inmates.  The antiquated design is extremely difficult to supervise and the lack of 

proper staff sightlines is a common issue throughout the facility.  The dorm units do not have 

window openings allowing staff to have visual observation and often rely on hearing inmates in 

lieu of seeing what they are doing. 

 The gang showers have been problematic for decades.  There has been continual water damage, 

wall and finish replacement, and sexual assaults.  They are in a separate room and not visible for 

staff supervision to control activities or protect inmates from sexual abuse.  

 The carpeted floors, staff station casework, and interior finishes are all damaged and need to be 

replaced. 

 The existing staff stations have a raised floor area constructed of wood framing and plywood 

which has numerous holes that have been patched and require additional reinforcement and 

should be replaced. 

 The interior light fixtures are lower commercial grade type that has no security aspect to them.  

The lens and housing on these fixtures are damaged and in constant repair.  Maintenance staff 

is left to utilizing tape to strap to ceiling to support and hold together.  Inmates are constantly 

tampering with the fixtures and hiding contraband above them. 

 The roof remains a deferred maintenance item and is beyond its useful life requiring full 

replacement.  In addition, the gutters and vinyl siding and pulling away from the building and 

should be all replaced. 

 The HVAC system is a series of small package units mounted on grade adjacent to the individual 

dorm wings.  The units are original to the construction of the facility, not very efficient, and are 

in need of full replacement.  Maintenance staff has done their best to keep them operational 



 

 

but struggle with ability to maintain.  The coolant systems are outdated, hard to find 

replacement compressors, and not environmentally friendly.   

 

In 2014, the County had a consultant do a countywide study of their facilities.  For the Leinberger facility 

over the next 5-years, it was noted that the cost for deferred maintenance is $891,000 just to bring the 

building back to where it needs to be.  This does not include any costs to renovate building areas to 

improve operations. 

 

Below are a few photos of deficiencies that currently exist: 

 

       
  

 
             

 

 

Safety and Security Deficiencies 

 As noted previously, the bathroom area within the small dorms has poor sightlines creating a 

real safety issue.  The original design places the restrooms tucked backed (90 degrees) to entry 

and absence of sightlines for security staff to supervise.  This creates a very dangerous situation 

for both inmates and officers.  Correctional Officers working in the Leinberger facility cannot see 

into the inmate bathrooms until they are physically in them. This creates an ideal local for 

inmate altercations. Of the 32 reported accounts of mutual combats between inmates in the last 

3 years, the vast majority of fights have occurred in the inmate bathroom areas.   

 The showers are setup as gang showers which limit the ability to protect inmates from potential 

abuse.  

 The antiquated building design causes difficult inmate supervision. The poor sightlines remain a 

consistent issue throughout the facility. There are no internal windows into the dorm units, and 

the control officer does not have sufficient sightlines to the exterior inmate accessible spaces.  



They often need to rely on a few camera views that do not cover the majority of areas 

necessary.  

 At the time of construction, building and fire codes required barriers to separate some of the

functional areas.   This contributed to separation of inmates and the officers who supervise

them, thus not allowing for full utilization of direct supervision. Direct supervision promotes the

safety of both inmates and jail staff and is greatly needed in the Leinberger Facility. The constant

presence of an officer among the inmates would play a powerful role in ensuring safety by

becoming aware of problems and responding to them before they escalate. According to the

National Institute of Corrections, direct supervision methods can reduce violence by 30-90

percent.

 The outdoor exercise area presents a particularly vulnerable point in the facility’s security.

Leinberger is located less than ¼ mile from residential homes and adjacent to the community

college.  Only a chain-link fence with a razor wire across the top secures the various yards.

Controlling the introduction of contraband from outside sources is near impossible. Drugs are

easily being thrown over the fence.  In the last 2 ½ years, nearly 100 incidents of contraband

have been documented.  It is highly suspected the majority of the contraband brought into the

Main Jail is from the outside yards at Leinberger since these inmates work the kitchen and

laundry at Jail.  There is also a perimeter fire road with a series for chain link gates at the various

segregated outdoor spaces.

 Due to the construction type of the building, Leinberger is considered an “unlocked/open”

facility.

 A door with panic hardware to the exterior is installed at 

each of the dormitory units. 

 The Leinberger lobby acts as a check-in counter for out-of-custody 

offenders on electronic monitoring and home custody. 

. 

 

. 

Inability to House Multiple Classifications 

The building is in disrepair, unsecure, unsafe and because of the construction type it cannot be 

upgraded to accommodate an I-3 occupancy classification (allowing it to be a locked facility). In addition, 

the building layout and design inhibits the county from housing inmates of different classifications. All of 

the eight male dorms cannot be secured from the each other, which requires all inmates within the 

facility have to be the same classification.  Physically separating classifications of inmates from each 

other remains a major design and operational problem of Leinberger. 

On a daily basis, there are numerous sentenced inmates at the main jail who ideally would be placed in 

Leinberger for reentry programming.  However, due to their classification; whether it is administrative 



 

 

segregation, disciplinary isolation, or gang dropout, the inmate cannot be transferred and therefore 

does not receive intensive reentry programming.   

Demographics of inmates are continually changing within the jail population, are more sophisticated and 

dangerous, and in need of separation.  Gang affiliations are on the rise and more frequently gang 

members must be separated.  The facility needs the ability to securely segregate and house multiple 

inmate classifications.  With the current security and safety limitations, only carefully screened inmates 

that meet strict policy and procedure criteria are transferred to the Leinberger Detention Center.  The 

safety of staff, inmates and the public must be paramount when considering inmates for transfer. 

The inability to segregate inmates from one another, at times even within the same classification, still 

causes safety concerns.  In the last 3.5 years there have been 55 incidents of movement to avert 

violence, and resulted in an inmate requesting to be moved back to the Main Jail to “feel safe”.  

Lack of Program and Treatment Space 

Certainly, the greatest unmet inmate need in the current facility is designated program and treatment 

space.  The current facility design lacks any real designated programming space.  Most programs are 

administered in the dayroom, which is not conducive to a learning environment. The dayroom serves as 

a program room, visitation room, a staging area for medical visits, dining hall and often a location for 

professional visits. There is only one professional visit room for the entire facility, which frequently 

forces attorneys to see clients on makeshift outdoor desks or in the dayroom. The scheduling logistics of 

only one space for multiple uses often leads to service providers being asked to give up their time slot or 

rearranged schedules, resulting in inconsistent programming.  

Due to the lack of designated program space, the number of programs and frequency of programming is 

greatly inhibited and tremendously inadequate for reentry success.  For example, the education and 

GED programs are primarily independent study with limited tutoring, due to lack of programming space 

or a computer lab. The facility does not offer adequate vocational programs due to lack of a space for 

hands-on vocational training. If the facility had multiple designated program rooms, various programs 

could run concurrent and allow more programming to be delivered to more inmates.  There remains a 

high demand to expand and better formalize the program space to ensure all classifications can access 

programming and services.  

The absence of designated spaces beyond the dayroom adversely impacts other important inmate 

services. There is no confidentially or privacy for medical visits, anyone in the dorms can hear what is 

being said.  Individual visitation is limited to only 10 inmates to assure there is adequate space in the 

dayroom and is only available on weekends and one weekday night. Visitation is also staff intensive 

since an officer must physically be next to visitors to observe that nothing gets passed from visitor to 

inmate.  

 

 



SECTION 4: RECOMMENDED LEINBERGER FACILITY REPLACEMENT SCOPE 

Leinberger, with its current configuration, noted deficiencies, antiquated equipment and construction 

type, safety and security issues, and available program limitations can no longer meet inmates’ in-

custody classification and rehabilitation needs.  For these reasons the existing facility should be replaced 

with a new and modern facility that will meet current and future needs.   

A series of meetings with the Yolo County Sheriff’s and representatives from the CAO’s office were 

conducted to assess the current and future needs.  The group focused on a variety of critical success 

factors that will be a continual resource for reference as the project design progresses.  This will be 

dependent on the successful outcome of obtain SB863 State funding.  The group also discussed 

potential options for siting the new facility and how this population can best serve the Jail Campus.  A 

group/classification of the inmates housed in this reentry facility will also work the new Kitchen and 

Laundry facility currently planned to be constructed as a separate project using AB900 reversionary 

funding.  The newly planned Kitchen will also have a Culinary Arts program component in the building 

which aligns with continued treatment options for sentenced inmates and creates additional job 

placement opportunities.   

Given the proximity to other master planned buildings on the campus, it was determined that the new 

building should be physically located on the same site as the current Leinberger facility.   This will pose a 

few challenges to the Sheriff’s Office with sequencing and construction timing.  Given this proposed 

building should be a full replacement on the same site, the County will potentially need to lease some 

available beds from another agency during the demolition and new construction.  The County is fully 

aware of the added cost this will present however; it’s critical to place this facility in the best possible 

location to serve the jail system in the long term.   

Design of the new facility is one of a secure in-custody reentry center, equipped with adequate space 

properly designed to safely house multiple classifications of both male and female inmates 

simultaneously and supply ample designated programming and treatment space to help inmates 

effectively obtain necessary skills for a successful reentry into the community.  The proposed reentry 

facility shall incorporate a mix of varying sized program spaces and service provider work rooms to 

accommodate the multiple classifications simultaneously. 

The design proposal includes a multi-tiered 150 bed facility with three (3) 30 - Bed dormitory housing 

units and one (1) 60 - Bed dormitory unit.  The housing units shall be arranged in a podular fashion so 

can easily be supervised from a centrally located raised and open staff station.  Security systems will be 

needed for support, but primarily security will be achieved through direct staff management and remote 

surveillance.  Staff will be able to look directly into the housing units or activity areas and can maintain a 

constant level of surveillance. Direct interaction with inmates is accomplished through the use of a 

roving officer who will move in and out of the housing area “as needed” or on an unscheduled basis.  

The improved design will adhere to current supervision philosophy, create staff efficiency to operate the 



 

 

facility and provide a more secure environment to accommodate higher, more serious inmate 

classifications. 

The ability to house multiple inmate classifications is an imperative function of the proposed facility.  

The design will include individual dormitory areas, in lieu of open dorm sleeping areas contiguous to a 

dayroom, which allows supervisory staff the ability to limit inmates to their designated dormitory for 

safety and security requirements. Toilets, lavatories, and sleeping areas will be contained within each 

dorm setting to allow inmates free access. By having multiple individual dormitories, dormitory 

occupancy levels can be kept appropriate to the inmate classification, and provide the maximum 

flexibility to accommodate previously non-qualifying inmates currently housed at the Main Jail. 

Support areas will provide security search and staging rooms, supplement staff work and break areas, 

inmate education administration rooms, visitor processing, a family renunciation visitation area, and 

multiple designated inmate program and multi-purpose rooms.  There will be a minimum of four (4) 

program rooms to accommodate a multitude of current and proposed programs and supplement the 

continuum of care needed for reentry. 

Movement between housing units and support facilities will be designed to be minimized and easily 

observable. Spatial organization will accommodate the flow of activities rather than inhibit it. Observed 

and/or monitored secure circulation corridors will be used to allow inmates to move unescorted 

between housing units and support services to reduce the time staff spends in escorting.  

In addition to the secure inmate portion of the facility, the new building will include a small 

administration area to function similar to the existing Leinberger facility.  There will be a lobby for those 

detainees that are on alternatives to incarceration to check-in for processing and/or appointed 

assignments.  This area will include supervisory administrative offices and support services.  To better 

support the Jail system, the non-secure side will provide much needed staff support areas such as male 

and female lockers, work area, and break room. 

The design of the new facility will respond to a more secure environment in terms of materials, smaller 

grouped and secure dormitories, staff controls, and technology. Secure areas will be constructed with 

emphasis on providing a secure perimeter with materials resistant to abuse and damage. The facility will 

be cost effective, abuse resistive with operational flexibility to accommodate a changing inmate 

population. Whenever feasible, the building will provide natural light and attempt to provide a 

nonthreatening setting that downplays the institutional feeling and supports a more normalized 

environment. This will be achieved through use of materials, colors, acoustics and abundant natural 

light.  

Architectural characteristics include adequate capacity, including the right kinds of bed space to allow 

proper inmate classification and separation and flexibility in the use of housing areas.  The architectural 

environment will support the safety of staff and inmates by providing staff direct visual and acoustical 

awareness of activities in all areas and create appropriate sightlines and visibility throughout the 

housing and programming areas.  



 

 

As previously stated, the primary function of the new facility should be that of a reentry center. With 

this purpose in mind, the proposed design includes multiple programming and treatment spaces to 

meet various inmate reentry programming needs concurrently. Not all programs and services can occur 

in one or more multipurpose spaces.  Select Program rooms will be located directly adjacent to the 

housing units to reduce inmate movement and can be used for a variety of activities, such as meetings 

or counseling sessions, classification interviews, and so forth. Larger multipurpose programming rooms 

outside the housing area will be used for educational classes, meetings, and religious services. The 

multipurpose areas shall be designed to be flexible enough to meet the needs of a wide variety of 

programs and services that might be provided instead of creating separate spaces for each, including 

academic and hands-on vocational training. 

The basic design should provide an environment that supports the operational requirements of the 

Sheriff’s Office, a safe and secure jail-housing facility, the ability to house multiple classifications and 

reentry programming for inmates while detained.   

The project will also include, but not limited to, site improvements; site utilities and infrastructure; 

security fencing; electrical; plumbing; mechanical; computerized heating, ventilation, and air 

conditioning; security; low voltage; emergency power; and fire protection systems.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Yolo County 

2015 Leinberger Major Needs Assessment Findings and Conclusions 

The Replacement Facility needs to:  

Safety  

• Replace the antiquated unsafe - unsecure finger-style dormitories, gang showers, remote restrooms,

and woof framed construction type of the old facility.

• Construct new generation style dormitory housing units which reflect the (a) changing inmate

security custody profiles, (b) inmate classification characteristics/needs, and (c) provide flexibility

with genders.

Efficiency 

• Develop and use housing configurations which embody direct visual supervision podular facility

which meets "best practice" detention operational standards and use of technology which provides

flexibility to meet a wide range of varying inmate classifications.  Provide staff supervision station

that has ability to observe all housing and recreation areas concurrently thus being staff efficient.

• Replace the inadequate and unsafe inmate restroom and gang shower areas which does not allow

proper supervision and encourages assaults.  Provide appropriate toilet and shower facilities that

provide a level of modesty and allow sufficient supervision to protect the inmates.

• Provide a modern and durable detention facility that is staff efficient to operate with highly efficient

mechanical, plumbing, and electrical equipment with control systems to reduce operational costs.

Programming and Treatment 

• Provide multiple classroom and program space to allow for a wide variety of programming and

evidence-based counseling which reduces recidivism while addressing individual inmate needs.

• Expand special use beds and support staff areas which can be used for inmates with mental health

treatment needs.

• Provide staff support areas that benefit the entire Jail Campus.

• Provide multi-use program areas for varying use and scheduled activities such as family reunification

and changing vocational programs.































































































































































































































































































































































































Attachment B - SB 863 RFP 
(available upon request with the Clerk of the Board)



Consent-General Government    #   11.             
Board of Supervisors Meeting County Administrator             
Meeting Date: 07/28/2015
Brief Title: Approve SB 863 Grant Application
From: Sheriff E. G. Prieto, Office of the Sheriff-Coroner 

Staff Contact: Mindi Nunes, Assistant County Administrator, County Administrator's
Office, x8329 

Subject
Adopt resolution in support of SB 863 grant application for construction of Adult Local
Criminal Justice Facilities. (No general fund impact) (Prieto/Nunes)

Recommended Action
Adopt Board Resolution in Support of SB 863 Grant Application for Construction of Adult
Local Criminal Justice Facilities (Attachment A).

Strategic Plan Goal(s)
Preserve and ensure safe and crime free communities

Reason for Recommended Action/Background
On June 20, 2014, the Adult Local Criminal Justice Facilities Construction Program
became effective through Senate Bill 863.  Up to $500 million was authorized for the
construction and improvement of local adult criminal justice facilities.  On June 10, 2015,
the Board of State and Community Corrections (BSCC) issued a Request for Proposals
(RFP) from local jurisdictions interested in applying for available funds.  As a medium size
county, Yolo is eligible to apply for up to $40,000,000 in grant funds which would require a
10% matching contribution.

The goal of SB 863 is to improve local adult criminal justice housing with an emphasis on
expanding program and treatment space to manage the adult offender population in order
to enhance public safety throughout the state by providing increased access to
appropriate programs and treatment.  With this goal in mind, staff is preparing a grant
application for $40,000,000 which would be utilized to replace the current Leinberger
facility due to its deteriorating state, lack of program space and difficult layout. Staff

Attachment C



recommends applying for a $40,000,000 grant which would require a 10% cash/in-kind
match by the County.  The projected total construction budget is estimated at $44,467,038
which includes the grant, $3,745,947 cash and $745,000 in-kind (land, staff work,
etc.). Funding for the cash match would be through the Accumulated Capital Outlay fund
and the Capital Improvement Fund reserve and would be set aside if the grant is awarded.

Leinberger was built utilizing residential construction principals and as such has not
weathered the 24/7 heavy use it has withstood over 25 years.  Interior walls are
deteriorated, updated shower facilities in disrepair and the building is not a locked facility
which makes it problematic for the level of inmates that have to be housed in the facility. 
Currently, detention staff are utilizing the facility for providing programs, however, it
requires use of space designed for other purposes and is thus not ideal. Dedicated
program areas allow for more programming to be delivered to more inmates.  Additionally,
the design of the current facility is dormitory style which requires additional staffing to
appropriately monitor individuals.  An improved design would adhere to current
supervision philosophy.

Replacing the Leinberger facility with detention rated construction, intentionally designed
program space and an enhanced supervision layout will allow the Sheriff's Office to meet
the goals of the Community Corrections Partnership's Realignment Strategic Plan to build
offender competency and support reintegration.  Leinberger would be utilized as part of a
three-step process designed to allow in-custody individuals to progress through stages
which recognize their improved behavior as well as provide appropriate, evidence-based
programs designed to meet their individual needs.  An individual who meets program
requirements while in Monroe Detention Center would be eligible to move to the less
restrictive environment at Leinberger to finish up program adherence and eventually
progress to in-home custody through the use of electronic monitoring.  At this point, the
individual will transition to out-of-custody programming at the Day Reporting Center and
receive case management from Probation.

Since the replacement facility will not increase the number of available beds and the
redesign would allow for streamlined supervision, it is not anticipated that the new facility
would require additional staffing.

Attachment B is a draft schematic of how a new facility could be designed to meet the
above goals.  Attachment C is the current Leinberger layout.

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) a Notice of
Exemption will be prepared.  The current design of the facility would be exempt due to
being a replacement facility within 10,000 additional square feet of the existing facilities
square footage.

The SB 863 RFP is due to BSCC by August 28, 2015.  As there are no Board meetings
before the due date, staff is requesting the Board delegate authority to the County
Administrator to sign all appropriate application documents and submit by the deadline. 
Staff recommends approval of the Board Resolution in support of the grant
application. RFPs will be reviewed by BSCC from August 31 through September 11 and
forwarded to the BSCC Executive Steering Committee who will review the and rank the
proposals for funding recommendations which will be presented to the full BSCC Board



proposals for funding recommendations which will be presented to the full BSCC Board
on November 12, 2015.

Collaborations (including Board advisory groups and external partner agencies)
Sheriff-Coroner, Planning, Public Works & Environmental Services, County Counsel

Fiscal Information
Potential fiscal impact (see notes in explanation section below) 

Fiscal Impact of this Expenditure
Total cost of recommended action
Amount budgeted for expenditure
Additional expenditure authority needed $0
On-going commitment (annual cost) 

Source of Funds for this Expenditure
General Fund $0

Further explanation as needed
There is no cost to submitting the RFP to BSCC.  If awarded the grant, a 10% cash/in-kind
match will be required with $3,745,947  in cash through the use of Accumulated Capital
Outlay funds and Capital Improvement Fund budgeted in the year to be expended.

Attachments
Att. A. Resolution
Att. B. Draft SB 863 Design
Att. C. Leinberger Layout

Form Review

Inbox Reviewed By Date
Mindi Nunes (Originator) Mindi Nunes 07/20/2015 11:55 AM
Patrick Blacklock Patrick Blacklock 07/20/2015 01:23 PM
Financial Services Tom Haynes 07/21/2015 01:18 PM
County Counsel Hope Welton 07/21/2015 01:21 PM
Form Started By: Mindi Nunes Started On: 07/09/2015 12:17 PM
Final Approval Date: 07/21/2015 



SENATE BILL 863 

ADULT LOCAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE FACILITIES CONSTRUCTION 

SUMMARY OF AWARDED PROJECTS 
November 12, 2015 

COUNTY PROPOSED PROJECT 
AMOUNT 

REQUESTED 

LARGE COUNTIES   

Alameda The proposed Mental Health, Program and Service Unit project will 
consist of approximately 38,000 square feet of program and treatment 
space.  The project will include renovations to existing housing spaces and 
construction of a new mental health treatment and program facility. Due 
to renovation of existing housing, there will be a net decrease of 18 beds.  

 $ 54,340,000 

San Francisco The proposed project is a new standalone Rehabilitation and Detention 
Facility (RDF) of approximately 150,000 sf. The facility will consist of 384 
beds configured in four, 32-cell and four, 16-cell direct supervision pods 
designed to fit inmate programming and treatment needs. The project 
will also include classroom, educational, and vocation programming 
spaces. In addition, there will be medical and mental health treatment 
spaces, staff support spaces, multipurpose and visiting space. Two 
existing jails with a total of 828 beds will be vacated, leaving a net 
decrease of 444 beds. 

$ 80,000,000 

Santa Clara The proposed project will consist of a new open-floorplan, standalone 
facility of seven-stories and approximately 203,000 sf. Each floor is 
designed to accommodate program and treatment needs of a specific 
population, including mental health and reentry. The new facility will 
consist of 465 cells (105 single cells, 710 beds in double-occupancy cells). 
The project will also include multipurpose and programing spaces, 
visitation and recreation spaces, mental health and program space. There 
will also be custody administration, security operations, staff support, and 
institutional support spaces. The facility will allow for optimal 
programming and reentry opportunities for high-risk, high need 
offenders. Of the new bed total, 797 will replace ones at existing facilities. 

$ 80,000,000 

Ventura The proposed project will construct a new standalone facility located at 
the Todd Road Jail. The project will consist of 64 special use beds 
specifically designated to serve and treat the medical/mental health 
inmate-patient population. The project will also include programming, 
medical, and therapy spaces. (Partial Award) 

$ 26,660,000 

MEDIUM COUNTIES 
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Butte The proposed project will construct a new standalone facility adjacent to 
the existing jail. The facility will be approximately 45,000 square feet of 
replacement housing, medical and mental health housing, medical and 
dental clinics, intake/release, and support services space. The 
replacement housing will consist of 96 beds, four units of 24 beds each 
(double and dormitory style housing), dayrooms, program and 
educational spaces, counseling and treatment, and outdoor recreation. 
The medical and mental health housing will consist of 36 beds, two units 
with 18 beds each in single- and double-occupancy cells. Each medical 
and mental health unit will include a dayroom, program, counseling, 
treatment spaces, outdoor recreation, nurse’s station, staff support, and 
security areas.  

$ 40,000,000 

Merced The proposed project will remodel dormitory space at the existing John 
Latorraca Correctional Center and construct four new buildings totaling 
approximately 47,500 sf. The existing dormitory style housing of 476 beds 
will be remodeled. The four new buildings will be constructed specifically 
for health care, programs and services, kitchen and laundry services, 
intake, release, and administration.   The healthcare building will have 30 
new special use beds. 

$  40,000,000 

Placer The proposed project will construct a new standalone 168-bed facility at 
the existing South Placer County Jail, South Placer Inmate Rehabilitation 
and Instructional Training Facility (SPIRIT). The new facility will replace 
housing units 1 and 3 at Auburn Jail. The SPIRIT facility will include re-
entry housing units for men and women, including spaces for 
programming, group, and interview rooms, staff and administrative 
support spaces, program, vocational, and treatment spaces. (Partial 
Award) 

$ 9,500,000 

Sonoma The proposed project will construct a new Behavioral Health Unit (BHU) 
facility at the existing facility location. The facility will be single story and 
consist of approximately 33,000 sf. to provide housing for behavioral 
health inmates, along with programming space to support the unit. The 
BHU will have 72 special use beds, 40 designed for competency 
restoration for mentally ill offenders awaiting trial, and 32 beds for 
treating seriously mentally ill inmates. 

 $ 40,000,000 

Yolo The proposed project will construct a new replacement jail of 150 
medium security beds at the existing Leinberger Center. The new facility 
will consist of three 30-bed dormitory units and one 60-bed dormitory 
unit arranged in a podular fashion for central supervision, as well as an 
expansion of programming space.  Each dormitory will contain a day 
room, toilets, and lavatories. The proposed design also includes spaces 
for programming, multipurpose rooms, and staff support services. The 
new facility will further the county’s reentry programming plan. 

$  30,500,000 

SMALL COUNTIES 

Amador 
The proposed project will construct a new facility north of the existing jail 
to add space for programming, medical and mental health treatment, and 
furthermore address the issue of a lack of beds that meet custody 

 $  17,179,000 



security housing needs by adding 40 additional maximum security 
replacement beds. 

Colusa The proposed project will construct a new facility that will provide 
adequate programming, mental health treatment and recreation space. 
The project will replace substandard housing with podular housing units 
and provide a medical and dental clinic/exam space. This will allow safety 
and respiratory isolation cells and expand work areas with support space 
for medical, mental health treatment, and jail staff. 

$ 20,000,000 

Humboldt The proposed project, which is a 23,712 sf. multi-purpose facility, will add 
a new 38-bed community transitional re-entry inmate housing unit with 
(in-custody) programming spaces, and a six-bed mental health treatment 
housing unit with program and support areas for counselors. The new 
Reentry Resource Center construction will consolidate various programs 
and alternatives into one centralized location to improve cost 
effectiveness and efficiency. The project will also address critical needs 
for custody beds and program service support space in three major areas: 
mental health staff support space, jail community re-entry housing unit, 
and mental health treatment beds. In addition, the construction of the 
new center will seek to provide a short-term service-focused custody 
environment for all inmate security classifications and allow them to 
participate in mental health, education, drug counseling, life skills 
development, and reentry services. Probation’s day reporting center, the 
Sheriff’s jail alternative programs staff, and counselors from the 
Department of Health and Human Services Behavioral Health, Clinical 
Health and Substance Abuse will jointly staff the facility. 

$ 20,000,000 

Napa The proposed project will construct a 64-cell secure housing facility. The 
project will include the construction of a majority of the core functions 
for the new jail including a 17 bed medical and mental health treatment 
unit, central control, kitchen and laundry facilities, intake processing area 
and administrative offices. Programming space will be provided within 
the housing units through two 500 sf. classrooms and individual 
counseling rooms. The county will be able to decommission 60 antiquated 
beds within the current downtown jail facility. (Partial Award) 

$ 2,821,000 

Trinity The proposed 72-bed project will address the lack of high-security cells, 
the lack of medical and mental health beds, the increasing cost of 
operation, and the lack of critically needed program space. The proposed 
project, which would be constructed next to the County’s existing juvenile 
facility, will provide a new administration suite, intake, medical suites, 
laundry facility, staff facilities, program space, kitchen, new housing, new 
recreational yard, and parking area. It replaces 53 antiquated beds. In the 
current jail, programs can be offered only once a week; this project allows 
for increased frequency of programming. 

$ 20,000,000 

Yuba The proposed project will address the existing deficiencies in medical and 
mental health treatment space by adding 12 special use beds. It will also 
address inmate programming, with the emphasis on increasing public 
safety and reducing recidivism by constructing a two-story, 
(approximately 14,000 sf.) space containing a medical and mental health 

$ 20,000,000 



treatment department. There will also be space for dental treatment, 
classrooms, program space, support space, mental health staff offices, 
laundry area, and interview rooms. 
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BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
Yolo County, California 

To: Fin. Svcs.         

CONSENT CALENDAR 
Excerpt of Minute Order No. 17-135 Item No.      22        , of the Board of Supervisors’ meeting of 
September 12, 2017. 

MOTION: Saylor.  SECOND: Provenza.  AYES: Villegas, Saylor, Rexroad, Provenza, Chamberlain. 

Authorize Assistant County Administrator, County Counsel, and/or Chief Financial 
Officer to execute intergovernmental agreements with state and federal agencies 
necessary to continue the Monroe Detention Facility and Leinberger Detention Facility 
(SB863) Projects. (No general fund impact) (Newens) 

Approved recommended action on Consent. 

22.

Attachment F



  Consent-General Government    #   22.             
Board of Supervisors Financial Services             
Meeting Date: 09/12/2017
Brief Title: Leinberger (SB863) and Monroe (AB900) Agreements with State and

Federal Agencies
From: Howard Newens, Chief Financial Officer, Department of Financial

Services 

Staff Contact: Chad Rinde, Accounting Manager, Department of Financial Services,
x8050 

Subject
Authorize Assistant County Administrator, County Counsel, and/or Chief Financial
Officer to execute intergovernmental agreements with state and federal agencies
necessary to continue the Monroe Detention Facility and Leinberger Detention Facility
(SB863) Projects. (No general fund impact) (Newens)

Recommended Action
Authorize Assistant County Administrator, County Counsel, and/or Chief Financial
Officer to execute intergovernmental agreements with the Board of State and
Community Corrections (BSCC), the California Department of Corrections and
Rehabilitation (CDCR), the State Department of Finance (DOF), and the U.S.
Marshals; and
 

A.

Authorize Assistant County Administrator, County Counsel and/or Chief Financial
Officer to execute amendments to all agreements associated with AB900 and
SB863 provided that the contracts, agreements, and change orders do not result in
cost increases to overall project budget approved by the Board.

B.

Strategic Plan Goal(s)
Operational Excellence

 

Reason for Recommended Action/Background

mbryan
Highlight

mbryan
Highlight



The Monroe Detention Expansion (AB900 Funding) and Leinberger Detention Facility
(SB863) were included in the County's Capital Improvement program and related bond
issuance of the 2017 Capital Projects Lease Revenue Bonds. In order to continue to
work through administrative steps required as part of the project process with the State
of California Board of State and Community Corrections (BSCC), County staff has
worked with the state on a number of coordination calls to ensure the compatibility of the
bonds that will be issued in the future by the State Public Works Board to ensure there is
no conflict with the County of Yolo bonds. The end result is a Cooperative Agreement on
the expenditure of bond proceeds to ensure that both agencies maintain compliance with
federal tax rules associated with tax exempt financing. 

The County is continuing to work through coordination activities with the California
Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation (CDCR) on compatibility of the bond
financing for the State Public Works Board on the Monroe AB900 project. It is
anticipated that both parties will arrive at a similar cooperation agreement on the
expenditure of bond proceeds and therefore it is requested that authority be given to
specific officials to allow this to move forward without delay.

In an effort to ensure all parties maintain compliance in regard to private income rules for
tax exempt debt, the State Department of Finance and BSCC requested that the County
Sheriff's Department enter into an amended agreement for limitations on federal
prisoners. The rationale for the amendment was that acceptance of federal prisoners is
an income generating activity and if that income exceeds certain thresholds, it presents a
risk to the tax exempt status of both the County and the State Public Works Board
Bonds. Therefore, county staff request authority for the Assistant County Administrator to
approve the amendment to the federal prisoner agreement with the US Marshals
Service.

In addition to the Cooperative Agreements and the amendment to the US Marshall's
Agreement, it is anticipated that the State will require a ground lease and/or site lease to
utilize the Monroe and Leinberger Detention Facilities as collateral for the State Public
Works Board bonds. Therefore, County staff would like to obtain authorization for the
key county officials including the Assistant County Administrator, County Counsel and
Chief Financial Officer to be able to execute necessary documents to complete the
ground and site leases to continue the Monroe and Leinberger projects.

The BSCC and the CDCR will also require a Project Delivery and Construction
Agreement (PDCA) which is required to be executed between the County and the State
prior to the beginning of the construction period on each of the Jail projects.

There may be additional administrative agreements and contracts necessary in order to
continue to pursue the Jail project construction and fulfill grant requirements of AB900
and SB863. Therefore, staff request that broad authority be given to the Assistant
County Administrator, County Counsel and/or Chief Financial Officer to authorize
agreements and amendments to continue the projects so long as they do not result in
increases to the overall project budgets approved by the Board of Supervisors.



Collaborations (including Board advisory groups and external partner agencies)
The Department of Financial Services collaborated with the County Administrator's
Office, the County Sheriff's Office, the BSCC, CDCR, and US Marshalls on the SB863
and AB900 projects and required intergovernmental agreements.

Fiscal Information
No Fiscal Impact 

Fiscal Impact of this Expenditure
Total cost of recommended action $0
Amount budgeted for expenditure
Additional expenditure authority needed $0
On-going commitment (annual cost) 

Source of Funds for this Expenditure
$0

Further explanation as needed
The fiscal impact of the Monroe and Leinberger Detention projects are included in the
County's budget and included in the Capital Improvement Program. These agreements
are administrative in nature to continue to meet the requirements for SB863 and AB900
grant funding.

Attachments
No file(s) attached.

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date
Howard Newens Howard Newens 08/29/2017 05:24 PM
Mindi Nunes Mindi Nunes 08/31/2017 10:16 AM
County Counsel Carrie Scarlata 08/31/2017 04:47 PM
Form Started By: Chad Rinde Started On: 08/02/2017 07:32 AM
Final Approval Date: 08/31/2017 
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Regular-General Government    #
 30. 

Board of Supervisors County Administrator            
Meeting Date: 02/25/2020
Brief Title: Approve SB 863 Leinberger Replacement Project Budget and Design
From: Mindi Nunes, Assistant County Administrator, County Administrator's Office
Staff Contact: Mark Bryan, Financial Systems Manager, County Administrator's Office, x4590

Subject
Approve the SB 863 Leinberger Replacement project budget of $34,278,550; approve project plans
and specifications and authorize staff to issue the construction bid. (No general fund impact)
(Nunes/Bryan)

Recommended Action

A. Approve SB 863 Leinberger Replacement project budget of $34,278,550 contingent on final approval from the
State Department of Finance for grant proceeds in the amount of $30,500,000;

B. Approve the Plans and Specifications for the Leinberger Replacement Project; and
C. Authorize staff to issue the construction bid.

Strategic Plan Goal(s)
Safe Communities

Reduce criminal activity and recidivism

Reason for Recommended Action/Background
The Yolo County SB 863 Leinberger Replacement Project is funded by a grant from the Board of
State and Community Corrections (BSCC). The County received SB 863 Adult Local Criminal
Justice Facilities Financing Program funds in the amount of $30,500,000 from BSCC. The total
project budget of $34,278,550 also includes a cash match of $3,577,350 and an in-kind match of
$201,200. CIP Bond Proceeds provide the funds for the cash match. The specifics of the funding for
this project are outlined in the attached Budget Summary Table (Attachment A). 

The project is in the concluding stages of State approval and is currently in final review with the
Department of Finance (DOF), who also has delegated approval authority from the State Public
Works Board (SPWB) to authorize the County to proceed to construction bids. The project has
already received approval from the State Fire Marshall and BSCC. The County conducted a
Request for Qualifications to pre-qualify General Contractors in preparation for the construction bid
—four construction companies were pre-qualified through this process. 

The project will design and construct a new stand-alone facility by demolishing the existing
Leinberger facility and constructing a new two-level facility that provides housing, housing support,
central control, public lobby, and staff/support area. The housing area will provide 150 beds as well
as dayrooms, outdoor recreational space, and support space. Housing support will consist of
multiple program rooms, interview space, sally port, and medical clinic spaces. Central control and

Attachment H
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public lobby area will also include non-contact in-person visitation. The staff/support area will include
administration, staff locker rooms, break room, and storage rooms. The project also includes, but is
not limited to, utilities, electrical, plumbing, mechanical, heating, ventilation and air conditioning,
communications, fencing, security and fire protection systems, as well as landscaping and pavement
for building access and outdoor functions. The overall site plan, enlarged site plan, floor plans,
elevations, and exterior rendering are included in the attached design drawings (Attachment B). The
schematic design narrative is provided in Attachment C. 

Approval of the project budget and design will allow the County to proceed to bid pending final
approval from the State. 

Staff recommends approval of the total project budget of $34,278,550, approval of the project
design, and authorization to issue the construction bid once final project approval is received from
the State.

Collaborations (including Board advisory groups and external partner agencies)
The County Administrator’s Office collaborated with the Yolo County Sheriff's Office, County
Counsel, County Department of Finance, California Board of State and Community Corrections
(BSCC), California State Public Works Board, California Department of Finance (DOF), and the
State Fire Marshall’s Office.

Fiscal Information
No Fiscal Impact

Fiscal Impact of this Expenditure
Total cost of recommended action
Amount budgeted for expenditure
Additional expenditure authority needed $0
On-going commitment (annual cost)

Source of Funds for this Expenditure
General Fund $0

Further explanation as needed
The 2019-20 Adopted Budget included $33,000,000 for project costs. Remaining amounts will be
included in the 2020-21 Budget.

Attachments
Att. A. Budget Summary Table
Att. B. Design Drawings
Att. C. Schematic Design Narrative

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date
Mindi Nunes Mindi Nunes 02/17/2020 06:01 AM
Patrick Blacklock Patrick Blacklock 02/18/2020 09:43 AM
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Regular-General Government    30.        
Board of Supervisors County Administrator             
Meeting Date: 07/07/2020
Brief Title: SB 863 Leinberger Replacement Project Review
From: Mindi Nunes, Assistant County Administrator, County Administrator’s Office 
Staff Contact: Mark Bryan, Financial Systems Manager, County Administrator's Office, x4590 

Subject
Receive a report on the status of the Yolo County SB 863 Leinberger Replacement Project and consider
next steps. (No general fund impact) (Nunes/Bryan)

Recommended Action
Receive a report on the status of the Yolo County SB 863 Leinberger Replacement Project.

Strategic Plan Goal(s)

Safe Communities

Reason for Recommended Action/Background
A. Background
On June 20, 2014, the Adult Local Criminal Justice Facilities Construction Program became effective
through Senate Bill 863. The legislation authorized up to $500 million for the construction and
improvement of local adult criminal justice facilities. On June 10, 2015, the Board of State and
Community Corrections (BSCC) issued a Request for Proposals (RFP) from local jurisdictions interested
in applying for available funds.

Yolo County applied for and received SB 863 funds from the BSCC in the amount of $30,500,000. The
total project budget of $34,278,550 also includes a cash match of $3,577,350 and an in-kind match of
$201,200. CIP Bond Proceeds provide the funds for the cash match.  The current approved Budget
Summary Table is attached (Attachment A).

On February 25, 2020, the Board approved the SB 863 Leinberger Replacement project budget of
$34,278,550 contingent on final approval from the State Department of Finance (DOF) for grant proceeds
in the amount of $30,500,000.  At this meeting the Board also approved the Plans and Specifications for
the project and authorized staff to issue the construction bid upon final approval from DOF.

The project will design and construct a new stand-alone facility by demolishing the existing Leinberger
facility and build a new two-level facility that provides housing, housing support, central control, public
lobby, and staff/support area. The housing area will provide 150 beds as well as dayrooms, outdoor
recreational space, and support space. Housing support will consist of multiple program rooms, interview
space, sally port, and medical clinic spaces. Central control and public lobby area will also include
non-contact in-person visitation.

Attachment I



B. Status of Existing Facility
The existing Leinberger facility was built utilizing residential construction principals, and as such, has not
weathered the heavy use it has withstood for over 25 years. Currently, detention staff use the facility for
program provision; however, this requires the use of space designed for other purposes. Dedicated
program areas would allow for the delivery of increased programming to inmates. Additionally, the
current dormitory-style design requires additional staffing to monitor individuals appropriately.

The existing facility is also not conducive to program delivery. For example, the dining hall serves as a
dining room three times a day, a program room for all programs, a visiting room, and a medical waiting
area. Occasionally it also acts as space for attorney/professional visits. The usage limits the number and
variety of programs provided since the area must satisfy multiple functions and schedules.

The building is of antiquated design, and the physical layout is unsafe for both inmates and staff. The
facility can only house one classification as the layout does not allow for separation. The small dorms
with separate restrooms/showers are not visible to custody officers and do not enable proper supervision
toward the prevention of violence, introduction and concealment of contraband, potential suicide, and
vandalism. For example, the male housing section or dorm uses a six-station group shower constructed
before the federal Prison Rape Elimination Act of 2003 (PREA) was enacted and does not meet the
standards. Also, the facility contains porcelain toilet fixtures that are highly breakable and easily
weaponized.

The current facility also possesses a host of deficiencies in terms of deferred maintenance, including wall
damage, plumbing fixtures, and finishes, as well as HVAC units that are at the end of their useful life and
should be replaced. The following items are the minimum to be targeted for any continued use:  

Replace all of the gypsum board surfaces exposed to inmates with security lath and hi-impact
gypsum board,
Replace the plumbing fixtures with more security and anti-ligature type  fixtures,
Replace all of the floor coverings,
Replace many of the ceiling tiles and broken light fixtures,
Replace roof shingles soon,
Replace the HVAC Units that are at the end of their useful life,
Replace the Hot Water system that has had on-going issues,
Replace the inadequate security monitoring systems (CCTV) with a new system and cameras
throughout the facility,
Repair several areas that continue to have dry rot,
Remedy ADA Deficiencies,
Replace the antiquated fire alarm system,
Replace the roof.

If the SB 863 grant funds are not accepted, the County should anticipate a minimum of roughly 3.8 to 4.3
million dollars to prepare the facility for continued use. This would not upgrade the facility to
accommodate a larger population of inmates qualified to be housed in the facility. Nor would it include
any expansion to accommodate the much-needed space for programming that would contribute to
reducing recidivism, or provide staff support space. Finally, the dollars spent to accomplish the deferred
maintenance would most likely cost the County more than the cash match for the SB 863 project.

C. Proposed Facility
Replacing the Leinberger facility with detention rated construction, intentionally designed program space,
and an enhanced supervision layout will allow the Sheriff’s Office to meet the goals of the Community
Corrections Partnership’s Realignment Strategic Plan to build offender competency and support
reintegration. The new facility would be part of a three-step process designed to allow in-custody
individuals to progress through stages that recognize improved behavior and that provides appropriate,
evidence-based programs designed to meet individual needs. An individual who meets program
requirements while in Monroe Detention Center would be eligible to move to the less restrictive



environment at Leinberger. There, they would complete the program and eventually progress to in-home
custody through the use of electronic monitoring. The individual will transition to out-of-custody
programming at the Day Reporting Center and receive case management from Probation.

The new facility includes a housing style that permits different classifications in the facility; this, in turn,
will allow for the provision of quality programming to a broader range of inmate classifications. One
approach would be for a robust re-entry program to prepare inmates for integration back into society. The
new Leinberger will allow more inmates to take advantage of the social aspect of a dormitory setting,
along with the programs offered. If the population size allows, vacant sections can be used as transitional
housing for introducing inmates to electronic monitoring, so they have a safe place to live. At the same
time, they can seek and gain employment, continue programs, and prepare to live in their own
residence—similar to the REACT facility in Stanislaus County. The plan and hope are to increase class
availability and variety for inmates who need to have training and education opportunities meaningful to
their individual needs. Potential additional programming includes: 

52-week Batterer’s Class (that is transferrable to an out of custody class upon release),
Parenting Courses for males and females,
Employment Readiness,
Relaxation Therapy,
EMDR Individual Therapy,
Cognitive Behavior Therapy,
Substance Use Disorder education,
Yoga, and
Music and art classes.

 Programming could also address family reunification modeled after other successful agencies who are
known to be pioneers in the area of making families whole in a healthy environment.

D. Project Status
The project is in the concluding stages of State approval. It is currently in the final review with the
Department of Finance (DOF), who also has delegated approval authority from the State Public Works
Board (SPWB). DOF intends to issue the ground lease to the County in July with a start date of July 28,
2020. This will allow for the final preparation toward bid issuance. The project has already received
approval from the State Fire Marshall and BSCC.

To date, the project has incurred expenses in the amount of $3,082,075 (through May 2020) primarily for
architectural, construction management, CEQA, and state agency fees. If the project proceeds, the 2017
Capital Improvement Plan Bond proceeds would cover these costs.  If the project does not proceed,
those costs would need to be born by other sources include County General Fund.

Collaborations (including Board advisory groups and external partner agencies)
The County Administrator’s Office collaborated with the Yolo County Sheriff, County Counsel, County
Department of Finance, California Board of State and Community Corrections (BSCC), California State
Public Works Board, California Department of Finance (DOF), and the State Fire Marshall’s Office.

Fiscal Information
No Fiscal Impact 

Fiscal Impact of this Expenditure
Total cost of recommended action $0
Amount budgeted for expenditure
Additional expenditure authority needed $0
On-going commitment (annual cost) 



Source of Funds for this Expenditure
General Fund $0

Attachments
Att. A. Presentation 
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Form Started By: Mark Bryan Started On: 06/22/2020 11:46 AM
Final Approval Date: 06/26/2020 
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Programs and Services 
Toward Reintegration

• Reintegration
o Re‐entry Programming
o Family Reunification
o Parenting Courses
o 52‐week Batterer’s Class

• Education
o General Education Program
o Landscape/Gardening Program
o Culinary Arts
o Laundry/Janitorial Program
o Music and Art Classes

• Vocational
o Electronic Monitoring
o Work Furlough
o Employment Readiness

• Coping Skills
o Relaxation Therapy
o EMDR Individual Therapy
o Cognitive Behavior Therapy
o Substance Use Disorder Education
o AA/NA and Faith Based Programs
o Yoga



Attachment J: BSCC Legislation & Requirements 

2.2 Allowable uses under SB 863 
SB 863, which provides the grant funding associated with Leinberger, illustrates the allowable 
uses under SB 863 associated with the financing of local criminal justice facilities. Chapter 3.131, 
Section 15820.93 provides the following guidance: 

• For purposes of this chapter, an adult local criminal justice facility may include improved
housing with an emphasis on expanding program and treatment space as necessary to
manage the adult offender population consistent with the legislative intent described in
Sections 17.5 and 3450 of the Penal Code under the jurisdiction of the sheriff or county
department of corrections, as may be applicable, to be further defined by the BSCC in
duly adopted regulations.

• For purposes of this chapter, an adult local criminal justice facility may also include
custodial housing, reentry, program, mental health, or treatment space necessary to
manage the adult offender population, consistent with the legislative intent described in
Sections 17.5 and 3450 of the Penal Code, under the jurisdiction of the sheriff or county
department of corrections, as may be applicable, to be further defined by the BSCC in
duly adopted regulations.

As described above, Sections 17.5 and 3450 of the Penal Code include additional detail 
associated with facilities. Relevant excerpts of Sections 17.5 and 3450 may be found below, with 
the caveat that the language utilized across both Codes is the same. 

Penal Code Section 17.5/3450 
“Community-based punishment” means correctional sanctions and programming encompassing 
a range of custodial and noncustodial responses to criminal or noncompliant offender activity. 
Community-based punishment may be provided by local public safety entities directly or through 
community-based public or private correctional service providers, and include, but are not limited 
to, the following: 

• Short-term flash incarceration in jail for a period of not more than 10 days.
• Intensive community supervision.
• Home detention with electronic monitoring or GPS monitoring.
• Mandatory community service.
• Restorative justice programs such as mandatory victim restitution and victim-offender

reconciliation.
• Work, training, or education in a furlough program pursuant to Section 1208 .
• Work, in lieu of confinement, in a work release program pursuant to Section 4024.2 .
• Day reporting.
• Mandatory residential or nonresidential substance abuse treatment programs.
• Mandatory random drug testing.
• Mother-infant care programs.
• Community-based residential programs offering structure, supervision, drug treatment,

alcohol treatment, literacy programming, employment counseling, psychological
counseling, mental health treatment, or any combination of these and other interventions.

The full text for Section 17.5 may be found here. The full text for Section 3450 may be found here. 

In addition to these parameters, each participating county must have their projects certified to the 
State Public Works Board by the Board of State and Community Corrections (BSCC) having 
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satisfied all of the requirements set forth in Section 15820.935. These requirements include the 
following: 

Section 15820.935. 

The BSCC shall adhere to its duly adopted regulations for the approval or disapproval of adult 
local criminal justice facilities. The BSCC shall also consider cost-effectiveness in determining 
approval or disapproval. No state moneys shall be encumbered in contracts let by a participating 
county until one of the following occur: 

• Final architectural plans and specifications have been approved by the BSCC, and
subsequent construction bids have been received.

• Documents prepared by a participating county pursuant to paragraph (1) of subdivision
(d) of Section 20133 of the Public Contract Code have been approved by the BSCC, and
subsequent design-build proposals have been received pursuant to that section.

• The participating county has notified the board of its intent to exercise an option to
purchase the completed facility pursuant to Section 15820.931.

The review and approval of plans, specifications, or other documents by the BSCC are for the 
purpose of ensuring the proper administration of moneys and the determination of whether the 
adult local criminal justice facility specifications comply with law and regulation. The BSCC may 
require changes in construction materials to enhance safety and security if materials proposed at 
the time of final plans and specifications are not essential and customary as used statewide for 
facilities of the same security level. Participating counties are responsible for the acquisition, 
design, construction, staffing, operation, repair, and maintenance of the adult local criminal justice 
facility. 

The BSCC shall establish minimum standards, funding schedules, and procedures, which shall 
take into consideration, but not be limited to, the following: 

• Certification by a participating county of control of the adult local criminal justice facility
site through either fee simple ownership of the site or comparable long-term possession
of the site, and right of access to the adult local criminal justice facility sufficient to ensure
undisturbed use and possession.

• Documentation of the need for improved adult local criminal justice facility housing with an
emphasis on expanded program and treatment space.

• A written adult local criminal justice facility proposal.
• Submission of a staffing plan for the adult local criminal justice facility, including

operational cost projections and documentation that the adult local criminal justice facility
will be able to be safely staffed and operated within 90 days of completion, as may be
applicable.

• Submission of architectural drawings, which shall be approved by the BSCC for
compliance with minimum adult detention facility standards and which shall also be
approved by the State Fire Marshal for compliance with fire safety and life safety
requirements.

• Documentation evidencing compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA).

• Provisions intended to maintain the tax-exempt status of the bonds, notes, or bond
anticipation notes issued by the board.



Attachment K - Title 15 Minimum Standards for 
Local Detention Facilities
(available upon request with the Clerk of the Board)



Plan to Evaluate Future Uses of Juvenile Detention Facility 

Timeline JDF Planning Tasks 
Jail Construction & 

Other Key Dates 

Nov 2019 Adult Booking 
moved to JDF 

Jan 2020 Present Draft plan to evaluate future uses of JDF to Board of Supervisors 
and seek input 

ENVIRONMENTAL SCAN 

Dec 2019-Dec 2020 Research demographics/forecasts related to youth involvement with the 
criminal justice system 

Dec 2019 Consider CSAC’s Juvenile Hall Report & Toolkit and study solutions found in 
other counties 

TBD RFI for pro-social uses of JDF gym 

Apr 2020 Adult housing 
moved to Pod A 

NEEDS ASSESSMENT 

Nov 2020 Analyze out-of-county placement of youth 

Nov 2020 Compile needs assessment for criminally-involved youth in Yolo Adult Booking 
returns to Monroe 

Dec 2020 Complete Juvenile Program Inventory 

Sep 2020-Mar 
2021 

Gather input on needs and options that should be explored from: 

• Labor units and JDF staff

• Juvenile Justice Commission, Juvenile Justice Coordinating Council

• Partners and stakeholders i.e. law enforcement, providers

• Public

Sep 2020-Jan 2021 State refinement of 
DJJ Realignment 

Feb-Mar 2021 Identify options for DJJ commitments 

Apr 2021 Present needs assessment to Board of Supervisors and seek input; seek 
Board input on options to respond to DJJ Realignment 

May-Jun 2021 Prepare for DJJ Realignment 

GAP ANALYSIS 

May 2021 Catalog options that might address Yolo County’s criminal justice needs 

Jun 2021 Refine options best aligned with Yolo County’s needs and resources, 
including cost-benefit to house youth in JDF vs out-of-county 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Jul 2021 Present recommended options to Board of Supervisors DJJ no longer 
accepting 
commitments 

Aug 2021 Further refine option(s) and cost-benefits based on Board input 

Sep 2021 Obtain final Board of Supervisors direction on refined recommended 
options 

IMPLEMENTATION 

Sep 2021-Jan 2022 Implement any changes in use of the JDF 

Oct 2021 Leinberger 
construction 
complete 
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SUMMARY
California leads the nation in correctional reforms and reduced reliance on incar-

ceration. In 2011, the state enacted public safety realignment, which shifted the 

management of lower-level felons from the state prison and parole systems to 

county jail and probation systems. Three years later, voters approved Proposition 

47, which further reprioritized correctional resources and lowered incarceration. 

In this report, we describe the impact of these historic changes. 

Over the past decade, California has reversed a long-term trajectory of 

increasing incarceration. 

�� Since reaching a peak in 2006 of almost 256,000 inmates, the total population 

incarcerated in California’s state prisons and county jails has dropped by 

roughly 55,000. The incarceration rate has fallen from 702 to 515 per 100,000 

residents—a level not seen since the early 1990s. 

�� Realignment substantially reduced the prison population, but led to an 

increase in the county jail population of about 10,000 inmates, pushing the 

statewide jail population above its rated capacity and leading to more early 

releases due to overcapacity. Proposition 47 brought the statewide jail popula-

tion down to pre-realignment levels. 

Dramatically reduced incarceration from realignment did not lead to a broad 

increase in crime rates. 

�� Crime rates in California are on a long-term decline, though there are year-to-

year fluctuations. Realignment resulted in an additional 18,000 offenders on 

the street, but through 2014, we found no evidence of an impact on violent 

crime. Auto thefts did increase, by about 60 per 100,000 residents in 2014. 

�� From 2014 to 2015, the violent crime rate increased by 8.4 percent and the 

property crime rate by 6.6 percent. The role of Proposition 47 on crime remains 

unknown, but preliminary data show that compared to other states, California’s 

increase in property crime appears to stand out more than its increase in 

violent crime. 

Reforms have not yet succeeded in reducing the state’s high rates of recidivism. 

�� Rearrest and reconviction rates for offenders released from state prison are 

similar to pre-realignment levels. The two-year rearrest rate is 69 percent. The 

two-year reconviction rate (42%) is about 5 percentage points higher than 

before realignment, but this higher rate may simply reflect prosecution of 

offenses that in the past would have been processed administratively. 

�� Realignment helped stanch the flow of returning offenders to state prison for 

parole violation. Two-year return-to-prison rates dropped from 55 percent 

pre-realignment to 16.5 percent. 

�� Offenders released from state prison who are supervised by county probation 

have higher recidivism rates than those supervised by state parole. This 

difference is primarily due to a significantly higher share of so-called high-risk 

offenders among the former population.
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4  CALIFORNIA'S HISTORIC CORRECTIONS REFORMS

Introduction
Over the past 40 years, California’s corrections system has undergone remarkable changes. 
“Tough on crime” policies going back to the 1970s led to dramatic increases in the prison popu-
lation.1 Between 1980 and 2006, the state prison population grew more than sevenfold. Over 
the same period, expenditures rose markedly and corrections’ share of the state budget roughly 
tripled. Although the state increased the number of prisons from 11 to 33 over this period, the 
prison population still outpaced capacity. 

Severe overcrowding and poor prison conditions led to several lawsuits filed against the California 
Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation (CDCR), claiming the department provided 
inadequate medical and mental health care.2 In 2007, a federal three-judge panel was appointed. 
Citing excessive crowding that prevented improved conditions, the panel ordered the state in 2009 
to reduce its institutional prison population to 137.5 percent of design capacity—at the time 
equivalent to a reduction of almost 40,000 prisoners. Since then, California has pursued a series 
of correctional reforms through legislative actions, voter initiatives, and CDCR population 
reduction measures (Figure 1).

Corrections spending continues to grow and is at historic highs. 

�� Despite lower incarceration, the state’s General Fund corrections spending is $10.6 billion— 

9 percent more than the $9.7 billion spent in 2010–11, the last year before realignment. Budgetary 

increases have funded additional capacity, medical and mental health care, bond repayment, and 

employee salary and benefits. 

�� Bringing down the prison population enough to close a state prison or eliminate the practice of 

housing prisoners in non-state facilities may be necessary to yield substantial reductions in costs.

California’s historic corrections reforms have brought some success and also presented new chal-

lenges, including changes in the composition of the jail population. Future efforts will need to keep 

incarceration and crime rates down, while beginning to lower recidivism and costs. Achieving these 

manifold goals will require that the state and counties work to identify cost-effective strategies in 

order to reduce crime and recidivism. 

Figure 1. California has pursued numerous correctional reforms in the past decade

Senate Bill 678 provided financial 
incentives to counties to reduce the 
number of felony o�enders sent to 
state prison for probation failures.

Assembly Bill 109 (realignment) 
shifted responsibility over lower-level 
felons from state prison and parole 
to county jail and probation systems.

Prop 47 reduced the 
penalties associated with 
certain lower-level drug 
and property o�enses.

Non-revocable parole, authorized 
in Senate Bill 18, removed some 
lower-level o�enders from active 
parole supervision.

Prop 36 revised the “three strikes” 
law (1994) to impose a life 
sentence only when the new, 
third-strike felony conviction 
is serious or violent.

Court-ordered population reduction 
measures included increased credit 
earning and early parole for certain 
non-violent inmates.
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In 2011, the US Supreme Court upheld the 2009 fed-
eral court order requiring the state to reduce the prison 
population. In response, the state enacted Public Safety 
Realignment (Assembly Bill 109): legislation designed 
to address prison crowding by shifting responsibility for 
managing most lower-level felons from the state to the 
counties. To quickly reduce the prison population, the 
historic reform introduced two significant measures:

�� First, most offenders convicted of non-serious, 
non-violent, and non-sexual crimes (known as triple-
non offenses) with no serious, violent, or sexual crimes 
appearing in their criminal records, now serve their 
sentences in county jail or under probation supervision 
rather than in state prison. 

�� Second, most parole violators are not eligible to be 
sent to prison unless they are convicted of a new, prison-
eligible felony. Instead, parole violators now serve short 
stays (no more than six months) in county jails, or face 
other local sanctions.

Realignment also introduced an important measure 
designed to lower California’s high rates of recidivism. 
This measure shifted the supervision of lower-level 
offenders released from state prison from state parole to 
county probation departments (on Post-Release Commu-
nity Supervision, or PRCS).

The reform quickly reduced the state prison population, 
but not enough to reach the mandated target. It was 
not until the state passed another significant reform, 
Proposition 47 (Prop 47), through a voter initiative in 
November 2014 that the prison population fell below the 
mandated target. Prop 47 reduced penalties for a number 
of drug and property offenses by classifying them as 
misdemeanors instead of felonies or wobblers, which can 
be charged as misdemeanors or felonies at the discre-
tion of the prosecutor. The initiative allowed inmates 
serving sentences for these offenses to petition to have 
their sentences shortened. This not only helped lower the 
prison population, which has stayed below the mandated 
target since January 2015, but also significantly reduced 
the jail population (Lofstrom and Martin 2015; Bird et 
al. 2016).

In this report, we examine important lessons from these 
historic changes, with a special focus on realignment, 
which is now approaching its five-year anniversary.  

Glossary of Terms

Board of State and Community Corrections (BSCC):  

an independent state agency that provides expertise 

on regulations and serves as a data clearinghouse to 

the community correctional systems in California.

California Department of Corrections and Rehabilita-

tion (CDCR): the state agency that runs all state prisons 

and the parole system. 

Capacity-constrained releases: early releases of 

inmates in capacity-constrained county jails. Once the 

jail population reaches a court-ordered or locally 

decided level, the sheriff begins releasing sentenced 

and pretrial inmates early to bring down the population. 

Contract beds: beds in private and public facilities in 

state and out of state. The state pays for inmates to 

reside in contract beds to comply with the federal court 

population order. 

Jail: county-run correctional facility holding individuals 

awaiting trial and those sentenced for misdemeanors  

or lower-level felony offenses. 

Parole: state-run, post-prison-release community 

supervision. After realignment, only inmates convicted 

for the most serious, violent, or sexual offenses, or 

those with severe mental health problems, are super-

vised by state parole after release from state prison. 

Post-Release Community Supervision (PRCS): county 

probation supervision for individuals released from 

state prison for non-serious, non-violent, non-sexual 

felony offenses. Before realignment, individuals on 

PRCS would have been supervised by state parole. 

Prison: state-run correctional facility holding individu-

als convicted of the most serious felony offenses. 

Probation: county-run community supervision. Proba-

tion can be given by the courts to individuals instead  

of jail or prison sentences, or in combination with a 

sentence in county jail. 

Property crime: defined by the FBI to be crimes 

committed against property, including burglary, motor 

vehicle theft, and larceny theft.

Recidivism: the return to offending by individuals 

previously convicted of a crime. It is commonly mea-

sured by rearrest, reconviction, and/or return to custody. 

Violent crime: defined by the FBI to be certain crimes 

committed against a person, including homicide, rape, 

robbery, and aggravated assault. While many crimes 

against persons are considered violent crimes, some 

crimes against persons may be non-violent, such as 

harassment or stalking.
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We take stock of the key effects of realignment on incarceration, crime, recidivism, and state 
correctional spending. We also assess the extent to which subsequent reforms—particularly  
Prop 47—have enhanced or mitigated the effects of realignment.

Incarceration Has Decreased Dramatically
Realignment, Prop 47, and other measures have reduced the total incarcerated population by 
almost 55,000 inmates since 2006. This translates to roughly 44,700 fewer state prison inmates 
and 10,100 fewer county jail inmates. At its peak in 2006, the state’s total incarceration rate was 
701.7 per 100,000 residents. The incarceration rate is now down to 514.5 per 100,000 residents, 
a decline of 26 percent as of December 2015 (Figure 2).3 
A total incarceration rate this low has not been seen in 
California since the early 1990s, before voters passed a 
“three strikes” law mandating sentences of 25 years to 
life for most felony offenders with two previous serious 
and/or violent convictions (Prop 184).

Most of the decline in the total incarceration rate comes 
from the drop in the prison population. This is not 
surprising since most reforms focused on lowering the 
number of inmates in state prisons. In October 2006, 
475.3 per 100,000 California residents were incarcer-
ated in state prison. By December 2015, the prison 
incarceration rate had dropped to 328.3 per 100,000 
residents, a decline of 30 percent. The state’s county jail 
incarceration rate has also declined, but not as much due 
to the significant increase in the jail population stem-
ming from realignment. The jail incarceration rate 
declined from 226.4 per 100,000 residents in October 
2006 to 186.2 per 100,000 residents in December 2015, 
a drop of 18 percent.

Realignment Rapidly Lowered the Prison Population 
The 2009 federal court mandate to reduce the prison population posed a significant challenge for 
the state, which needed to implement multiple reforms, measures, and capacity expansions to 
meet the mandate. These actions succeeded in reducing the state prison population. From January 
2009 to the end of June 2016, the prison population declined by about 41,600 inmates. Realign-
ment is estimated to have contributed to well over half of this decline, or about 27,000 inmates.4

By the time the US Supreme Court upheld the court mandate in 2011, the state needed to reduce 
the prison population by an additional 34,000 inmates by June 2013.5 Partly motivated by the 
idea that “locals can do a better job,” realignment shifted the responsibility for incarceration and 
supervision of many lower-level felons from the state prison system to county sheriff and proba-
tion departments. The bill went from proposal to implementation very quickly: it was proposed 
by Governor Jerry Brown in January 2011, passed by the legislature in March 2011, and went 
into effect in October 2011. 

Figure 2. California’s total incarceration rate has 
declined significantly and steadily since 2009

SOURCE: Board of State and Community Corrections, Jail Profile Survey 
and California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation, Monthly 
Population Report, January 1996–December 2015.

NOTE: The figure shows the total (combined prison and jail) incarcerated 
population per 100,000 residents. 
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The reform substantially reduced the prison population. By the end of September 2012, the first 
year following realignment, the prison population had dropped by about 27,400 and reached 
150.5 percent of design capacity. But this still fell short of the court-mandated threshold of 
137.5 percent of design capacity. The state moved closer to this target by housing more inmates 
in other public and private facilities in California (known as in-state contract beds), and opening 
a new health care facility in Stockton, which added nearly 3,000 new beds to the prison system. 
The passage of Prop 36 in 2012, which relaxed the state’s 1994 “three strikes” law and allowed 
inmates to be resentenced if their third strike was not serious or violent, also brought down the 
prison population.6 But factors such as overall population growth in the state and an increase in 
the admissions of “second strikers” continued to put upward pressure on the prison population. 
In October 2014, three years into realignment, the prison population was still 140.9 percent of 
design capacity, roughly 2,850 inmates above the mandated target.

Prop 47 Brought the Prison Population below the Mandated Target
Voters have also brought major changes to the criminal justice system in California, further 
decreasing the state’s reliance on incarceration. In November 2014, Prop 47 passed with the 
support of almost 60 percent of voters. This initiative reclassified a number of drug and property 
crimes to misdemeanors from felonies or wobblers, which may be charged as misdemeanors or 
felonies at the discretion of the prosecutor. With an estimated 40,000 offenders per year affected 
by downgrading these offenses, it is not surprising that this too reduced the prison population 
(Legislative Analyst’s Office 2014).

Strikingly, the prison population dropped below the court-mandated target just two months after 
Prop 47 passed. This rapid decline occurred despite an increase of about 2,000 inmates the 
preceding year, between October 2013 and October 
2014. From November 2014 to February 2016, the 
prison population dropped by almost 9,000 inmates 
(Figure 3). The most recent estimates by the Department 
of Finance attribute a reduction of about 5,250 inmates 
to Prop 47, suggesting that the most recent court-ordered 
population reduction measures implemented by the state 
have reduced the population by about 3,000 to 4,000 
inmates.7 This is significantly higher than CDCR’s own 
early projection, which estimated that these court-
ordered measures would lead to a reduction of about 
2,000 inmates (Legislative Analyst’s Office 2014). 

The population of inmates housed in prisons subject to 
the court order—the institutional prison population— 
is now about 2,300 inmates below the target.8 Interest-
ingly, since February 2016, the total prison population 
has increased slightly, by almost 1,400 inmates as of 
June 30, 2016. The reasons for the increase are not 
known. But if the increase continues, this will challenge 
the state’s ability to keep the prison population below the 
mandated target. 

Figure 3. After a big first-year drop under 
realignment, the prison population did not decline 
again until Prop 47 passed
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Reforms Presented Challenges and Relief to County Jails
County jails have been significantly affected by recent reforms. Realignment gave county jails 
new responsibilities for managing most non-serious, non-violent, non-sexual felons as well as 
most parole violators. In the first year after realignment, the jail population increased by about 
9,000 inmates, pushing the jail population above the statewide-rated capacity and increasing early 
releases due to capacity constraints, which reached more than 14,000 per month. Following the 
passage of Prop 47, the jail population has dropped markedly and is now at pre-realignment levels. 
Capacity-constrained releases are now at levels well below those observed directly before the 
implementation of realignment, falling below 8,000 in December 2015 (see technical appendix 
Figure A1).

Unlike state prisons, which saw a consistent and drastic 
increase in population until reaching a record high in 
2006, the statewide county jail population saw cycles of 
highs and lows between the mid-1990s and its histori-
cal high of about 84,000 inmates in September 2007.9 
Subsequently, similar to the prison population, the jail 
population declined notably, to roughly 69,700 in June 
2011, a drop of 17 percent (Figure 4). However, the jail 
population increased again with the implementation of 
realignment; and later, with the passage of Prop 47, it 
dropped sharply. 

Counties are now charged with managing most felons 
with a new conviction of non-serious, non-violent, 
non-sexual crimes as well as individuals on the newly 
created PRCS, and most parolees, who violate release 
terms. This shift put upward pressure on jail populations 
and presented new challenges. Between the months 
before realignment (September 2011) and before the 
passage of Prop 47 (October 2014), county jail popula-
tions increased from roughly 71,800 to 82,000, an 
increase of over 10,000 inmates (or 14%). The increase 
aggravated crowding problems in many counties, pushing the average daily jail population 
statewide above the rated capacity of about 80,000 inmates. In October 2014, counties released 
8,315 pre-sentenced inmates and 6,006 sentenced inmates to address jail crowding—25 percent 
and 68 percent more, respectively, compared to September 2011. 

Beyond increasing the average daily jail population, realignment also altered the composition 
of inmates. Before realignment, the maximum jail sentence was one year. Now, the amount of 
jail time convicted offenders serve is often longer. By early 2014, 1,761 jail inmates were serving 
sentences of more than five years, up 606 (or 52%) from 2013. Higher inmate populations and 
more inmates serving longer terms increase demand for medical and mental health beds as well as 
programming and recreation space. Crowding also raises concerns about violence among inmates 
and between inmates and staff. Inmate assaults on staff have risen 38 percent, from 765 in the 
first nine months of 2011 to 1,058 over the same period in 2014. 

Figure 4. Jail populations rose after realignment 
but dropped dramatically after Prop 47 passed
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The passage of Prop 47 initiated a quick and dramatic decline in the jail population. From October 
2014 to January 2015, the jail population dropped by 9,769 inmates (or 12%). But, more recently, 
there has been a small uptick in the jail population, which increased by 265 inmates between 
January 2015 and December 2015. The currently available statewide data only include 14 months 
following the passage of Prop 47; and the proposition’s long-term effect may not become evident 
until counties refine release policies in response to the new law. Furthermore, even though Prop 
47 significantly reduced jail populations, these facilities may now house higher shares of inmates 
who committed serious crimes, as we describe in more detail below. This could continue to make 
inmate supervision more difficult. 

Reforms Affected the Composition of the Jail Population
While the preceding analysis of statewide data shows that the jail population increased sub-
stantially in the wake of realignment and then decreased dramatically following Prop 47, more 
detailed data from select counties allow us to examine recent changes in the composition of the 
jail population. In collaboration with the Board of State and Community Corrections (BSCC), 
PPIC researchers are currently working with 12 counties to collect individual-level data on local 
criminal justice populations.10 This project—the BSCC–PPIC Multi-County Study (MCS)— 
captures about two-thirds of the state’s jail population. We find the jail population trends within 
this group are consistent with statewide trends, but it is important to keep in mind that the data 
presented below are based on a subgroup of counties. 

Using these newly available data, PPIC researchers found the number of offenders held in local 
jails for drug and property offenses increased substantially between October 2011 and October 
2014 (Grattet et al. 2016). As a result, the share of the jail population held for drug offenses 
increased from 17.7 percent to 23.0 percent and the share held for property offenses increased 
from 19.6 percent to 23.0 percent during the three years following realignment. The number of 
inmates held in jail for crimes against persons—of which violent crimes are a subset—remained 
fairly stable under realignment.11 But the share of inmates held for crimes against persons was 
driven down by the relative growth in the number of inmates held for drug and property offenses. 

Jails also appeared to house more serious drug and property offenders after realignment. The 
median length of stay for felony drug offenders increased from 45 days for offenders released in 
October 2011 to 73 days for those released in October 2014 (Grattet et al. 2016). Median length 
of stay also increased for felony property offenders, from 
66 days to 71 days over the same period. These changes 
in length of stay reflect the fact that county jails are now 
holding offenders who would have served their sentences 
in state prison prior to realignment. 

In some respects, the passage of Prop 47 reversed the 
compositional trends we saw under realignment. Prop 
47 targeted lower-level drug and property offenders and, 
as a result, the number of inmates held for these offenses 
declined markedly. In the year following Prop 47, the share of inmates held for drug offenses 
declined from 23.0 percent to 16.1 percent, and the share held for property offenses declined 
from 23.0 percent to 21.6 percent. Under Prop 47, the share of the jail population held for crimes 
against persons increased to 31.8 percent, nearly reaching its pre-realignment level. While relative 

Together, realignment and  
Prop 47 prioritized resources  
for more serious offenders. 
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reductions in drug and property offenders drove much of this compositional change, the number 
of inmates held for crimes against persons also increased between October 2014 and October 
2015 (from 13,335 to 14,561). 

In addition to these compositional changes, Prop 47 drove an overall decline in the jail popula-
tion. A number of factors appear to have eased jail population pressure, including both reductions 
in the number of individuals held for new drug and property crimes, and petitions for sentence 
reductions from offenders convicted prior to the law’s implementation.12 Within the counties 
included in the MCS, the jail population declined by about 9 percent (or 4,767 inmates) between 
October 2014 and October 2015, one year after the implementation of Prop 47 (Bird et al. 2016). 
However, the population held for Prop 47 offenses declined by more than 50 percent (or 6,334 
inmates) during the same period, suggesting that observing the overall change in the jail popula-
tion would lead to an underestimation of the direct effect of Prop 47. The reform also had 
indirect effects on the jail population. In those county jail systems operating under court-ordered 
population caps, initial reductions in population pressure associated with a reduction in Prop 47 
offenders allowed counties to reduce capacity-constrained releases for more serious offenders 
(Bird et al. 2016). 

Taken together, realignment and Prop 47 represent a reprioritization of costly correctional 
resources toward more serious offenders. Realignment reprioritized prison beds for the most seri-
ous offenders in California, shifting large populations of lower-level felons into less costly county 
jail systems. Three years later, Prop 47 led to a further reprioritization of jail beds for the most 
serious offenders among the local jail populations.

Crime Rates Are Historically Low
The major policy reforms implemented in California provide an opportunity to answer one of the 
most pressing questions facing efforts to reduce incarceration: can we lower incarceration without 
jeopardizing public safety? With realignment approaching its five-year anniversary, there is now 
ample data to draw lessons from this reform. 

Despite fluctuating year to year, crime rates in California are in a long-term decline. This holds 
true for both the violent crime rate, which has been in decline since the early 1990s, and the 
property crime rate, which has followed a downward trend since the early 1980s. Interestingly, 
the years immediately following realignment (2012) and Prop 47 (2015) are recent exceptions to 
this trend. After reaching historic lows in 2011, both violent and property crimes increased in 
2012. Crime rates then returned to their long-term trend of decline over the following two years. 
However, in 2015, both violent and property crime rates increased. After a 47-year low of 393 
violent crimes per 100,000 residents in 2014, the violent crime rate increased by 8.4 percent in 
2015 to 426 violent crimes per 100,000 residents. After a 50-year low of 2,459 property crimes 
per 100,000 residents in 2014, the property crime rate also went up in 2015, by 6.6 percent to 
2,620 property crimes per 100,000 residents. As Figure 5 shows, California’s crime rates are still 
historically low.
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Realignment Did Not Increase Violent Crime, But Auto Thefts Rose
There is no evidence to suggest that realignment affected violent crime. Realignment quickly and 
significantly reduced the prison population—by about 27,000 during its first year. While county 
jail populations did increase, the increase was only a fraction of the drop in the prison popula-
tion: county jail populations increased by 9,000, offsetting roughly one-third of the decline in the 
prison population. Reduced incarceration and the increase in the number of former inmates—
about 18,000—on the street led to concerns that realignment threatened the long-term decline in 
the state’s crime rates. These concerns were exacerbated when 2012 crime data revealed increases 
in both violent and property crimes.

These concerns were mostly unwarranted (Lofstrom and Raphael 2013b). Previous research has 
found no evidence of an impact on violent crime and concluded that the increase in 2012 was part 
of broader changes also seen in similar states. Although part of the increase in property crime 
could be attributed to the prison population decline, that impact was modest and limited to an 
increase in auto thefts.13 

In a follow-up study including updated data for 2013, the findings remain unchanged and also 
show that realignment did not add offenders on the street beyond the 18,000 during its first year 
of implementation (Lofstrom and Raphael 2015). The only crime effect attributable to realign-
ment is a modest rise in property crime, again entirely driven by an increase in auto thefts. 
Estimates indicate that realignment increased the auto theft rate by slightly more than 70 per 
100,000 residents (Lofstrom and Raphael 2015). Put differently, the result shows that the auto 
theft rate in California is about 17 percent higher than it would have been had realignment not 
been implemented.

Figure 5. California has experienced a long-term decline in crime rates

SOURCE: Authors’ calculation based on the FBI’s Uniform Crime Report 1960–2002 and the California Department of Justice’s Criminal 
Justice Statistics Center, California Crimes and Clearances Files, 2003–2015. 

NOTE: Violent crime includes homicide, rape, robbery, and aggravated assault; property crime includes burglary, motor vehicle theft,  
and larceny theft (including non-felonious larceny theft).
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The property crime rate returned to its long-term trend of decline in 2013 and 2014, and remains 
below the 2010 rate. This may suggest that the 2012 increase was an anomaly and had little to do 
with realignment. To better understand the extent to which this is true, we turn to a comparison 
of California’s crime trends to those of other states, now updating the analysis with 2014 crime 
data. If the 2012 increase in property crime was truly unrelated to realignment, then we might 
expect California’s crime rate declines in 2013 and 2014 to stand out compared to other states, 
reducing or erasing the estimated property crime rate gap between California and comparison 
states reported in Lofstrom and Raphael (2013b).14 Note that at this time we are unable to incor-
porate the 2015 crime rates into this portion of the analysis, as the FBI has not yet released 2015 
data for all states. 

There is no evidence that realignment has affected violent crime. California’s violent crime rate 
continues to follow the trend of the comparison states (see technical appendix Figure A2). 
Post-realignment changes in violent crimes in California fluctuate in similar ways to the com-
parison states, and none of the deviations from the trend is statistically significant. We also 
analyze each of the four violent crime offense trends separately and find that changes in murder, 
rape, aggravated assault, and robbery in California do not stand out when compared to changes 
in other states.15

Our analysis of property crime trends shows that, relative to comparison states, California had a 
higher rate of property crime, specifically auto theft, beginning in 2011 and continuing through 
2014. Figure 6 shows that California’s pre-realignment property crime trend can be closely 
matched to that of comparison states. Trends in California and the comparison states start to 
diverge in 2011, the year realignment was implemented. By 2012, California had about 227 more 
property crimes per 100,000 residents than comparison states. This gap then narrowed very 
slightly in 2014, to 219 property crimes per 100,000 
residents, but remained statistically significant. Our 
analysis of the three separate property offense categories 
of burglary, larceny theft, and motor vehicle theft reveals 
that the post-realignment increase in property crime is 
driven by an increase in the auto theft rate. The initial 
estimate of an increase in the auto theft rate of about 70 
per 100,000 residents narrowed somewhat by 2014, to 
60 per 100,000 residents, but continues to be statistically 
significant. 

Crime Rates Increased in 2015 
As mentioned above, 2015 crime data suggest another 
break in California’s long-term decline in crime rates. 
Here we take a closer look at the recently released state-
wide crime data. We also examine preliminary FBI data 
for selected cities across the country to gain insight into 
whether recent changes are unique to California.16 

The violent crime rate increased by 8.4 percent in 2015 
and the property crime rate went up by 6.6 percent. 
Almost one-half of the increase in violent crime is due to 

Figure 6. Since 2012, California has had higher 
rates of property crime relative to comparison 
states 
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the increase in the most common violent crime, aggra-
vated assaults—the rate of which went up by 6.6 percent. 
Roughly one-quarter is due to the increase in robberies 
(up by 6.9 percent). The reported number of rapes also 
increased, accounting for the remaining one-quarter 
of the broader uptick in the 2015 violent crime rate. 
The number of reported rapes per 100,000 residents 
increased by 34.1 percent. A significant reason for the 
increased number of reported rapes is the definitional 
expansion introduced by the FBI of what constitutes 
rape in the data.17 Almost 90 percent of the increase in 
the property crime rate is due to the 9.1 percent increase 
in the larceny theft rate. The 10.9 percent increase in 
the motor vehicle theft rate accounted for the rest of the 
broader increase in property crime, as the burglary rate 
dropped by 4.1 percent.

Much of the state experienced increases in violent and 
property crime in 2015. Of California’s 58 counties, 
40 saw increases in the violent crime rate, and 41 saw 
increases in the property crime rate. Many of these counties experienced increases in crime rates 
of more than 10 percent: 21 counties saw increases of more than 10 percent in the violent crime 
rate, and 13 counties saw increases of more than 10 percent in the property crime rate. If we limit 
the analysis to the 26 counties with at least 250,000 residents, where percent changes in crime are 
less sensitive to small changes in the number of crimes, we find that the violent crime rate rose in 
21 out of the 26 counties (nine experienced increases of at least 10%), and the property crime rate 
also rose in 21 counties (seven experienced increases of at least 10%). 

Preliminary FBI data indicate that many cities in other states also reported increases in crime in 
the first half of 2015.18 These data allow us to calculate year-over-year changes between January–
June 2014 and January–June 2015 for 245 cities in 41 states throughout the country. The 66 
California cities included in the FBI data contain about half of the state’s total population.

The preliminary data show that cities in 24 of the 41 states saw increases in violent crime, while 
cities in 14 states reported increases in property crime. However, increases in California’s crime 
rates are notably larger than those of many other states. The increase in the violent crime rate of 
26.3 per 100,000 residents in the included California cities is greater than the increase of 10.1 
per 100,000 residents for all 245 cities combined. Other large states also saw increases in violent 
crime over this period. Violent crime increased in Florida and Texas, by 8.4 and 6.7 violent crimes 
per 100,000 residents, respectively. However, New York saw a decrease, by 12 violent crimes per 
100,000 residents. 

The property crime rate in the select California cities increased by 116.9 per 100,000 residents, 
whereas the property crime rate for all included cities decreased by 29.6 per 100,000 residents. 
Compared to the nation’s other most populous states, California’s increasing property crime rates 
appear unique. Texas, New York, Florida, and Illinois all saw decreases of between 111.1 (Texas) 
and 47.7 (New York) property crimes per 100,000 residents. 

ISTOCK

The recent uptick in crime highlights the need to identify and 
implement cost-effective crime prevention strategies.
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Overall, compared to other states, California’s increase in property crime in 2015 stands out more 
than its increase in violent crime. The increase in the property crime rate in the select California 
cities ranks 6th out of the 41 included states, while the increase in the violent crime rate ranks 
12th. When examining changes in crime by individual cities, 46 of the 66 California cities were 
among the 100 cities with the largest increases in the property crime rate, and 32 were among the 
100 with the greatest increase in the violent crime rate. 

Table 1 shows the changes in violent and property crime rates between 2014 and 2015 among the 
25 largest cities included in the FBI data. Two California cities saw the largest percent increases in 
violent and property crime rates: Sacramento and San Francisco, respectively. Of the 25 included 
largest cities, the five cities with the highest percent growth in the property crime rate between 
2014 and 2015, and the three cities with the highest percent growth in the violent crime rate, are 
in California. 

Lastly, caution should be used in drawing strong conclusions about Prop 47 from the above 
comparison of California to the rest of the country. The increases in the included California 
cities in the preliminary data for the first six months of 2015 are greater than those observed for 
the full year and all cities in California. The violent crime rate in the preliminary data increased 
by 12.9 percent, compared to 8.4 percent for the whole state for 2015. The property crime rate  
in the preliminary data increased by 9.3 percent, while we see an increase of 6.6 percent for the 
more complete 2015 data. Whether the discrepancy is due to the preliminary nature of the FBI 
data, differences in the cities included, or different trends in the second half of 2015 is not 
known at this time.19 Another reason for caution is the lesson from realignment: in spite of 
increases in 2012 (by 7.6% in the number of property crimes and 3.4% in the number of violent 
crimes), we find that only property crime increased due to that reform, and it was entirely driven 
by an increase in auto thefts.

The possibility that the state’s long-term downward trend in crime rates may be challenged, at 
least temporarily, highlights the need to identify and implement cost-effective crime prevention 
strategies. Evidence suggests that pre-realignment incarceration levels were generally not cost 
effective. Cost-benefit estimates show that an additional dollar spent on incarceration generated 
only 23 cents in crime savings (Lofstrom and Raphael 2013b). Promising alternative strategies 
may focus on various aspects of crime reduction, such as deterrence (e.g., increased policing)  
or prevention (e.g., early childhood programs and targeted interventions for high-risk youth). 
Other promising approaches aim to change the trajectories of individuals already involved in  
the criminal justice system through rehabilitation. Such approaches may involve cognitive 
behavioral therapy or alternative systems of managing probationers and parolees, including 
“swift and certain yet moderate” sanctions systems, such as Hawaii’s Opportunity Probation 
with Enforcement (HOPE). 

Recidivism Rates Remain Stubbornly High 
Recidivism, the rate at which offenders are found to reoffend within a certain period, is a primary 
gauge for measuring correctional system performance. One critical goal of realignment was to 
reduce recidivism among lower-level offenders—especially important given that California had 
some of the highest recidivism rates in the nation (Pew Center on the States 2011). 
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Table 1. Compared to other large US cities, California cities rank high in crime increases between 2014 and 2015

Percent changes in violent crime rates Percent changes in property crime rates

Rank City Percent change Rank City Percent change

1 Sacramento, CA 25.3% 1 San Francisco, CA 26.6%

2 Los Angeles, CA 24.3% 2 Los Angeles, CA 14.3%

3 Long Beach, CA 19.7% 3 Long Beach, CA 11.3%

4 Albuquerque, NM 13.7% 4 San Jose, CA 5.5%

5 Dallas, TX 10.2% 5 Sacramento, CA 5.4%

6 San Diego, CA 9.8% 6 Albuquerque, NM 5.2%

7 Kansas City, MO 9.2% 7 Baltimore, MD 1.4%

8 San Antonio, TX 6.6% 8 Nashville, TN 0.6%

9 Phoenix, AZ 6.6% 9 San Diego, CA 0.1%

10 Baltimore, MD 5.9% 10 Jacksonville, FL -1.3%

11 San Francisco, CA 5.3% 11 Dallas, TX -2.1%

12 San Jose, CA 4.4% 12 Phoenix, AZ -2.8%

13 Oklahoma City, OK 1.9% 13 Philadelphia, PA -4.1%

14 Chicago, IL 0.7% 14 Memphis, TN -4.1%

15 Seattle, WA 0.6% 15 New York, NY -4.5%

16 Philadelphia, PA -0.2% 16 Fort Worth, TX -4.6%

17 Milwaukee, WI -0.9% 17 Houston, TX -7.2%

18 Fort Worth, TX -1.6% 18 San Antonio, TX -7.6%

19 Houston, TX -1.8% 19 Chicago, IL -8.3%

20 Memphis, TN -2.1% 20 Milwaukee, WI -9.0%

21 New York, NY -4.0% 21 Kansas City, MO -10.3%

22 Jacksonville, FL -4.6% 22 Oklahoma City, OK -11.5%

23 Nashville, TN -6.8% 23 Seattle, WA -12.5%

24 Detroit, MI -9.2% 24 Detroit, MI -14.2%

25 El Paso, TX -13.8% 25 El Paso, TX -15.0%

SOURCE: FBI’s Preliminary Semiannual Uniform Crime Report, January–June 2015.

NOTE: Percent changes in the number of violent and property crimes per 100,000 residents, January–June 2015 compared to January–June 2014. The table 
includes the 25 largest US cities included in the FBI data with crime statistics for both 2014 and 2015, ranging from New York City, with a population of 8,473,938, 
to Kansas City, MO, with a population of 468,417. 
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Reoffending is best understood through various mea-
sures, including rearrest, reconviction, and return-to-
custody rates, taken at different points in time.20 No 
single recidivism measure perfectly captures offender 
behavior, as each measure may reflect not only changes 
in offender behavior but also changes in criminal justice 
system responses, which are influenced by reforms like 
realignment and Prop 47. Arrest rates, for example, 
depend partly on decisions made by parole, probation, 
and police officers, while conviction rates are affected by 
the decisions of local prosecutors and judges. 

Before realignment, three-year rearrest rates were 
around 75 percent and three-year reconviction rates 
were about 50 percent. Roughly two-thirds of offenders 
released from state prison returned within three years. 
California’s high recidivism rates were, in part, attribut-
able to the unique features of its system—most impor-
tantly, the fact that California placed every released 
prisoner under state parole supervision and returned 
large numbers of parolees to prison for parole viola-
tions (Grattet, Petersilia, and Lin 2008). Facing such a high rate of reoffending among released 
prisoners and costly returns to state prison, the state brought sweeping changes to the supervision 
of most felons released from prison under realignment. This reform also emphasized the need for 
counties to use data and research to identify the most effective ways to reduce recidivism for local 
populations.

Return-to-Prison Rates Declined, But Rearrest and Reconviction 
Rates Held Steady
Realignment stanched the flow of released offenders returning to prison and, as a result, prison 
and state parole populations have dropped dramatically (Lofstrom, Raphael, and Grattet 2014; 
Grattet and Hayes 2013). Under realignment, most lower-level felons—offenders convicted of 
a non-serious, non-violent, non-sexual felony—released from state prison now go to county 
probation as Post-Release Community Supervision (PRCS) cases, instead of state parole. Super-
vision violations for the PRCS population, as well as most other state parolees, are now locally 
sanctioned with short jail spells or non-jail alternatives rather than a return to state prison. Both 
PRCS cases and state parolees are eligible for discharge from supervision if they remain violation-
free for six months (compared to 13 months before realignment). Under realignment, returning 
a released inmate to prison requires a conviction for a new crime involving a serious, violent, or 
sexual offense, or a new felony conviction for someone with a history of one or more serious, 
violent, or sexual offenses. Moreover, the state parole board no longer has the authority to return 
offenders to prison for most parole violations. 

Previous research on the first group of offenders released after realignment provides no evidence 
of dramatic changes in recidivism as measured by arrests and convictions within one year of 
release. Rearrest and reconviction rates were roughly in line with pre-realignment levels (CDCR 

ISTOCK

Measured by rearrest, reconviction, and return to custody, 
recidivism helps gauge correctional system performance.
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2013; Lofstrom, Raphael, and Grattet 2014). For example, one-year rearrest rates only dropped 
2 percentage points. But realignment did essentially halt the practice of returning released offend-
ers to prison for parole violations. Before the reform, California had the nation’s highest return-
to-prison rate. More than 40 percent of released offenders were back in prison within a year. In 
realignment’s first year, this rate dropped by about 33 percentage points, down to about 7 per-
cent, putting the state below the national average (Lofstrom, Raphael, and Grattet 2014).

Thus far, research in this area has been limited to the very first post-realignment releases and a 
follow-up period of one year (CDCR 2013; Lofstrom, Raphael, and Grattet 2014). It is also lim-
ited in the sense that it has not examined return-to-jail or recidivism rates of felons released from 
county jail. Here we take a step to update the existing research by examining CDCR data to ana-
lyze two-year recidivism rates of all offenders released from prison during the first year of realign-
ment, and to break down the analysis by offenders supervised by state parole and county proba-
tion. In an effort to better understand the new supervision challenges faced by county probation, 
and how these challenges may differ from those of state parole, we also examine differences in 
the reoffending-related characteristics between parolees and the PRCS population. Lastly, due to 
current data limitations, we are constrained to offenders released during the first year of realign-
ment, but those data allow us to track reoffending up to as recently as October 2014, for inmates 
released from prison in October 2012.

Updated data largely confirm previous findings of overall recidivism rates. Figure 7 displays three 
key recidivism measures for all released offenders one and two years after release:

�� One- and two-year rearrest rates for all released offenders continue to hover at 58 percent and 
69 percent, respectively, where they have held steady for over a decade (CDCR 2013). These data 
do not point toward noticeable changes in arrest rates compared to those reported by CDCR for 
pre-realignment releases (CDCR 2014). 

Figure 7. Rearrest and reconviction rates remain high, with differences between the PRCS population and parolees 

SOURCE: Authors’ calculations based on CDCR individual-level administrative data. 

NOTE: Offenders released from state prison between October 1, 2011, and September 30, 2012. The category “All” includes all offenders released from 
prison over this period. “PRCS” are those offenders released from prison supervised by county probation on Post-Release Community Supervision. “Parole” 
includes only those supervised by state parole. 
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�� Both the one-year and two-year reconviction rates of 24 percent and 42 percent, respectively, 
are about 5 percentage points higher compared to pre-realignment levels. This may not be a 
reflection of increased reoffending, but may be due to successful prosecution through the courts 
for offenses that in the past would have been processed administratively through the state parole 
board (Lofstrom, Raphael, and Grattet 2014). 

�� Released offenders are, as expected, much less likely to be returned to prison. One-year and 
two-year return-to-prison rates had been declining before realignment to about 40 percent and  
55 percent, respectively, but are now much lower, at 7 percent and 16.5 percent.

The CDCR data presented in Figure 7 show that rearrest and reconviction rates are mostly higher 
for offenders released from prison to county PRCS compared to those released to state parole. But 
differences in rearrest rates between these two populations are smaller after two years. While the 
one-year rearrest rate is about 6.5 percentage points higher among offenders released to PRCS 
compared to those released to state parole, the gap between the two groups narrows to 4.9 per-
centage points for the second-year rearrest rate. This may hint at counties successfully adjusting 
their recidivism-reduction strategies and approaches, although the reconviction rate gap actually 
increases somewhat (from 8.2 percentage points to 9.3 percentage points). When examining the 
two-year return-to-prison rate, we observe that PRCS offenders are slightly less likely to be sent 
back to prison compared to parolees. 

More Offenders on County Probation Are at High Risk of Committing 
Another Crime
Differences in recidivism rates may be at least partly due to differences in the offender popula-
tion supervised by county probation and state parole. The CDCR data show that most inmates 
released to PRCS are at high risk for recidivism, as measured by the California Static Risk Assess-
ment (CSRA) score. Specifically, 57.4 percent are rated as “high risk for any crime.” Slightly less 
than half, 46.5 percent, of state parolees are considered high risk. The CSRA score is calculated 
based on an offender’s record of previous convictions and classifies the offender into one of five 
groups for risk of reoffending (high risk of violent, property, or drug crimes; moderate risk; or 
low risk). Compared to state parolees, a lower share of offenders on PRCS are rated as high risk 
to commit a violent crime, but higher shares—more than double the comparable shares of state 
parolees—are rated as high risk to commit property and drug crimes (Figure 8). 

There are many notable differences in offender characteristics and background between released 
prisoners supervised by county probation and state parole (see technical appendix Table A1 for 
more detail). These differences include age, gender, race/
ethnicity, and, most significantly, the offense for which 
inmates just served time prior to their release. While 
almost 60 percent of parolees served time for a crime 
against persons, slightly less than 15 percent of those on 
PRCS did so. Most released offenders on PRCS served 
time for either a property or drug offense (37.5 and 34.2 
percent, respectively). As a result, the number of days in 
prison before being released for the PRCS population is 
less than half of what it is among parolees (443 and 925 

Offender background accounts 
for most differences in 
recidivism between the PRCS 
population and parolees. 

http://www.ppic.org/content/pubs/other/0916MLR_appendix.pdf
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days, respectively). To explore the possible effect of offender criminal background and history on 
recidivism rates, we examine post-realignment recidivism differences between offenders on PRCS 
and parolees by statistically adjusting for differences in the offender populations supervised.

We find that the higher rearrest rates among the PRCS population is explained by differences in 
offender criminal background and history. When differences in risk and other factors between the 
PRCS population and parolees are accounted for, offenders supervised by county probation have 
no higher, and in some cases lower, recidivism rates than those supervised by state parole (see 
technical appendix Figure A3). The estimated rearrest and return-to-prison rates are lower among 
PRCS-supervised offenders than parolees, but only statistically significant for the two-year arrest 
rate.21 Overall, much of the differences in recidivism rates between released prisoners supervised 
by county probation and those supervised by state parole stem from offender background—and 
once this is accounted for, the two groups have similar reoffending rates. 

Recidivism Rates Vary Across Counties
Examining differences in recidivism outcomes across counties is essential to better understand 
how the impacts of realignment vary across the state and to determine which recidivism-reduction 
approaches are most successful. In this stage of the analysis, we focus on the PRCS population—
those released from state prison to county probation supervision. Relative to parolees, the PRCS 
population was more likely to be affected by differences in county approaches. 

After adjusting for differences in the composition of the PRCS populations across counties, 
including demographic characteristics and criminal histories, we find substantial differences in 
recidivism rates. Two-year rearrest rates range from a low of 60.9 percent in Amador County to a 
high of 77.7 percent in Imperial County, a difference of about 17 percentage points. The median 
rearrest rate in the group is 70.9 percent (in Sonoma County), which is about average for the 
PRCS group as a whole (see technical appendix Figure A4). 

Figure 8. Most offenders on PRCS are considered high risk of committing another crime

SOURCE: Authors’ calculations based on CDCR individual-level administrative data. 

NOTE: Risk level is based on prison inmates’ California Static Risk Assessment (CSRA) score. Data include offenders released from state prison between 
October 1, 2011, and September 30, 2012.

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

High risk,
any crime

High risk,
violent crime

High risk,
property crime

High risk,
drug crime

Medium risk Low risk

%

PRCS

Parole

http://www.ppic.org/content/pubs/other/0916MLR_appendix.pdf
http://www.ppic.org/content/pubs/other/0916MLR_appendix.pdf


20  CALIFORNIA'S HISTORIC CORRECTIONS REFORMS

Two-year reconviction rates, adjusted for differences in population, range from a low of 20.1 
percent in Merced County to a high of 58.9 percent in Napa County—with a median of 45.0 
percent—for the PRCS population. The range across counties is much wider for reconvictions 
than for rearrests, reflecting a reconviction rate in the highest-recidivism county that is nearly 
three times that in the lowest-recidivism county (see technical appendix Figure A5). One possible 
contributing factor for this wider range is that arrest outcomes may be less responsive to county 
policy than conviction outcomes. A large share of arrests are made by city police departments, 
and these departments only had minimal participation in the Community Corrections Partner-
ships (CCPs), which brought various agencies together to reenvision local justice systems and 
develop realignment implementation plans.22 In addition, there may be more opportunities for 
discretion in the decision to prosecute than in the decision to arrest, which could contribute to 
greater variation in convictions compared to arrests. 

Did county-level implementation policies affect recidivism? While many factors—including the 
state of the local economy, the level of county resources, and county crime rates—may play a role 
in recidivism, the strategic approach the county takes to 
implementing realignment is one factor directly under 
the control of policymakers and practitioners. Realign-
ment emphasized the potential for counties to achieve 
recidivism reductions where the state had failed to do so 
through the use of evidence-based interventions tailored 
to the needs of their local populations. In exchange for 
state funding, counties developed realignment implemen-
tation plans and budgets to guide these efforts. In analyz-
ing these plans and budgets, researchers have found considerable variation in counties’ strategic 
approach to realignment (Lin and Petersillia 2013; Bird and Grattet 2014). 

While some counties directed the majority of their realignment funding toward traditional 
enforcement purposes—such as expanding jail space and increasing sheriff staff—others directed 
larger shares toward probation supervision and reentry programs and services. These differences 
provide the opportunity to test whether there is a relationship between the strategic approaches 
of counties and the recidivism outcomes of their PRCS populations. In a previous study, PPIC 
researchers found that offenders released to counties that prioritized reentry spending had lower 
post-realignment recidivism rates compared to those released to counties that prioritized enforce-
ment (Bird and Grattet 2014). However, previous research was only able to assess six-month 
recidivism rates. 

Here we reexamine the relationship between realignment funding allocations and longer-term 
recidivism outcomes for the PRCS population released from state prison during the first year 
of realignment. In this analysis, we characterize county approaches to realignment as reentry-
focused, enforcement-focused, or somewhere in the middle.23 Allocations to reentry programs 
and services and to probation departments are categorized as “reentry” allocations, while alloca-
tions to the sheriff’s department and additional jail bed space are categorized as “enforcement” 
allocations. We find that 24 counties had reentry allocations that were more than two times their 
enforcement allocations. These counties were characterized as reentry-focused. In contrast, 19 
counties had enforcement allocations that were greater than their reentry allocations, and these 
counties were characterized as enforcement-focused relative to other counties.24 

The PRCS population had lower 
recidivism rates in counties that 
prioritized reentry. 

http://www.ppic.org/content/pubs/other/0916MLR_appendix.pdf
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We then examine how recidivism outcomes in counties with reentry-focused approaches compare 
to those with enforcement-focused approaches, statistically adjusting for differences in offender 
characteristics.25 We find no relationship between overall rearrest rates and county approaches.26 
However, we find felony rearrest rates were significantly lower for PRCS offenders released to 
counties that prioritized reentry. As shown in Figure 9, one-year rearrest rates were 2.9 percent-
age points lower, and two-year rearrest rates were 3.4 percentage points lower.27 Compared to the 
mean rearrest rate for all offenders included in this analysis, this difference would amount to a 
rearrest rate that is 6 percent lower in reentry-focused counties.28 

We also find that both overall and felony reconviction rates were substantially lower in the coun-
ties that prioritized reentry. One-year felony reconviction rates were 5.9 percentage points lower 
in reentry-focused counties relative to enforcement-focused counties. Two-year felony reconvic-
tion rates were 6.3 percentage points lower. The differences in reconviction rates are substantial. 
Compared to the mean reconviction rates for all offenders included in this analysis, the one-year 
reconviction rate for reentry-focused counties was 28 percent lower, and the two-year reconvic-
tion rate was 18 percent lower.

These findings suggest offenders on PRCS had better recidivism outcomes in counties that 
prioritized reentry relative to enforcement. It is possible, however, that there are other under
lying factors we are not controlling for that are relevant to both offender outcomes and county 
approaches.29 If so, the results would reflect an association rather than a causal relationship 
between county strategies and recidivism outcomes. Since we cannot rule out this possibility, the 
current analysis is suggestive of better outcomes in reentry-focused counties, but not conclusive. 

It is also important to consider that this analysis focused on the PRCS population—offenders 
released from prison to county probation supervision. Recidivism outcomes may be quite differ-
ent for offenders who served time locally in county jails, rather than state prison, under realign-
ment—known as the 1170(h) population. Since the primary point of county contact for the PRCS 

Figure 9. PRCS offenders had better recidivism outcomes in counties that prioritized reentry 

SOURCE: Authors’ calculations based on CDCR individual-level administrative data and analysis of first-year county realignment implementation plans. 

NOTE: Recidivism rate estimates are adjusted for individual offender characteristics.
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population is the county probation department, coun-
ties that allocated a large share of realignment funds to 
county probation departments and to reentry programs 
and services may see better outcomes for this popula-
tion. However, it remains to be seen whether the 1170(h) 
population and other offenders will also have better 
outcomes in reentry-focused counties. For example, it is 
possible that county sheriffs allocated significant funds 
to recidivism-reduction interventions for the 1170(h) 
population and, in that case, we may see better outcomes 
for this population in enforcement-focused counties. 

To date, analysis of realignment’s effect on recidivism 
has primarily focused on the outcomes of offenders 
released from prison because of data limitations. To 
overcome these limitations, PPIC researchers collabo-
rated with the BSCC to launch the Multi-County Study, 
which was mentioned earlier in this report. New data 
from this study will allow researchers and government 
agencies to investigate how realignment affected recidi-
vism outcomes for the large and locally held 1170(h) population of offenders. This study will also 
allow for examination of the effects of particular interventions—including specific programs, 
services, and sanctions—on recidivism outcomes. In contrast, previous research has focused on 
county-level strategic approaches.

Moving forward, as policymakers and practitioners seek to improve evidence-based practices, it 
will be essential to understand whether this shift from state to local management has improved 
outcomes for the realignment population and to identify the interventions that are most effective 
at reducing recidivism.

State Corrections Spending Continues to Grow
The dramatic increase in California's prison population between 1980 and 2006 brought a 
corresponding increase in state corrections spending. In 1980, the corrections budget made up 
only 3 percent of General Fund expenditures, but by 2010 it accounted for more than 10 per-
cent.30 The Great Recession brought budget turmoil, stopping the consistent year-to-year growth 
in CDCR’s budget. One anticipated benefit of realignment and additional changes made by 
CDCR was the prospect of budgetary savings on state corrections (CDCR 2012). Savings were 
expected from a drop in prisoner and parolee populations (CDCR 2016). 

Figure 10 shows that those estimated savings have not materialized. California’s 2016–17 General 
Fund corrections spending is $10.6 billion, a 9 percent increase from the $9.7 billion spent in 
2010–11, the last full budget year before realignment. This is also more than the $10.1 billion 
spent in 2007–08, when the state had 40,000 more inmates and over 80,000 more parolees under 
its supervision.31 These budget figures do not include funds the state allocates to counties for 
realignment, or other special fund expenditures. 

ISTOCK

In 2016–17, total state spending on corrections was nearly  
$12 billion. 
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Figure 10 includes a separate line, beginning in 2011–12, showing corrections spending that 
includes realignment payments to the counties. In 2016–17, the state is providing counties with 
almost $1.3 billion in realignment funds, bringing state spending on corrections to nearly $12 bil-
lion. Realignment allowed CDCR to realize savings of a few hundred million dollars yearly with 
regards to parole and eliminated $4.1 billion in authorized bonds for new prison construction. 
But since 2012, budgetary increases have funded additional capacity (including housing prisoners 
in contract beds), employee compensation and retirement, lease-revenue debt service (repaying 
bonds), and changes to medical and mental health care in prison. These increases will account for 
nearly $1.5 billion more in 2016–17 CDCR spending than was estimated by CDCR in 2012.32 

In response to inmate lawsuits, the state committed higher outlays and operating budgets for 
inmate medical and mental health care. Bond funds totaling $2 billion have gone toward build-
ing new facilities, including the California Health Care Facility in Stockton, and remodeling old 
facilities. Yearly medical care costs have increased by almost $400 million since 2010 and by over 
$1 billion since 2005. State prisons continue to operate under the court-ordered medical receiver
ship, which currently oversees almost all health care operations.33 Regaining control of medical 
health care at its facilities is a top priority for California, and could possibly lead to savings in 
medical administration and procurement costs. The return of control from the receiver back 
to CDCR will occur on a prison-by-prison basis, with no set timeline, based on findings of the 
inspector general and the receiver. As of June 2016, the receiver has transferred back control of 
medical health care operations at four prisons; however, recent medical inspection results by the 
inspector general show some facilities are still providing inadequate care, which may extend the 
receivership.34 

When evaluating potential cost savings to the state from realignment, it is important to remember 
that overall corrections expenditures might have been even greater if California had taken a 
different approach to meeting the court-ordered capacity mandate, such as building new prisons. 

Figure 10. General Fund spending on state corrections has increased to historic highs 

SOURCE: Chart C-1, January 2016 and 2012–13 through 2016–17 detailed budget summaries. California Department of Finance.
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With continued increases in costs associated with employee compensation and retirement, 
rehabilitation programming, and inmate health care, it might only be possible to see a large 
budget reduction by bringing the inmate population down enough to drastically curtail the use of 
contract beds and/or close a state-run prison. In 2016–17, the state will spend several hundred 
million dollars renting and leasing beds in public and private facilities in California and other 
states. Limiting the use of these beds, while still satisfying the court mandate, would help the state 
achieve notable reductions in costs. Alternatively, closing a state-run prison would save hundreds 
of millions of dollars each year in staffing and maintenance costs. 

State Spending Also Supports Local Corrections
The state is also providing financial support to local correctional agencies as a part of realignment 
and Prop 47. Under realignment, counties receive yearly budget allocations from the state, which 
were constitutionally guaranteed with the passage of Prop 30 in 2012.35 These allocations provide 
over $1 billion annually to the counties (Bird and Hayes 2013). 

In addition to yearly realignment-related transfers, since 2007, the state has made over $2.5 billion 
in one-time bond funds available for county jail construction.36 Other funding programs passed 
between 2007 and 2016 are paying for the addition of an 
estimated 14,000 new jail beds across the state. Recently, 
funding programs have emphasized more space for 
rehabilitation rather than added capacity through new 
jail beds. While these programs have had delays, counties 
will receive much-needed space for medical, educational, 
and other services. This new jail space will be vital to 
counties that are trying to avoid overcrowding and 
lawsuits, while providing adequate services in a safe and 
secure environment.

The state also transfers state savings from Prop 47 to local 
grant programs, though there is no set funding amount 
from year to year. Specifically, Prop 47 required that any 
state savings from the measure be deposited in an account, the Safe Neighborhoods and Schools 
Fund. Funds from this account are used to reduce truancy and drop-outs in K–12 schools (25% 
of savings allocation), increase victim services (10%), and support mental health and substance 
use disorder treatment (65%). The first transfer to the fund will occur in the 2016–17 budget year. 
The California Department of Finance estimates Prop 47 reduced the state prison population by 
5,247 in 2015–16, leading to a net allocation of almost $39.5 million. The current estimate for 
ongoing savings in future years is $62.6 million (Department of Finance 2016). Beyond the esti-
mated savings of $39.5 million, the 2016–17 budget includes $28 million in additional one-time 
funding for Prop 47 programs.37 

Bringing down the prison 
population enough to curtail 
the use of contract beds or 
close a state prison may be 
necessary to see notable 
reductions in costs. 
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Conclusions
In 2009, following decades of rising incarceration levels and corrections spending, California’s 
prisons were so overcrowded that a federal court ordered the state to lower the number of 
inmates. Since that time, California has embarked on a path—unmatched by any other state— 
of reducing incarceration and reforming its correctional system. The implementation of the state’s 
most significant reform, public safety realignment, will reach its five-year anniversary in 
October 2016. More recently, the passage of Prop 47 in 2014 triggered even more changes to the 
state’s prisons and jails. Below we consider current findings and implications for the future in 
four key areas. 

Incarceration
The prison population dropped substantially under realignment, and declined even further 
under Prop 47. These reforms and other measures succeeded in bringing the state’s prison 
population below the court-mandated target of 137.5 percent of design capacity. From January 
2009 to June 2016, the prison population declined by about 41,600 inmates, and the state is 
currently 2,300 inmates below the target. Yet the prison population has recently started to grow, 
by almost 1,400 inmates between February and June 2016—perhaps indicating a shifting trend. 
The factors behind the increase are not fully understood; but if the increase continues, the state 
will again face challenges keeping the prison population below the mandated target.

County jails have had to adapt continually under realignment and Prop 47. Shifting incarceration 
of most non-serious, non-violent, non-sexual offenders from state prison to county jails increased 
the statewide jail population by about 10,000 inmates within the first year of realignment. This 
sudden growth led to crowding in many local systems and increased early releases due to capacity 
constraints. Prop 47 reversed this trend, returning the jail population to pre-realignment levels. 
However, realignment also transitioned jails from institutions that held individuals for relatively 
short periods to institutions that may hold sentenced offenders for many years. Accordingly, jails 
now have a greater need for medical and mental health beds, as well as rehabilitation and reentry 
programming and recreational space. In recent years, the state has made over $2.5 billion avail-
able for county jail construction; but the many aging jail facilities still in operation may continue 
to challenge sheriffs’ ability to provide effective reentry programs. Research providing further 
insight into the changing jail populations and identifying incarceration strategies and programs 
that produce the best outcomes for inmates will be critical. 

Crime
Arguably, the most important lesson from realignment is that a significant reduction in incarcera-
tion was achieved without a broad impact on public safety. In 2014, the most recent year with 
comprehensive data available, crime rates were at lows not seen since the 1960s. The additional 
18,000 offenders on the street as a result of realignment did not lead to an increase in violent 
crime. The only impact on public safety that years of research can detect is an increase in auto 
thefts, by about 60 per 100,000 residents in 2014. We find that both violent and property crime 
rates increased in California in 2015, but data are not yet available to allow us to conclusively 
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determine whether this increase is part of a larger national trend or specific to California. Keeping 
a close eye on crime rates, as well as the impact of Prop 47 on the incarcerated population and 
public safety, is imperative. 

Despite historically low crime rates, the 2015 uptick in crime highlights the need to identify and 
implement cost-effective crime prevention strategies. Evidence suggests that at pre-realignment 
levels, incarceration was not cost effective, with an additional dollar spent on incarceration 
generating only 23 cents in crime savings. Cost-effective strategies may focus on various aspects 
of crime reduction, including deterrence, prevention, and rehabilitation. Promising approaches 
include increased policing, early childhood programs, targeted interventions for high-risk youth, 
cognitive behavioral therapy, and alternative systems of managing probationers and parolees.

Recidivism
The state has yet to achieve the long-term goal of lowering its high rates of recidivism. But it did 
make one significant advance: realignment effectively reduced the costly practice of returning 
offenders to state prison for parole violations. The two-year return-to-prison rate declined from 
55 percent to 16.5 percent. However, when we examine statewide rearrest and reconviction rates, 
we do not see evidence of reduced reoffending. Sixty-nine percent of offenders released from state 
prison are rearrested within two years, similar to pre-realignment levels. Also, while the two-
year reconviction rate of 42 percent is about 5 percentage 
points higher than pre-realignment levels, this higher rate 
may be due to the prosecution of offenses that in the past 
would have been processed administratively, rather than 
increased reoffending. Indeed, it is noteworthy that reof-
fending rates have been maintained with less reliance on 
incarceration as a supervision sanctioning tool. Neverthe-
less, the lack of improvement in recidivism overall points 
toward the need for more effective reentry treatment and 
programming. 

County probation departments are supervising an 
offender population (the PRCS population) that is at higher risk of reoffending, compared to the 
offender population supervised by state parole. Recidivism rates for the PRCS population also 
vary substantially across counties. While many factors could be driving this variation, coun-
ties’ strategic choices in allocating realignment funds are associated with recidivism outcomes. 
Specifically, offenders released to counties that allocated large shares of their realignment budgets 
toward reentry had lower rates of recidivism. While research to date suggests county approaches 
matter, more in-depth research is on the horizon through the BSCC–PPIC Multi-County Study, 
which will bring together state and county data to evaluate recidivism outcomes and identify 
effective recidivism-reduction interventions under realignment. The study will also allow for an 
examination of the effects of Prop 47 on recidivism. 

The lack of overall 
improvement in recidivism 
points toward the need 
for more effective reentry 
programming. 
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Spending
The state has not seen significant budgetary savings since realignment and continues to grapple 
with the challenges of a large and expensive corrections system. The state’s General Fund correc-
tions spending is $10.6 billion, 9 percent more than the $9.7 billion spent in 2010–11, the last year 
before realignment. Realignment payments to the counties account for about an additional $1.3 
billion in corrections spending. Continued increases in costs associated with employee pay and 
retirement, health care, deferred maintenance, and population growth will put pressure on the 
state’s prisons and corrections budget over the long term. The state has also invested significant 
resources in prisons to improve the overall delivery of health care for inmates, including a new 
prison specifically for medical and mental health needs. In spite of these efforts, as of June 2016, 
the federal receiver has turned over management of prison health care to the state at only four 
of California’s 34 prisons. Regaining control of health care at its prisons is a top priority for the 
state, and could help to reduce costs.

Given the cost structure of the prison system, it seems unlikely that significant corrections savings 
will be achieved without decreasing the prison population enough to allow for the closure of a 
state-run prison. Closing a prison would save the state hundreds of millions of dollars each year 
in staffing and upkeep. Alternatively, reduced use of contract beds could also yield significant cost 
savings. 

Looking Forward
Despite drastically lowering incarceration, California still houses roughly 200,000 inmates and 
spends at historically high levels on corrections —nearly $12 billion in 2016–17. Identifying 
cost-effective strategies to reduce crime and recidivism will be critical as the state and counties 
address continued challenges from this massive correctional system. The BSCC–PPIC Multi-
County Study is a significant step forward in this effort and will help identify effective strategies, 
keeping in mind local context and the extent to which efforts can be expanded and replicated. 
These interventions will be key to achieving reductions in recidivism and, as a result, lowering the 
size of our state correctional population.
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NOTES
1 Examples of “tough on crime” policies include determinate sentencing, increased mandatory minimum 
sentences and sentence enhancements, three strikes, and the war on drugs.

2 Coleman v. Brown (originally filed in 1990) and Plata v. Brown (originally filed in 2001) played central roles. The 
lawsuits led federal courts to appoint a special master and a receiver. The special master is the court-appointed 
monitor for mental health care in California’s state prisons. The receiver is the court-appointed official in charge 
of medical care in California’s state prisons. The special master does not make day-to-day decisions regarding the 
operations of mental health care, but submits oversight reports to the court regarding compliance with the court’s 
rulings. However, the receiver has complete control over day-to-day decisions regarding the operations of medical 
care in prison. Over time, the receiver will give back control of individual medical facilities to CDCR when the 
receiver believes the facilities are able to provide adequate care. The receiver is also required to submit regular 
reports to the court regarding improvements in medical care.

3 December 2015 is the most recent date for which statewide data on jails are available. 

4 The post-realignment drop in the prison population may understate the reform’s impact somewhat, as CDCR 
pre-realignment projections predicted an increase in the prison population from 161,546 in June 2011 to 164,262 
in June 2015. Using the difference between the actual June 2015 population number, 128,898, and the projected 
one of 164,262, an alternative estimate of realignment’s impact on the prison population is 35,364. This estimate, 
however, likely overstates the impact somewhat as it does not account for the effects of Proposition 36, which 
passed in 2012.

5 Through negotiations with the federal court, the deadline to reach the mandated target was later extended to 
February 2016.

6 As of March 2015, this measure had led to the release of about 2,050 prison inmates.

7 These measures include increased credit earning for “second strikers” and minimum custody inmates, as well  
as early parole for “second strikers,” those with severe medical conditions, and elderly inmates.

8 In addition to the 34 CDCR facilities, about 10,600 inmates are housed in in-state and out-of-state contract 
beds. Out-of-state, private contract beds are located in Arizona and Mississippi. In-state contract beds are in  
a mix of public and private facilities.

9 October 1995 is the earliest month available from the Jail Profile Survey portal on the BSCC website. 

10 The following counties are participating in this study: Alameda, Contra Costa, Fresno, Humboldt, Kern,  
Los Angeles, Orange, Sacramento, San Bernardino, San Francisco, Shasta, and Stanislaus. 

11 Crimes against persons include crimes that directly harm or threaten harm to a person. Many crimes against 
persons are violent crimes, such as assault, rape, or murder. Other crimes against persons may be non-violent, 
such as harassment or stalking.

12 In the first two months following implementation, over 53,000 individuals statewide who had been convicted 
of Prop 47 offenses applied for sentence reductions (Judicial Council of California 2016). Two other factors also 
played an important role. First, fewer individuals were booked into jail for Prop 47 offenses following implemen-
tation, and those booked after implementation were more likely to receive pretrial release. Second, length of stay 
declined for those released after serving sentences for Prop 47 offenses.

13 It should be noted that crime data analyses are limited to the violent crimes (homicide, rape, robbery, and aggra-
vated assault) and property crimes (burglary, motor vehicle theft, and larceny theft) included in the FBI’s Uniform 
Crime Report. These data, for example, do not include drug crimes, offenses which were targeted by both realign-
ment and Prop 47. 

14 To examine whether changes in property crime can credibly be attributed to realignment, we extend the Lof-
strom and Raphael (2013b and 2015) analysis to include the 2014 crime data. As in the previous reports, we use a 
data-driven matching strategy to identify a combination of states that had very similar crime trends to California 
prior to realignment (that is, we use the so-called synthetic control method). The post-realignment crime trends 
of the matched group of states best represent what the crime rates would have been in California had the state not 
implemented realignment. For more details about the application of the synthetic control method in this context, 
see the Technical Appendix of Lofstrom and Raphael (2013b).

http://www.bscc.ca.gov/s_fsojailprofilesurvey.php
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15 To test whether the differences between California and the matched comparison states are statistically signifi-
cant, we re-run the matching process for each of the other states to generate their own set of matched states and 
then compare the observed post-realignment differences to the pre-realignment-year differences. A ranking of 
the magnitude of the estimated changes tells us whether California’s changes stand out and provides the basis for 
statistical significance. We would conclude that California’s post-realignment change is statistically significant 
at the commonly used 5 percent significance level if it ranks first or second. At a 10 percent significance level, the 
change needs to be ranked fourth or higher. California’s post-realignment change in the violent crime rate ranks 
no higher than 14th when we simulate a policy change in all other states.

16 Since 2015 FBI crime data for all other states are currently unavailable, we cannot implement an analysis 
directly addressing the question of whether California’s most recent major criminal justice reform, Prop 47, has 
affected public safety and crime rates.

17 Since 2014, the definition now includes both male and female victims as well as additional forms of sexual 
penetration.

18 Note that these data, the FBI’s Uniform Crime Reporting Statistics preliminary semiannual data, are both 
limited and preliminary. They cover only January through June 2015 and are limited to cities with populations of 
at least 100,000 that report crime data to the FBI.

19 This uncertainty is best addressed when the FBI releases the complete 2015 Uniform Crime Report numbers for 
all states.

20 For a more complete performance assessment—beyond the scope of this report—we also need measures of the 
types of crimes for which and the frequency with which released offenders are observed to be arrested and sanc-
tioned, including parole violations, misdemeanors, and felonies (possibly further disaggregated by severity of the 
crime), measured at various times since release.

21 The only recidivism rate that is higher for PRCS offenders at a statistically significant level is the one-year con-
viction rate, by 1.7 percentage points, or one-fifth of the unadjusted difference of 8.2 percentage points.

22 These partnerships were formed to facilitate cross-agency coordination planning to determine what strategic 
approach the county would take and how it would allocate new funds under realignment. CCPs are headed by the 
county probation chief and include representation from the sheriff’s department, the district attorney’s office, the 
public defender’s office, the courts, and public health and welfare agencies. 

23 This categorization is based on first-year realignment plans, as counties were only required to submit plans 
to the state for the first year and plans were not consistently submitted after that point. Therefore, this analysis 
would not capture changes counties made to their strategic approach after the first year. 

24 Although Alpine County was classified among the 19 enforcement-focused counties, the county received no 
PRCS releases in the year following realignment and, therefore, was later excluded from the analysis. The 15 
counties with reentry allocations that were between 100 percent and 200 percent of their enforcement allocations 
were classified as neutral in orientation because these counties do not represent one extreme or the other. 
Offenders released to these relatively neutral counties were not included in the analysis. 

25 See technical appendix Table A2 for more detailed information on offender characteristics.

26 Overall rearrest rates include both misdemeanor and felony rearrests. 

27 See technical appendix Table A3 for full results of felony arrest and conviction analysis.

28 See technical appendix Table A4 for full results of overall arrest and conviction analysis.

29 As a sensitivity check, we examine whether crime rates are higher in the counties classified as high-enforcement. 
We find that 2011 property crime rates were slightly higher in enforcement-focused counties than in reentry-
focused counties (2,402 vs. 2,306 per 100,000 residents), while violent crime rates were slightly lower in the 
enforcement-focused group (328 vs. 375 per 100,000 residents). There does not appear to be a clear relationship 
between crime rates and county realignment strategies; however, it is possible that there are other factors that 
influenced both county strategy and recidivism outcomes that we have not captured in this analysis.

30 When referring to General Fund expenditures we are only talking about the amount of money the state spends 
on the state prison system. Local corrections systems, like county and city jails, mostly use local funds, with some 
limited funding coming from the state (i.e., realignment dollars). 

http://www.ppic.org/content/pubs/other/0916MLR_appendix.pdf
http://www.ppic.org/content/pubs/other/0916MLR_appendix.pdf
http://www.ppic.org/content/pubs/other/0916MLR_appendix.pdf
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31 The General Fund expenditures come from Chart C-1, available on the California Department of Finance 
website. This chart gives historical program expenditures by fund. These expenditure amounts come from the 
January 2016 publication, thus, the 2016–17 estimate may not reflect the final approved budget amount. 

32 Budgetary increases since the original 2012 report include: $835 million as a result of higher employee compen-
sation and retirement costs; an increase of $250 million for contracted capacity to continue to meet the court-
ordered population cap; $289 million in yearly operating costs to operate the California Health Care Facility; 
and an additional $170 million a year in lease-revenue payments. These numbers are for the 2016–17 budget and 
might not reflect totals for years into the future. 

33 For more background on the federal medical receivership, see Footnote 2.

34 The four facilities include Folsom (July 2015), Correctional Training Facility (March 2016), Chuckawalla 
Valley (May 2016), and California Correctional Institute (June 2016). The most recent receiver report can be 
found on the California Correctional Health Care Services website. The inspector general’s medical inspection 
reports can be found on the Office of the Inspector General website. 

35 The formula, created by the California State Association of Counties, is based on a number of realignment 
workload and county-level factors, and includes both a base and growth allocation.

36 All jail construction programs are funded by the use of lease-revenue bonds. Such bonds do not need to be 
approved by voters, like general obligation bonds. The state public works board sells the bonds to pay for the new 
jail construction and CDCR or BSCC pays yearly payments, or leases, from their budgets to the state public works 
board. 

37 Specifically, the 2016–17 budget includes $18 million for school truancy and dropout prevention, and $10 million 
for recidivism-reduction programs. 

http://www.dof.ca.gov/budget/summary_schedules_charts/index.html
http://www.dof.ca.gov/budget/summary_schedules_charts/index.html
http://www.cphcs.ca.gov/receiver.aspx
http://www.oig.ca.gov/pages/reports.php
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Attachment N – Financial Assumptions 

Purpose:  
The purpose of this attachment is to provide additional detail into the financial assumptions that 
were made as part of the evaluation of the three options presented in this report. Under each of 
these options, assumptions were required in order to provide a sense of the financial commitment 
that the Board may be making under each option.   

Additional information may be obtained as needed from the Department of Financial Services 
who prepared the fiscal analysis with significant support from the Sheriff’s Office and the County 
Administrator’s office. The objective was to prepare a realistic picture of the financial cost of each 
option using an unbiased but realistic method. 

Option 1: Monroe Only 
Capital Costs: 

Demolition and Restoration Costs: 

The demolition and restoration costs as part of the project contained two components 
which were the demolition itself and restoration of the land.  

Function Cost Estimate 
Demolition $873,836 
Land Restoration $174,767 
Total $1,048,604 

In order to estimate the cost, the County began with utilization of the Cumming 
Construction Document Estimate of Costs prepared on April 29, 2019 to Lionakis to assist 
in the estimation of the Cost. The cost for “Earthwork” was utilized as the cost of demolition 
and in addition a 10% contingency was added as well as 10% for management of this 
item. In addition an estimate of an additional 20% was added for land restoration (which 
was not included in the Cumming Report). This represents merely a rough estimate as the 
County has not obtained quotes for this project. This process would be required as part of 
solicitation if the Board selected the option and the cost could differ but based on currently 
available information, this was believed to be a reasonable approach.  

Construction of a Jail Facility 

As discussed under Option 1, the County should it turn down state funding for this project 
now and in several years find itself needing to construct a Jail facility, there may be a cost 
similar to the Leinberger facility. Thus in order to represent the cost, since no alternative 
design proposal exists at this time, staff utilized the current facility design and agreement 
with Bureau of State and Community Corrections that results in a facility cost of 
$34,278,550. This is the amount that is approved in the Budget Summary Table of the 
SB863 Leinberger Project most recently updated as of September 26, 2019 and approved 
by the Board of Supervisors on February 25, 2020.   

Operating Costs/Savings: 

Attachment N



In order to determine the amount of savings that could be potentially garnered under this 
option, Financial Services worked closely with the Sheriff’s office to determine the amount 
and cost of staffing at the Leinberger facility. In addition, an effort was made through 
outreach with other departments including General Services, County Administrator and 
others in order to determine the ancillary costs of the operation of the facility. This is shown 
in detail in the table below:  

  

Item Cost 
Leinberger Staffing (20 FTE) $2,868,829 
Inmate costs (Food, clothing, bedding, etc.) 161,112 
Operational costs 81,885 
Facility repairs 14,400 
General maintenance 21,483 
Utilities 149,260 
Other 480 
Total $3,297,450 

 

As part of the costing of operational costing for the facility, the determination needed to be 
made whether the Sheriff’s office could accommodate all of the inmates within the Monroe 
facility. Based on discussion with the Sheriff’s office regarding their operational constraints 
such as classification, consent decree, it was determined that in order to represent a range 
of costs, the County should consider its past use of the Leinberger facility. While future 
needs will certainly differ, an approach of looking at the low month of usage, average 
usage, and high month of usage would provide three different scenarios of ADP that could 
occur. In the situation where these ADP occur but the Leinberger facility is not available, 
the Sheriff’s office has asserted they would be required to send certain inmates out of 
County. Thus, it was necessary to develop an out of County rate:  

 Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 
Name 61 ADP Out-of-

County 
85 ADP Out-of-

County 
118 ADP Out-of-

County 
Number of ADP 
Out-of-County 

61 85 118 

Days in Year 365 365 365 
Daily Rate $115 $115 $115 
Subtotal (Beds) $2,560,475 $3,567,875 $4,953,050 
Transit Trips 137 191 266 
Cost per trip $362.36 $362.36 $362.36 
Subtotal (Transit) $84,879 $118,335 $164,802 
Total $2,645,354 $3,686,210 $5,117,852 

 

A key assumption in the above that is critically important is that the County would be 
able to negotiate a rate (based on currently posted rates) with a neighboring county. 
Should this not be possible, the housing rates for inmates vary significantly for each 
County as well as the transportations costs could increase significantly depending on 
where the inmates are housed. Under a model were inmates are housed at several 



different facilities, this could increase costs further. As no negotiation has occurred with 
other Counties, these rates in addition could be not be achievable and could be higher or 
lower depending on what Yolo County could negotiate.  

Option 2: Leinberger Re-open 
Capital Costs 

Under option 2, the Leinberger facility would still be operated. In order to operate, a 
significant amount of deferred maintenance would need to performend in order to assure 
the full use of the facility. As noted before, this would not change the overall number of 
individuals that the facility could house or the rating or classification of inmates that could 
be housed in the facility. So this would allow the facility to continue to be operated by 
with the current constraints on the facility that are part of its design.  

In order to calculate the costs, two methods were approached which included:  

(1) Take the 2014 Jacobs study which included space needs and deferred maintenance 
figures and then escalate and add additional items that were not captured at that 
time to monetary costs of today. The items needing maintenance from the Jacobs 
study are shown below: 

 Upfront Costs FY2022 – FY2024 
Site $67,255 $42,184 
Roofing 222,824 0 
Structural 0 0 
Exterior 217,127 79,412 
Interior 620,666 92,948 
Mechanical 199,036 168,876 
Electrical 18,227 0 
Plumbing 115,957 125,632 
Fire, Life, & Safety 0 0 
Technology 0 0 
Conveyances 0 0 
Specialties 27,098 0 
Subtotal 1,488,190 509,052 
Escalation (20.71%) 308,204 105,425 
Grand Total $1,796,394 $614,477 

 

These figures were escalated from the timing of the Jacobs study from month of 
December 2014 to October 2020 using the California Construction Cost Index 
(CCCI) which is published by the California Department of General Services and 
available on their website at www.dgs.ca.gov.  

In addition, a couple additional items were identified to be lacking in the Jacobs 
Study that are necessary to comply with additional safety and security requirements. 
This information was obtained from the Cummings Report prepared in April, 2019 for 
Lionakis (escalated in the method described above from April 2019 to October 2020).  

 Upfront Costs 
Fire Alarm Safety $193,670 



Security/CCTV 1,056,430 
Subtotal 1,250,100 
Escalation (4.1%) 51,254 
Total  $1,301,354 

   

The result of combining the improvements cited from Jacobs and escalation of 
$2,410,871 above and the additional improvements needed in the Cummings report of 
$1,301,354 results in a cost estimate of $3,712,225. 

(2) Obtain a rough estimate from the current Architectural and Engineering firm on the 
Leinberger replacement project as they are familiar with the existing facility and 
some of the constraints on the facility.  

Under this approach, Lionakis took a look at the deferred maintenance and noted the 
following deficiencies that would require replacements at a minimum to operate the 
facility: 

• Replace all of the gypsum board surfaces exposed to inmates with security lath 
and hi-impact gypsum board, 

• Replace the plumbing fixtures with more security and anti-ligature type fixtures, 
• Replace all of the floor coverings, 
• Replace many of the ceiling tiles and broken light fixtures, 
• Replace roof shingles soon, 
• Replace the HVAC Units that are at the end of their useful life, 
• Replace the Hot Water system that has had on-going issues, 
• Replace the inadequate security monitoring systems (CCTV) with a new system 

and cameras throughout the facility, 
• Repair several areas that continue to have dry rot, 
• Remedy ADA Deficiencies, 
• Replace the antiquated fire alarm system, 
• Replace the roof 

 

Under this approach, the rough figure that was provided by the Architectural and 
Engineering Firm was $3.8 million to $4.3 million.  

Overall based on the methods above, the conclusion was that the re-opening would be a 
range of costs and this would need to be adjusted when a precise scope of costs is 
determined in more detail and costs in actuality if this option was selected could be more 
or less depending on if additional maintenance items need to be included or excluded. 
But the combination of methods allow staff to feel reasonable that a range is likely 
between $3.7 million and $4.3 million.  

Operating Costs/Savings:  

Under the option of operating the Leinberger after renovation, there is not estimated to 
be any major additional operational costs or savings. As a result, the table that is 
included in detail under Option 1 which demonstrates the operating costs of the existing 
facility would be still true and expected to be $3,297,450 and the annual cost will grow 
over time with normal salary and operating cost escalation.  



 

Option 3: Continue with Leinberger Project 
Capital Costs:  

The key assumptions applied earlier in the report are that the approved project amount of $34.3 
million by the BSCC would not change nor would the County local commitment of $3.6 million in 
cash contribution and has a $200k in-kind match.  

As mentioned previously, the County has already met the in-kind match and has expended $3.1 
million of the existing cash match. Thus, at this point in the time, the County has approximately 
$500k in remaining financial contribution to the project and has CIP Bond proceeds set aside to 
meet this need.  

However, as discussed above, it is important to note that if there were unanticipated expenditures 
or cost overruns, they would be County responsibility. At this time, County staff are unable to 
predict whether or not that would actually occur.   

Operating Costs/Savings:  

The operating costs of the facility are expected to remain the same as Option 2 and be $3,297,450 
as detailed in the table in Option 1. However, the Sheriff’s office has expressed to the Department 
of Financial Services that they will not request additional staffing to operate the facility. Under the 
new facility, should more staffing be determined at a later time to be needed, this could 
significantly increase the cost of operations.  

It should also be recognized that the new Leinberger facility is slightly bigger than the existing 
facility and does have a different layout. Much of the non-staffing cost relates to facility operations 
and utilities. It is not clear whether the different size or layout would have a significant impact on 
operational costs however it is noted that the new facility may be more energy efficient than the 
previous facility which may offset a portion of the costs associated with an increased size.  

The larger unknown relates to the additional budget requests that may come forth associated with 
programming. As discussed earlier in the report, at this time those programs are conceptual and 
sufficient detail is not yet available to cost out what those options may require from a funding 
perspective.  
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