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CALIFORNIA BUDGET UPDATE

GOVERNOR’S ‘09/’10 PROPOSED BUDGET MAKES DEEPER CUTS IN JUVENILE JUSTICE PAYOUTS TO COUNTIES, PROTECTS SB 81 (REALIGNMENT) AND AFTER SCHOOL FUNDS

LAWMAKERS STILL CAN’T AGREE ON MID-YEAR BUDGET CUTS 


The Governor has released his FY 09/10 proposed budget.  This update summarizes his spending proposals for juvenile justice and violence prevention programs tracked by Commonweal, with reference to FY 08/09 appropriations and mid-year budget cuts that were considered but not adopted in the special budget session that ended unproductively in December.

Nothing is certain in this California budget climate.  With declining revenues in a sluggish economy, the state is due to run out of cash in February. Deep partisan divisions have paralyzed the Legislature, which has been unable to build a 2/3 majority to adjust the FY 08/09 budget with additional cuts or new revenues. A majority-only budget modification, sent to the Governor by Democrats in December, was rejected by the Governor. Now, lawmakers are back to square one—attempting to come to agreement on a mid-year package and a next-year budget.  

Local juvenile justice operations in California have traditionally been strongly subsidized by the state. The rationale for these subsidies is that the state saves money by investing in local crime prevention programs that are less costly (and more effective) than large-scale incarceration of youth in state-run facilities. Since 2000, three major revenue streams have supported county anti-violence programs, mainly through local probation departments.  These revenue streams—with an average annual payout of about $ 400 million— include: the Schiff Cardenas Juvenile Justice Crime Prevention Act (JJCPA), the Juvenile Probation and Camp Fund (JPCF) and the Youthful Offender Block Grant fund (SB 81- realignment).  In addition, in 2007, a new gang violence reduction program was established through the Office of Emergency Services, providing $10 million per year to cities and counties for gang intervention and prevention projects.  All of these have been candidates for cuts in the current economic crisis.  

One large state revenue stream escaping damage so far is the After School Education and Safety Act (ASESA) which has, in recent years, allocated $550 million annually for before- and after-school programs oriented around public safety goals.  Governor Schwarzenegger—who sponsored this program as Proposition 49—has resisted all efforts to modify its spending mandates.  Even so,  Schwarzenegger has now recommended that other voter-approved initiatives—including Prop 10 (Children’s “First Five” initiative) and Prop 63 (Mental Health Services Act) – be modified to allow their source tax revenues to be used to patch other holes in the state budget.  Adjustments of these initiatives cannot be made without voter approval.

Baseline: FY 07/08 and FY 08/09 approved budgets
Here are the FY 08/09 appropriations (current budget) and prior year for selected programs. The FY 08/09 appropriations are still subject to change.
	Program
	FY 07/08
	FY 08/09
	Variance

	Juvenile Justice Crime Prevention (JJCPA)
	$ 119 million
	$ 107 million 
	- $ 12 million

	Juvenile Probation/ Camp (JPCF)
	$ 200 million
	$ 180 million
	- $ 20 million

	Youthful Offender Block Grants (SB 81)
	$ 24  million
	$ 66 million 
	+ $ 42 million

	OES Gang Program Grants
	$ 10 million
	$ 10 million
	Same


FY 08/09 mid year cuts proposed by the Governor and reviewed by the Legislature
When he called the special “piggyback” session of the Legislature in October, the Governor proposed a significant realignment of juvenile justice funding streams. Under the Governor’s plan, JJCPA and JPCF programs would be weaned away from General Fund reliance and shifted to permanent support from Vehicle License Fee (VLF) funds. The Governor described this as a stable and permanent funding source for “high-priority public safety programs”.  At the same time, the Governor proposed to reduce net state FY 08/09 appropriations for juvenile probation grants, cutting $14 million from the JJCPA and $34 million from JPCF. The Governor proposed no change in Youthful Offender Block Grants (SB 81) or in Proposition 49 (after school) program funding. 

Democrats sent the Governor a “majority vote only” package of mid year cuts in the special session, and the package did include most of his recommendations on shifting youth crime prevention programs from GF to VLF sourcing.  However, as noted the Governor rejected this budget and the special session disbanded without further action.   Mid-year cuts can still be made by the currently seated Legislature with the Governor’s approval.

FY 09/10 budget released by the Governor on December 31
The Governor’s FY 09/10 Proposed Budget— released 10 days ahead of schedule this year—  largely reiterates the recommendations he made to the special budget session on cuts and revenue source shifting (to Vehicle License Fees) for state-supported youth crime and violence prevention programs. In summary, he now proposes:

	Program 
	FY 08/09 Budget


	FY 09/10  Budget

Governor’s Proposal
	Variance

	Juvenile Justice Crime Prevention (JJCPA)
	$ 107 million
	$ 96 million
	- $ 11 million

	Juvenile Probation Funds
	$ 152 million
	$ 135 million
	- $ 17 million

	Juvenile Probation Camps
	$ 29 million
	 0
	- $ 29 million

	Youthful Offender Block Grants (SB 81) 
	$ 66 million
	$ 92 million
	+ $ 26 million


The OES anti-gang grants are omitted from this table because their status is not identified by the Governor in his proposed FY 09/10 budget.  However, there is no indication so far that the OES gang violence grants are targeted for elimination by the Governor.  

The JJCPA/JPCF cuts requested by the Governor would have a deep and troubling impact on local youth violence prevention programs.  Counties would be looking at a net reduction (over two years) of  20% in state support. This would force counties to slash programs for which they lack local make up funds.  Moreover, the Governor wants to completely eliminate state support for juvenile probation camps. Presently, state funds subsidize probation camps for juvenile offenders in 30 counties with a statewide capacity of 4,500 beds.  Loss of state support would no doubt result in the closure of a good number of these county youth facilities. 

On the positive side, Youthful Offender Block Grants (SB 81 “realignment” funds) are scheduled to increase to $92 million statewide from $ 66 million in the current budget cycle.  The Governor, and lawmakers so far, have elected to honor the terms of the agreement reached between state and county negotiators in 2007 on shifting non-violent offenders from the costly state youth prison system to local control.

What will happen next?

There is no hint that the deep partisan divisions in the Legislature have healed, opening the way to a budget agreement on mid year cuts or next year’s budget.  The state-supported youth programs covered in this memo are not getting much attention, as lawmakers argue about big-ticket  tax and spend issues.  It is predictable that, if and when budget agreements are finally reached, there will be further reductions in state funds for JJCPA- and JPCF- supported programs.  Non profit agencies, working under contracts with local government, will likely be hard-hit by these deeper cuts. These service providers will find it quite difficult to make up the difference from alternative sources (foundations, private donations) that are also struggling in the stagnant economy.  There are pockets of good news—notably, the expected increase in Youthful Offender Block Grant funds, which can be used by counties to backfill some of the other losses in state support.   In addition, judging from testimony in December budget hearings,  there appears to be strong bi-partisan support in the Legislature for the Schiff Cardenas Crime Prevention Act, so that while state funds may be reduced in the short term, it is unlikely that the entire funding stream will be eliminated or even severely impaired anytime soon.

Finally, in the next legislative session there may be some effort to overhaul the key state revenue streams now supporting local probation-based youth services— beyond the VLF realignment plan already offered by the Governor. The Little Hoover Commission, the State Commission on Juvenile Justice and the Legislative Analyst  have each recommended that two or more of these revenue streams be consolidated into a single payout to counties with standardized evaluation and reporting requirements.  Counties have reacted negatively so far to these proposals, fearing that “consolidation” means “cuts”.  If and when budget writers can overcome their partisan discord on big-picture budget issues, we may see budget committee hearings focused on review of these youth program consolidation proposals.  (
