Community Corrections Partnership (CCP)
Community Advisory Board (CAB) Meeting
November 30th, 2016
9:00 a.m. to 11:30 a.m.
Public Defender, Lower Conference Room
3811 Bissell Ave, Richmond CA

Agenda

9:00

Introductions and Announcements

9:10

Public Comment

9:20

Review Proposed CAB Budget and Policy Recommendations (page 2)


11:30

Approve final document for submission to CCP budget workshop [VOTE]

Adjourn

Next Meetings:
CCP Exec Committee

Public Protection Committee

Community Advisory Board

Friday, December 9, 2016
8 a.m. to 10 a.m.
Probation Dept, Sequoia Room
50 Douglas Drive, Suite 200
Martinez, CA 94553

Monday, December 12, 2016
County Admin. Bldg., Room 101
651 Pine Street
Martinez, CA 94553

Thursday, December 8, 2016
10 a.m. to 12 p.m.
Probation Dept., Sequoia Room
50 Douglas Drive, Suite 200
Martinez, CA 94553

The Community Corrections Partnership (CCP) will provide reasonable accommodations for persons with disabilities planning to attend CCP
Executive Committee meetings. Contact the staff person listed below at least 48 hours before the meeting.
Any disclosable public records related to an item on a regular meeting agenda and distributed by staff to a majority of members of the CCP
Executive Committee less than 96 hours prior to that meeting are available for public inspection at 50 Douglas Drive, Suite 201, Martinez, CA,
during normal business hours, 8 am – 12 Noon and 1-5 pm. Materials are also available on line at
http://www.co.contra‐costa.ca.us/index.aspx?nid=3113
 Public comment may be submitted via electronic mail on agenda items at least one full work day prior to the published meeting time.

For Additional Information Contact: Donté Blue, Committee Staff Phone (925) 313-4158 Donte.Blue@prob.cccounty.us
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Contra Costa County Community Corrections Partnership
2017/18 AB109 Budget Proposal Form
Department: Community Advisory Board

Description of Item
COUNTYWIDE SERVICES
Employment (West/East)
Employment (Central/East)
Housing
Female Housing (West)
Peer Mentoring
Family Reunification
Legal Services
One Stops
Resource Guide

CONTRACTED PROVIDER

Rubicon Programs
Goodwill Industries
Shelter Inc.
Reach Fellowship International
Men and Women of Purpose
Center for Human Development
Bay Area Legal Aid
see below
Contra Costa Crisis Center

NETWORK SYSTEM OF SERVICES
Network Management

Ops. Plan
Item #

Funding Allocation

5.3b
5.3b
5.3c
5.3c
5.4a
5.4b
5.4c
5.2b
5.2a
Subtotal
5.2b

Contracted Services
Sober Living Homes
Auto Repair Training
Emp. & Ed. Liason (women)
Emp. & Ed. Liason (men)
REENTRY SUCCESS CENTER
Operation and Management

2017/18 Status
Quo Request1

2016/17 Allocation

Subtotal
5.2b
Rubicon Programs
Subtotal
Total $

1,100,000
900,000
980,000
50,000
110,000
90,000
150,000
see below
15,000
3,395,000

FTEs

Funding Request

9.30
7.20
6.85
1.00
2.25
1.40
1.80
12.13
41.93

1,100,000
900,000
980,000
50,000
110,000
90,000
150,000
see below
15,000
3,395,000

484,436

505,000

150,000
65,000
50,000
50,000
799,436

150,000
65,000
50,000
50,000
820,000

465,000

465,000

465,000

465,000

4,659,436

41.93 $

4,680,000

FTEs
9.30
7.20
6.85
1.00
2.25
1.40
1.80
12.13
41.93

2017/18 New
Funding Request2
Funding
FTEs
Request

5,000
5,000

-

41.93 $

5,000

-

2017/18 Total
Funding Request
Total Funding
FTEs
Request
1,100,000
9.30
900,000
7.20
980,000
6.85
50,000
1.00
110,000
2.25
90,000
1.40
150,000
1.80
#VALUE!
12.13
20,000
- $
3,400,000
41.93
505,000
150,000
65,000
50,000
50,000
$
820,000
465,000
465,000
- $

4,685,000

41.93
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Key Findings and Budget & Policy Recommendations
for Contra Costa County’s AB109 Activities for FY 17-18
Submitted to the Community Corrections Partnership
By the Contra Costa County Community Advisory Board
December 2, 2016
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Key Findings and Budget & Policy Recommendations
for Contra Costa County’s AB109 Activities for FY 17-18
Submitted to the Community Corrections Partnership
By the Contra Costa County Community Advisory Board
December 2, 2016

I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Community Advisory Board (CAB) to the Contra Costa County Community Corrections Partnership
(CCP) submits this Key Findings and Budget & Policy Recommendations brief to support the CCP and
the County Board of Supervisors (BOS) in developing budget and policy plans related to Assembly Bill
109 (AB109) for the 2017/2018 fiscal year, which begins July 1, 2017.
Consistent with AB109 legislative intent and with the County’s statutory obligation to advance justice
reinvestment, the CAB has produced this Key Findings and Policy Recommendations for the 17/18 fiscal
year. These recommendations are designed to enhance public trust in local government, encourage
fiscal transparency and efficiency, foster critical inquiry into justice‐related departmental operations,
and advance efficient and effective use of public funds.
The CAB has conducted an extensive analysis of the approved budgets and actual uses of all AB109‐
funded County agencies for the fiscal year 2015/2016, drawing on public documents released by the
County Administrator’s Office (CAO) and provided to the CCP and the public for the CCP meeting on
November 4, 2016. As part of this work, the CAB has created a master budget analysis document,
which contains the line‐itemed approved and actual uses for all agencies, along with a summary
document that provides an integrated summary analysis.
We appreciate that the CAO has provided the raw financial data necessary for CAB to create an
integrated budget and analysis. The budget‐related policy recommendations that CAB sets forth in this
document stem from this analysis, which has raised some concerns while also suggesting important
opportunities for streamlining budgets, increasing financial and operational efficiencies, and fostering
transparency in both planning and reporting.

II. KEY FINDINGS
KF 1.

Inconsistent financial recording and tracking practices for reporting

In developing our analysis, CAB was struck by the wide variety of methods by which funded entities
record and report on AB109 budgets and use of funds. We were also struck by the realization that, in
addition to their inconsistent recording/reporting methods, the documents as submitted to the CCP by
the CAO largely lacked contextual budgetary information critical to understanding, analyzing, and
approving the quarterly invoices.
It is hard for CAB to understand how CCP members can fulfill their fiduciary responsibilities to steward
AB109 funds, given that the quarterly demands and year‐end reports, as presented to the CCP, as a rule
do not provide even basic information, such as:


Total amount allocated to the entity

Key Findings and Budget & Policy Recommendations for FY 17‐18, Submitted to the Community Corrections Partnership
By the Contra Costa County Community Advisory Board (CAB), December 2, 2016, page 1 of 12
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Approved line‐items and amounts



Use of funds as compared to the approved items and amounts



Explanation for substantial over/under‐spending on an approved line‐item



Explanation for substantial reallocations of funds from an approved use to a use that had not
been presented to or approved by the CCP or BOS

To foster public trust and faith, the CAB is committed to supporting the County in ensuring high
standards of transparency, accuracy, and accountability in all AB109 activities and budgets. To that
end, we feel that it is essential for the County to develop improved budget recording, reporting, and
approval practices in order that the CCP may fulfill its statutory and fiduciary obligations.
KF 2.

Inconsistent uses of approved funds

CAB’s analysis has revealed an array of troubling practices related to the use of approved funds. As our
accompanying analysis of the 2015/2016 budget reveals, practices demonstrated by AB109‐funded
County agencies suggest a lack of consistent guidelines to steward this unique stream of dedicated
state funds.
KF 3.

Specific findings:
Over/under spending
i.

The CAB’s analysis has revealed that some departments substantially and persistently
under‐spend line‐item amounts approved for specific purposes.
o

This has been particularly true for the Behavioral Health division, in which funding for
contracted direct services (including shelter beds, inpatient and outpatient substance
use disorder services, and to some degree transitional housing) has been substantially
under‐spent in each of the past three years, with as little as 3.6% of the budgeted
amount spent on outpatient substance use disorder treatment; use of the shelter‐bed
budget averaging 62.3% over the past three years; and a contract psychiatrist whose
services have gone substantially utilized.

o

We are particularly troubled by this history of under‐spending on contracted direct
behavioral health services, especially in light of the twinned facts that these services are
in chronically short supply and that they are most highly correlated with improving
recidivism rates.

ii. The obverse is also true: The CAB’s analysis has revealed that some entities over‐spend the
budget on a given approved line item, without any public review or approval process, and

Budget & Policy Recommendations for FY 17‐18, Submitted to the Community Corrections Partnership
By the Contra Costa County Community Advisory Board (CAB), December 2, 2016, page 2 of 12
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without written justification submitted with either quarterly demands or year‐end reports.
A closer examination of this practice reveals that this has been the case over the course of
several years, particularly among certain departments.
For example, the “labs and meds” line item in the Behavioral Health budget is annually
budgeted at $120,000, but in the three years spanning 2012/2013 to 2014/2015, the
amounts internally reallocated to this item ballooned ($279,824, $494,213, and $564,173,
respectively). In each case, unspent funds from other line items were allocated very in late
in each fiscal year, suggesting an error to retain AB109 funds, rather than deploy them to
their approved purpose or return them to the collective pool of unspent AB109 funds.
Unapproved reallocations and line items
In addition to finding that entities augmented line items through internal reallocations, our
analysis also reveals cases in which some departments have reallocated substantial amounts of
unspent money to entirely new line items, which were not publicly presented to or approved by
the CCP or BOS in the budget process, and which have not been subject to public presentation,
discussion, or action during the year.
In another example, the Probation department’s approved budget included a category of
operating costs totaling $98,587, to be allocated across a set of specified and quantified
purposes. However, budget‐to‐actual analysis reveals that while Probation did exhaust this
funding, about $66,000 of it was spent not on the approved uses and amounts but was put to
different purposes, of which about $29,000 was spent on entirely new line items.
Inconsistent allocations across the fiscal year
Our analysis reveals a pattern of highly variable line‐item accounting, including numerous
occasions of what might be called unauthorized 4th‐quarter adjustments.
In these cases, the spending rate (even for a steady‐state item like a funded and filled staff
position) substantially increases in the 4th quarter (oftentimes in the 12th month).
For example, during the course of the year, Probation spent $12,785 on “minor equipment,”
which was not included in the approved budget; of this $12,785 in reallocation, 76% was booked
in one month, June 2016, the final month of the fiscal year.
It seems self‐evident that the intention in these cases is to spend the total amount of AB109
funds allocated to the agency, whether or not the use of funds is permitted by or consistent
with the budgets as publicly presented to and approved by the Board of Supervisors.

Budget & Policy Recommendations for FY 17‐18, Submitted to the Community Corrections Partnership
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Indirect or “nonspecific” costs
Our analysis reveals a lack of consistent practices regarding allocations of certain indirect costs
to AB109 budgets. In recent years, and increasingly, some departments have begun the
practice of assigning costs for “occupancy,” “office supplies,” and “other.”
Other departments have used 4th quarter accounting to assign substantial funds to truly
inexplicable (and unapproved) line items, such as “County Expense Claims,” unexplained
“accruals” for staff positions, unexplained “accruals” for operating costs,” and non‐specified
items labeled only “nonspecified.”
Workforce Development Board, for example, charged 42% of its budget to these unapproved
uses, while also charging a full 65% of its total budget in just the final two months of the fiscal
year. This is particularly disturbing, given that nearly all of the WDB budget is intended to cover
partial costs for five staff members; in an establish program and with established administrative
positions, staff costs general represent is a highly consistent budget item across a fiscal year.
This is further complicated by the fact that in its budget proposal, the WDB does not identify
the FTEs for the five staff partially underwritten by AB109 budgets; thus, it is impossible to
confirm the justification for this allocation; to track the actual costs; or to assess the possibility
of supplantation.
KF 4.

“Status quo” directive surrenders critical analysis and stewardship

Our analysis reveals inconsistent definitions of what it means to submit a “status quo” budget. The
varieties are of several types:


Submit exactly the same line items, with the same amounts, year after year, even if the use of
funds in the previous year differed sharply from its approved purposes.



Submit exactly the same line items, with the same amounts, year after year, but increase the
line items by some percentage, and ascribe the increase to “negotiated contracts.”



Submit a request for the same total funding received the prior year, even if the prior year’s
budget included one‐time non‐recurring items that will not recur in the upcoming year.



Submit a request for the same line‐item amounts received the prior year, even if the costs on
various line‐items, as actually incurred, were substantially lower than the prior year’s budgeted
amount.

In all of these examples, the “status quo” budget renewals do not in any way learn from these
over/under utilizations, justify the reallocations by explaining need or reason, or modify their associated
line items or budget narratives to reflect past experience and inform the renewal request.

Budget & Policy Recommendations for FY 17‐18, Submitted to the Community Corrections Partnership
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In other words, even though County agencies are not spending money on approved uses, the common
practice is to submit renewal requests year after year as if they were.
Equally troubling, the CAO’s annual directive that agencies are to submit “status quo” requests
sidesteps any expectation that these annual requests should be built on a critical budget‐to‐actual
analysis of the use of funds in previous years. This directive endorses and institutionalizes a permissive
failure to accurately track uses, purposes, and outcomes, and it utterly obscures the CCP’s essential
obligation to assess the true cost of AB109 activities.
KF 5.

Use of AB109 funds to offset costs of existing staff and positions

Our budget analysis shows that in the 2015/2016, AB109 funds were used to underwrite at least 93 FTE
positions in County agencies. This is an astonishing number of AB109‐funded County employees put to
the purpose of managing a modest‐sized AB109 population.
In the absence of a formal time study (which the CAB recommends the County undertake), it is hard to
determine whether all 93 FTE employees are necessary to achieve AB109 purposes or whether their
time is in fact dedicated to AB109‐related purposes.
Further, it appears that many of the positions now being funded through AB109 are not positions that
were created and filled specifically in response to AB109. Rather, it appears that AB109 funds are
(increasingly) allocated County positions that had existed prior to AB109, and that AB109 funds are
being used to supplant previous funding sources (including General Fund).
However, without clear guidelines regarding such practices, and absent the documents and processes
necessary to track such use of funds, the County and public are limited in their ability to calculate the
true incremental cost represented by AB109 activities in Contra Costa.
KF 6.

Identifying and remedying supplanted funds

Given that many AB109‐related staff and activities are or may be funded by other sources – dedicated
state revenue streams; state, Federal, or private grants; or Federal sources such as Medi‐Cal and the
new Drug Medi‐Cal – opportunities for unintentional supplantation are rife.
For example, the Sheriff’s budget contains a line item of $456,250, for “food/ clothing/ household” for
incarcerated AB109ers. It is how to understand how AB109 could possibly generate an incremental cost
for these items of nearly half a dollars annually. However, in the absence of directive guidelines, clear
calculations for justification, and careful auditing, it is impossible to determine whether this budget
allocation improperly supplants existing funds.
In addition, when some AB109‐budgeted activities are likely to be reimbursed through Federal sources,
it can be difficult to predict and correct budgets to reflect such anticipated or actual reimbursements.
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This is particularly true of health‐related items that are subject to reimbursement by federal funds such
as Medi‐Cal.
KF 7.

Parity in process

These recommendations, taken in aggregate, would establish systems of transparency, review,
integrity, and scrutiny that have been required by the CCP and CAO for AB109‐funded nonprofit
organizations ever since nonprofit organizations began receiving such funding in 2013/2014.
In fact, the burdens currently imposed on nonprofit organizations are substantially higher even than
what we recommend here for the County agencies.
For example, nonprofit organizations are required to submit specific metrics, on a monthly basis, as a
condition of their contracts and invoices. In contrast, the County agencies are required to provide no
such reports on services or outcomes, but are reimbursed without meaningful reporting of any kind.
Further, nonprofit agencies are required to submit competitive bids, cannot rely on extended years of
funding, and are expected to deliver specific measurable outcomes without the infrastructures,
resources, and autonomy that characterize County agencies. All of these differences suggest that
County agencies should not be excused from the standards and expectations required of their nonprofit
counterparts.
We strongly believe that good governance, necessary stewardship, and public trust require that AB109‐
fuhnded County agencies be expected to adhere to the same level of scrutiny and consistency as their
much smaller nonprofit partners.

III. CONTEXTS FOR CAB’S POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS
Statutory Context: The California Penal Code establishes the intentions and obligations related to
AB109. In part, the Penal Code asserts that “Fiscal policy and correctional practices should align to
promote a justice reinvestment strategy that fits each county. ‘Justice reinvestment’ is a data‐driven
approach to reduce corrections and related criminal justice spending and reinvest savings in strategies
designed to increase public safety. The purpose of justice reinvestment is to manage and allocate
criminal justice populations more cost effectively, generating savings that can be reinvested in
evidence‐based strategies that increase public safety while holding offenders accountable.”1
CAB Role: Established in early 2012, the Community Advisory Board is recognized as a standing
committee of the Community Corrections Partnership. As asserted in its Operating Guidelines, “CAB
shall advise the Contra Costa County Community Corrections Partnership (CCP) by providing input on

1

California Penal Code §3450(b)(7)
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community needs; assessing implementation of the Contra Costa County Reentry Strategic Plan;
reviewing data on realignment outcomes; advising the CCP on community engagement strategies;
offering recommendations for ongoing realignment planning; advising County agencies regarding
programs for implementation in the County; and encouraging outcomes that are consistent with the
County’s Reentry Strategic Plan.”2

IV. OVERARCHING PROCEDURAL ISSUES
Independent Oversight: The CAB recognizes that the state of California tasks each county’s
Community Corrections Partnership with the responsibility for providing day‐to‐day management of
the County’s AB109‐related activities and budgets, supported by the County Administrator and
reporting to the Board of Supervisors.
However, the CAB also recognizes that AB109 funds – unlike County General Funds – represent both a
singular opportunity and a functional anomaly in County administration. As a dedicated stream of
funding tied to specific statutory intent but implemented by a multi‐sector array of agencies
collectively responsible for achieving shared impacts, AB109 requires transparent, fair, and consistent
financial, operational, and management practices.
As an elected official and operating under the legal authority set forth in the Government Code, the
Auditor‐Controller is responsible for fulfilling a variety of functions specified in the California
Constitution, in various California codes, and by the Board of Supervisors. The Office of the Auditor‐
Controller’s primary mission is to ensure the fiscal integrity of the County’s financial records and to
provide service, assistance and information to the public, the Board of Supervisors, the County
Administrator’s Office, and County departments and employees. With a staff of approximately 50
people and an operating budget of approximately $7.9 million, the Office of the Auditor‐Controller is
best suited to provide the CCP with objective analyses and recommendations for budgetary practices
regarding AB109.
Given this scope and scale, the CAB recommends that the Auditor‐Controller’s Internal Audit Division
be tasked with conducting an annual internal audit of all AB109‐funded entities and producing a Key
Findings and Recommendations report for presentation to the Board of Supervisors and for public
review.
Supplantation: California Government Code §30025, which governs the management of AB109 funds,
directs the state and its counties to create a master account (“County Local Revenue Fund 2011”) to
manage its AB109 funds.

2
Section 1, Operating Guidelines of the Contra Costa County Community Corrections Partnership (CCP) Community Advisory Board (CAB), as
amended January 8, 2015.
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Within this County Local Revenue Account, a parent account – the "Law Enforcement Services
Account" – is to be created, including the following subaccounts:
i.

Community Corrections Subaccount

ii. Trial Court Security Subaccount
iii. District Attorney and Public Defender Subaccount
iv. Juvenile Justice Subaccount (supplemented by two special accounts)
v. Enhancing Law Enforcement Activities Subaccount
vi. Local Innovation Subaccount
The statute establishes limitations on the ways that the master account and the subaccounts may be
used. Specifically, Subsection §30025 (f) (11) states: “This funding shall not be used by local agencies to supplant
other funding for Public Safety Services,” which is reiterated by Subsection 30026.5 (e) (6), which reads, “The
funds deposited into a County Local Revenue Fund 2011 shall not be used by local agencies to supplant other funding
for Public Safety Services” (emphases added).

Thus, both the parent fund and the particular Community Corrections Subaccount contain prohibitions
against supplantation.
The CAB recognizes the challenges related to tracking, preventing, and correcting supplantation across
dozens of agencies, accounts, and funding sources.
The CAB urges the CAO and CCP to develop and implement accurate, consistent, and transparent
methods to manage the challenge of budgeting, tracking, reporting, and remediating any
supplantation, which is essential to establishing efficient budgets and to ensuring public trust.

V. POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS
PR 1. Improve departmental budget development, reporting, and analysis
Replace the use of “status quo” budget requests with a directive that agencies are to produce
due‐diligence renewal requests based on prior‐year budget‐to‐actual analyses, functional
analyses, and supplantation analyses
Create, deploy, and require the use of a standardized format for budget requests, reporting,
and reviewing for all entities funded by or applying for AB109 funding
Ensure that this template includes line‐item detail for all approved and actual uses of funds;
distinguishes between staff, contracts, operating costs, and capital costs; quantifies FTEs and
per‐FTE cost, and captures monthly year‐to‐date budget‐to‐actual expenses.

Budget & Policy Recommendations for FY 17‐18, Submitted to the Community Corrections Partnership
By the Contra Costa County Community Advisory Board (CAB), December 2, 2016, page 8 of 12

11.30.16 - CAB Special Meeting (page 11 of 15)

Key Findings and Budget & Policy Recommendations
for Contra Costa County’s AB109 Activities for FY 17-18
Submitted to the Community Corrections Partnership
By the Contra Costa County Community Advisory Board
December 2, 2016

Ensure that this template is accompanied by a budget narrative that provides all underlying
information necessary to track use of approved funds: Staff purpose and justification,
quantification of contracted services, and underlying mathematic assumptions to justify
programmatic or operational costs.
PR 2. Improve multi‐agency budget development, reporting, and analysis
Request that the CAO produce an integrated, annual summary budget reflecting all sources,
proposed and approved uses for all entities requesting funding through AB109
Ensure that this summary budget is supported by a standardized, consistent supporting budget
developed for each entity, complete with all necessary detail to understand the assumptions
and calculations, and accompanied by a budget narrative
Ensure that the budget narrative articulates the purpose, need, and intended outcomes for all
AB109‐funded activities, including quantifiable elements in every possible case
Ensure that this integrated budget is deployed to track and publish budget‐to‐actual uses, on
no less than a quarterly basis
Ensure that the approved budget and the YTD actual budgets are provided and discussed in the
context of the budget narrative for each entity, to support informed decision‐making and
course‐correction as necessary
Ensure that the CCP publicly reviews these budgets‐to‐actuals prior to approving the financial
demands submitted by funded entities, on no less than a quarterly basis,
PR 3. Implement consistent protocols and definitions
Develop, publish, and enforce consistent definitions and protocols for AB109‐related budgetary
matters, including but not limited to definitions for “status quo,” supplantation, and guidelines
on cost of living adjustments
Develop, publish, and enforce a policy directive regarding reallocation of approved funds, the
use of “unspent” funds, the use of consistent accounting practices, and the prohibition against
unauthorized “adjustments.”
PR 4. Improve process for AB109 budget review throughout fiscal year
Ensure that documents provide CCP members and the public with sufficient detail, time, and
consistency necessary to understand and analyze budget documents
Ensure that meeting schedules and agendas provide CCP members and the public with
sufficient time to engage in meaningful review and discussion of use of funds and their
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alignment with the County’s established AB109 strategies and goals
PR 5. Improve process for meaningful analysis of “budget to actuals”
Ensure that these processes include all sources and uses of AB109‐related funding, including
the dedicated subaccounts established under California Government Code §30025
Ensure that the results of this review are made public, are provided to the appropriate
committees of the Board of Supervisors with sufficient time to review and discuss
Use the results of such discussions as the foundations for the subsequent year’s budgetary
planning; direct agencies to submit budget requests that reflect the findings from reviews of
the previous year’s budget, uses, and outcomes
Produce an annual financial report to be presented to the Contra Costa County Public
Protection Committee and the County Board of Supervisors
Produce an annual Key Findings report to be presented to the Contra Costa County Public
Protection Committee and the County Board of Supervisors to provide high‐level analysis of
the County’s AB109’s efforts, in the context of the guiding strategies and goals outlined in the
County Reentry Strategic Plan, the County’s AB109 Implementation Plan, and the County’s AB
109 Operations Plan.
PR 6. Request that Auditor‐Controller conduct an audit of AB109 uses
Ensure that all uses are consistent with the state statutory guidelines
Ensure that no funds are being supplanted by AB109 funds
Ensure that all Federally‐reimbursable funds are properly accounted for as reimbursables
against budgeted AB109 uses
Ensure that no AB109 funds are being reallocated, except with public review and formal
approval by the CCP

VI. ANALYSIS OF DEPARTMENTAL AB109 BUDGET‐TO‐ACTUALS FOR FY 2015‐2016
For detailed analyses of individual agencies and a collective summary analysis, see accompanying
budget documents. Here, we simply summarize some key findings of our budget‐to‐actual analysis of
the 2015/2016 Contra Costa County budgets for public agencies that receive AB109 funds.
Recurring: Of the $17,599,499 budgeted to public agencies for non‐recurring items:
i.

$1,256,894 (7.14%) of the approved uses remained unspent.

ii. Of this, $328,717, or 26%, was associated with a single County division.
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iii. $323,013 (1.8%) was spent on items that were not publicly approved
iv. XXX overspent
Non‐recurring: Of the $2.7 million explicitly budgeted to public agencies for non‐recurring
items:
i.

$2,361,908 (87.48%) remains unspent (Sheriff’s budget)

ii. Although the Sheriff’s Office is the only public entity funded for non‐recurring costs in
2015/2016, it should be noted that one agency used $26,185 in general operating funds to
pay for a vehicle purchase that was not requested or approved in the 2015/2016 budget
cycle.
Note on commingling non‐recurring and operating costs:
i.

We note that in asserting the annual cost of the County’s AB109‐funded operations, it is
important to distinguish non‐recurring costs from annual baseline operating costs.

ii. In addition, in cases where operating funds were reallocated to non‐recurring items (such as
vehicle purchases), it is important for the County to reduce the subsequent year’s operating
budget allocations by the amount of the nonrecurring cost.
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Probation AB109 Budget Analysis
Staff
Director Field Services
Probation Manager
Probation Supervisor I
Deputy Probation Officer III
Deputy Probation Officer OT
Clerk
IT Support
"Salary and benefits"

FTE
0.10
0.20
1.00
12.00

As approved
$
25,994
$
47,878
$
217,819
$
2,060,450
$
25,000
1.00 $
74,457
0.06 $
7,823

14.36 $
Operating Costs
Reentry Coordinator contract
Communications
Data processing service
Vehicle operating costs
Food for T4C meetings
Warrant pick up
BART/bus passes/incentives
Office Expense
VOEG contract
Minor equipment
Minor computer
Comm Resource for Justice
Insight Prison contract
Training and travel

1 $
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

1 $
Total

15.36 $

As spent July

Aug

Sept

Oct

Nov

Dec

Jan

Feb

Mar

$

253,335 $

239,220 $

268,672 $

247,776 $

253,923 $

240,999 $

241,146 $

255,788 $

239,737 $

April

231,557 $

May

233,898 $

June

Total

228,603 $

2,459,421 $ 239,736.85 $ 253,335.03 $ 239,219.65 $ 268,672.06 $ 247,775.57 $ 253,922.53 $ 240,998.63 $ 241,146.12 $ 255,787.69 $ 231,556.79 $ 233,898.27 $ 228,603.28 $

Variation

% spent as
approved

2,934,652
How much of this overage should
actually be assigned to pretrial services
119.3% costs?

2,934,652

(475,231.47)

$
$
$
$
$

125,000.00
13,308.21
8,666.25
71,601.86
3,741.02

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

2,236.00
40.00
‐
12,785.40
328.99
4,495.31
11,083.31
660.10
253,946.45

0.00
(5,308.21)
(8,522.25)
(21,601.86)
9,211.98
5,000.00
(1,236.00)
2,460.00
19,000.00
(12,785.40)
(328.99)
(4,495.31)
(11,083.31)
(660.10)
(30,349.45)

100.0%
166.4%
6018.2%
143.2%
28.9%
0.0%
223.6%
1.6%
0.0%
NC
NC
NC
NC
NC

2,683,018 $ 247,396.01 $ 262,267.85 $ 272,345.29 $ 277,334.75 $ 279,940.60 $ 274,700.01 $ 254,426.97 $ 257,583.52 $ 279,084.89 $ 251,832.88 $ 263,445.31 $ 268,240.84 $ 3,188,598.92

(505,580.92)

118.8%

125,000.00
8,000
144
50,000
12,953
5,000
1,000
2,500
19,000.00

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
223,597.00 $

‐
896.33
727.50
6,011.83
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
23.50
7,659.16

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

‐
1,000.60
727.50
6,957.67
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
19.79
39.05
164.06
‐
24.15
8,932.82

$ 31,250.01 $
$ 1,009.62 $
$
727.50 $
$
‐
$
$
‐
$
$
‐
$
$
‐
$
$
‐
$
$
‐
$
$
‐
$
$
‐
$
$
‐
$
$
‐
$
$
138.51 $
$ 33,125.64 $

‐
854.66
727.50
6,295.23
‐
‐
300.00
‐
‐
306.92
‐
‐
‐
178.38
8,662.69

$ 10,416.67 $ 10,416.67
$ 1,033.65 $ 1,259.01
$
727.50 $
727.50
$ 10,904.53 $ 5,255.75
$
753.39 $
847.62
$
‐
$
‐
$ 1,161.00 $
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
798.74 $
521.42
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$ 6,333.32 $ 1,583.33
$
36.23 $
166.18
$ 32,165.03 $ 20,777.48

$ 10,416.67
$ 1,096.50
$ 1,027.50
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
171.17
$
289.94
$
426.56
$
‐
$
‐
$ 13,428.34

$
‐
$ 20,833.34
$ 1,103.54 $ 1,118.19
$
727.50 $
727.50
$ 12,566.13 $
‐
$
8.66 $
545.36
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$‐
$
‐
$
40.00
$
‐
$
‐
$
355.09 $
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
32.81
$ 1,583.33 $
‐
$
93.15 $
‐
$ 16,437.40 $ 23,297.20

$ 10,416.67 $ 10,416.67 $ 20,833.30
$ 1,122.20 $ 1,127.67 $ 1,686.24
$
727.50 $
727.50 $
363.75
$ 6,023.65 $ 11,868.15 $ 5,718.92
$
185.86 $
521.60 $
878.53
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
775.00 $
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
216.88 $
599.51 $ 9,795.88
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$ 3,510.94 $
360.94
$ 1,583.33 $
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$ 20,276.09 $ 29,547.04 $ 39,637.56

Notes

113.6%

Why is the utilization so high?
Why is the utilization so high?
Why is the utilization so high?

Why is the utilization so high?

Not included in original budget
Not included in original budget
Not included in original budget
Not included in original budget
Not included in original budget

