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Background 
 

On September 30, 2020, Governor Newson signed Senate Bill 823 (SB 823), which 

began the closure of the state’s Division of Juvenile Justice (DJJ), realigning those state 

functions to county governments. Under SB 8231, DJJ intake will close for most youth on 

July 1, 2021 and counties will then become fully responsible for the housing, 

programming, and treatment of youth with high-level offenses and longer-term needs who 

can no longer be committed to DJJ. 

 

SB 823 allocated $9.6 million for the Board of State and Community Corrections (BSCC) 

to “award one-time grants, to counties for the purpose of providing resources for 

infrastructure-related needs and improvements to assist counties in the development of 

a local continuum of care.” These funds are limited to counties as eligible applicants. 

 

The BSCC issued to counties a Request for Information on December 18, 2020. The 

survey requested information about each county’s intent to house these youth after June 

30, 2021, specifically in programming that may be developed/offered for the population, 

whether youth from other counties will be housed, the anticipated number of youth to be 

housed, and the infrastructure needs to house these youth. A majority of the responding 

counties indicated they lack capacity to serve youth in one or more of the following high-

needs categories and that they intend to refer these youth to other counties for 

appropriate treatment and placement: 1. Females, 2. Sex Offenders, and 3. Seriously 

Mentally Ill Youth.2 

 

In February 2021 the  Board was provided a proposal to make available $4 million for four 

projects (up to $1 million each) to develop regional programs to serve youth referred by 

other counties in the three high-needs areas noted above (females, sex offenders, 

seriously mentally ill). The intent is to award at least one project in each of the three high-

needs categories. Under this proposed distribution, the remaining $5.12 million will be 

distributed equitably to all counties to support infrastructure and improvements needed to 

serve their in-county populations of realigned youth.  

 

The Board sought input from all stakeholders and interested parties about the needs and 

priorities that should be addressed by the $9.6 million in one-time funds designated in SB 

 

 

 

 

 
1 Welfare and Institutions Code, Division 2.5, Section 2250 
2 For detailed findings see Request for Information: Regional Youth Programs and Facilities Grant Program. Survey 

Summary Findings, BSCC, January 26, 2021. Available at https://www.bscc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/Attachment-

C-1-Survey-Summary-Findings-Final.pdf.  
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823 for start-up infrastructure planning. The BSCC posted a public comment period during 

which comments could be emailed to help formulate the Request for Applications. 

 

Commenters were asked to take into account the following statutory parameters for the 

SB 823 Youth Program and Facilities Grant:  

1. Eligible applicants must be counties.  

2. Grant funds must be used for infrastructure-related needs and improvements to 

assist counties in the development of a local continuum of care.  

3.  Infrastructure and improvements must be for facilities or programs addressing the 

needs of youth who are being realigned to counties as a result of the planned 

closure of the state DJJ.  

Commenters were also asked to indicate if the comment pertained to the 

recommendation to allocate $4 million for regional programs or to the $5.12 million to be 

distributed to all counties.  

 

This report presents a qualitative content analysis of the written public comments 

provided to the BSCC during the comment period. 

 

Methodology 
 

Procedure 

 

On February 19, 2021, the Board launched a written public comment process. This public 

comment opportunity was advertised through a BSCC public notice on the BSCC 

website.3 The public notice was distributed by email using the BSCC’s general listserv4 

consisting of approximately 1,500 people. All stakeholders and interested parties were 

invited to email written comments to the BSCC by March 8, 2021.  

 

On March 17, 2021, the Board launched a second public comment period. The virtual 

listening session was advertised through a BSCC public notice on the BSCC website.5 

The public notice was distributed by email using the BSCC’s general listserv. The virtual 

listening session was held on March 22, 2021. During the 1.5-hour session, participants 

had the opportunity to make verbal comments through the online meeting platform, which 

 

 

 

 

 
3 The public notice is available at: https://www.bscc.ca.gov/news/public-comment-period-opens-for-the-senate-bill-

823-youth-programs-and-facilities-grant-program-written-public-comment-may-be-submitted-through-march-8-2021/  
4 A listserv for individuals who are interested in the work of the BSCC to subscribe to in order to receive BSCC general 

mailing and press releases 
5 The public notice is available at: https://www.bscc.ca.gov/news/bscc-seeks-sb-823-input/ 
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were recorded and saved to a secure location. The recording was used to develop a 

transcript of each speakers’ comments. 

 

Comment Authors 

Ten comments were received by email during the comment period and 14 individuals 

provided comments during the listening session. During the listening session, some 

individuals made multiple comments regarding different topics. For analysis purposes, all 

verbal and written comments made by the same individual were combined so that each 

comment document would represent those of a single individual. Therefore, the analyses 

were based on 23 comments (written and/or verbal) received from unique individuals 

and/or agencies.  

 

Among the individuals and agencies who provided comments: 

• 52 percent (n = 12) represented policy advocacy groups or community-based 

organizations, including one representing 25 organizations. 

• 26 percent (n = 6) represented probation departments, including one from the Chief 

Probation Officers of California (CPOC). 

• 17 percent (n = 4) identified as being formerly system-involved. 

• 8 percent (n = 2) represented a behavioral health organization. 

• 4 percent (n = 1) were members of the public 

• 4 percent (n = 1) represented a police department. 

 

Commenters may have identified themselves as both formerly system-involved and as 

working for a policy advocacy group/CBO, which is why the total percentage is greater 

than 100%. Additionally, one written comment was submitted by a collective of 25 policy 

advocacy groups and CBOs, so for analysis purposes this submission was counted as 

one comment. 

 

Analysis 

The written comments were analyzed using a thematic content analysis approach.6 The 

following iterative process was used to develop the codebook:7 

• First, the researchers developed initial codes after reading the comments 

submitted during the comment period. 

• Second, all written comments were read thoroughly and then the initial codes were 

 

 

 

 

 
6 Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2006). Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qualitative Research in Psychology, 3, 77–

101. 
7 All coding and analyses were done using Atlas.ti software. Atlas.ti 8 Scientific Software Development GmbH, version 

8 for Windows. 

Atta
ch

men
t C

-2



Board of State and Community Corrections  Page 4 

revised. 

• Third, all comments were coded by all researchers in a group to ensure there were 

no inconsistencies in coding. Rules and definitions were revised as necessary. 

 

The comments provided were grouped into the following seven (7) main categories: 

A. Flexible Funding 

B. Funding Allocations 

C. Funding Questions 

D. Funding Use Recommendations 

E. Grant Making Process 

F. Infrastructure Needs 

G. RFA Recommendations 

 

In all seven categories, a total of 26 groups of comments (codes) were developed. Table 

1 provides an overview of the codebook with definitions for each code (group of 

comments). Codes displayed in Table 1 have been organized by frequency of code use 

throughout all comments; frequency of code use is displayed in Table 2. 

 

Appendices A through G provide the quotations assigned to each code and are organized 

by the five categories of the codebook, respectively (e.g., Flexible Funding, Funding 

Allocations).  Each quote is given an identification number corresponding to its document 

identification number and quotation number within the project file (e.g., 9:1).8 

 

 

 

 

 

 
8 This identification number enables the direct quote to be identified within the Atlas.ti project file. (the content analysis 

software used for this project). The example provided (9:1) refers to document 9, quotation 1. 
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Table 1. Codebook Overview 

Code Category Code Definitions 

Category A. Flexible Funding  
1. Meet varying needs of counties Funding parameters should be diverse enough to meet the 

varying needs of counties (e.g., size, geographic region, 
population, serving their own youth/collaborating with others, or 
developing a specialized program). 

2. Use for preparation activities Funding should be flexible to allow counties to quickly and 
adequately prepare to serve these youth by July 1, 2021. 

3. Timely Counties should have the ability to use funding in preparation for 
serving older youth. Examples include establishing contractual 
relationships for shared services, staffing, training, 
comprehensive review/update of policies, and program design. 

Category B. Funding Allocations  
4. Equitable distribution insufficient Depending on how the $5.12 million is equitably distributed 

among the counties, some counties may not be able to 
adequately address the facility improvements needed. Counties 
may not have adequate front-end resources from the state for a 
successful transition. 

5. Prioritize quality of life The funding should prioritize infrastructure needs that improve 
youth quality of life. Examples provided include use of least 
restrictive settings, addressing cramped living conditions, 
excessive security fencing, lack of windows to the outside, and 
the unique needs of those who are disable or those with mental 
illnesses. 

6. Competitive Not all counties should receive funding and grant funds should 
be awarded on a competitive basis. 

7. Inadequate funding The funding provided under SB 823 is not enough to serve the 
target populations across the entire state. 

8. Prioritize positive youth development The funding should be used on infrastructure that supports 
positive youth development. 

9. Required to accept out-of-county youth If a county accepts SB 823 funding, they should be required to 
accept out-of-county youth who are appropriate for the programs 
offered by that county. 

10. Rewards prior DJJ use The regional funding formula rewards counties that are 
significant users of DJJ while penalizing counties that have been 
successful at implementing diversion efforts. 

11. Should be targeted Rather than the $5.12 pro rata distribution, these funds should 
be more targeted and have set priorities to support local 
infrastructure. 

Category C. Funding Questions  
12. Local distribution Questions about how the funding will be distributed within the 

county (who decides programs, agencies that receive the funds, 
etc.). 

13. Regional hub and serving multiple needs Question whether a county can apply for $2 million if they plan to 
serve two high-need areas (i.e., females who are seriously 
mentally ill). 
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Category D. Grant Making Process  

14. Non-inclusive The SB 823 grant making process has not followed BSCC’s 
usual ESC approach, has not included various stakeholders with 
a breadth of experience and has not convened any public 
meetings. This should be corrected, at minimum, by comprising 
a Scoring Panel for this grant program. 

15. Only probation needs surveyed The December 2020 Request for Information solicited input 
solely from probation departments and this information informed 
the funding recommendations. The BSCC must consider input 
from other individuals and other entities in the county that play a 
critical role in the local juvenile justice systems. 

Category E. Infrastructure Needs  
16. Space and equipment for programming Funding is needed for facility upgrades to provide space and 

equipment for programming. Specific needs mentioned include 
furniture for a therapeutic environment, technology for 
programming, and recreational needs. 

17. Provide security Funding is needed for facility upgrades to improve security and 
youth and staff safety. 

18. Female housing Funding is needed for facility modifications to create female 
youth specific secure housing. 

19. Treatment space Funding is needed for facility modifications to create treatment 
space (health and mental health services). 

 

  

Atta
ch

men
t C

-2



Board of State and Community Corrections  Page 7 

Content Analysis of Comments 
 

Table 2 provides the number of comment authors that addressed each code and their 

percent of representation across the total number of comments (written and/or verbal) 

received from unique individuals and/or agencies (N = 23). For example, of the 23 unique 

comments received, 2 comments supported flexible funding to meet the varying needs of 

counties (n = 2), representing 8.7 percent of the comments received. 

 
Table 2. Code Use Frequency Within Each Code Category 

 Comment Authors 

Flexible Funding Count Percent of Total 

Meet varying needs of counties 2 8.7% 
Use for preparation activities 2 8.7% 
Timely 1 4.3% 

Funding Allocations Count Percent of Total 

Should be targeted 7 30.4% 
Equitable distribution insufficient 2 8.7% 
Inadequate funding 2 8.7% 
Prioritize quality of life 2 8.7% 
Competitive 1 4.3% 
Minimum threshold 1 4.3% 
Prioritize positive youth development 1 4.3% 
Required to accept out-of-county youth 1 4.3% 
Rewards prior DJJ use 1 4.3% 

Funding Questions Count Percent of Total 

Local Distribution 1 4.3% 
Regional hub and serving multiple needs 1 4.3% 

Funding Use Recommendations Count Percent of Total 

Work with CBOs 4 17.4% 
Programs 3 13.0% 

Grant Making Process Count Percent of Total 

Non-inclusive 5 21.7% 
Only probation needs surveyed 3 13.0% 
Public application review 1 4.3% 

Infrastructure Needs Count Percent of Total 

Space and equipment for programming 5 21.7% 
Provide security 3 13.0% 
Female housing 1 4.3% 
Treatment space 1 4.3% 

RFA Recommendations Count Percent of Total 

Oversight 2 8.7% 

Project outline 1 4.3% 

RFA best practices 1 4.3% 
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Appendix A: Flexible Funding: Quotations Assigned to Each 

Code 
 

Code: Meet Varying Needs of Counties  
 
Two (2) quotations 
 

 
“The County respectfully recommends that the BSCC reevaluates how grant funding will 

be awarded and to dedicate more funds to counties that are in high need to support 

infrastructure and improvements as created by SB 823. The County estimates that one 

third of DJJ youth in the state will be housed in its county. Grant funds should be awarded 

proportional to the number of youth in each county.” (8:2) 

 

 

“Funding parameters should be diverse enough to meet the myriad of needs that will vary 

by county based upon size, both geographic and population, whether counties are serving 

their own youth or collaborating with others on a regional option or aiming to develop a 

specialized program to serve a specific need such as, but not limited to acute mental 

health needs or female youth. Parameters should include the ability to address: 

o Establishment of contractual relationships and agreements for shared services 

and/or joint effort to one county serving youth from multiple counties 

o Personnel needs to include staffing and training to be prepared for serving older 

youth 

o Comprehensive review of updating of policies 

o Program design consultation with researchers” (25:1) 

 
Continued by: 

“Just wanted to kind of make note on this point that we, you know, appreciate the 
work that obviously has gone into this and want to reiterate the importance of the 
funding parameters really being diverse enough to meet the myriad of needs that 
we know will vary by county. From the importance of programming costs, specialty 
staff, and many other things, again to make sure that both regionally and as we 
look at the different county needs that were able to kind of have all of those needs 
met again with the goal of setting in place the most robust programs as needed. 
Especially, again, in light of needing to be prepared for youth coming very soon on 
July 1, 2021. So, I think again, one-time cost focused on programming, specialty 
staff, and again flexibility to meet the diverse needs of the various counties.” (25:7) 
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Code: Use for Preparation Activities 
 
Two (2) quotations 
 

 
“Salary and staff time should also be considered in the RFP to assist counties in 

implementing this continuum of care.” (7:2) 

 

 
“Funding parameters should be diverse enough to meet the myriad of needs that will vary 

by county based upon size, both geographic and population, whether counties are serving 

their own youth or collaborating with others on a regional option or aiming to develop a 

specialized program to serve a specific need such as, but not limited to acute mental 

health needs or female youth. Parameters should include the ability to address: 

o Establishment of contractual relationships and agreements for shared services 

and/or joint effort to one county serving youth from multiple counties 

o Personnel needs to include staffing and training to be prepared for serving older 

youth 

o Comprehensive review of updating of policies 

o Program design consultation with researchers” (25:1) 

 

Continued by: 

“I would also add that programming and staffing should be considered as part of 

the one-time funding in order to establish specialized hubs and programming, to 

ensure that the beds and programs to meet the specific needs of the youth are in 

place, as we continue to build out all of these things in a very robust manner.” 

(25:4) 

 

 
Code: Timely 
 
One (1) quotation 
 

 
“Flexibility to allow counties to quickly and adequately prepare for first youth ordered to 

secure treatment program track on or near July 1, 2021.” (25:3) 

 
Continued by: 

“As stated at the beginning of the call, we also believe it's very important that we 
do get the-, that the money goes out quickly to be ready for July 1st as we're 
working very steadfast along with, you know, many of the stakeholders and 
partners to effectuate the goals of this realignment, and so I just wanted to 
underscore that point on the need to do this, to make sure that the things are in 
place, again, to best serve the youth as we make this transition.” (25:6)  
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Appendix B: Funding Allocations: Quotations Assigned to 

Each Code 
 

Code: Should be Targeted 

 
Seven (7) quotations 
 

 

“We are deeply concerned that the BSCC is considering giving out these critical funds to 

counties that have not indicated any interest in doing relevant work. According to the RFI 

survey results, only half of counties expressed interest in applying to this grant. Given the 

relatively small allocation of funds for the Youth Programs and Facilities Grant ($9.6 

million), it is unwise to spread over half of the already-limited funding across all counties. 

 

Counties will already receive over $200 million by fiscal year 2024-25 through the Juvenile 

Realignment Block Grant. The BSCC should be more targeted in setting priorities to 

support local infrastructure for youth impacted by DJJ closure.” (9:7) 

 

 

Continued by: 

“The working group’s recommendation currently provides no guidance to counties 

for how they should use these funds. What is more, the working group has not 

provided any reason why the BSCC plans to give funding to approximately 16 

counties that have no youth currently at DJJ. If the BSCC provides any funding to 

counties for general improvements, the RFA must specify eligible expenditures as 

facilities’ programming spaces, outdoor recreation, and/or environmental 

improvements for long-term commitments. 

 

We do not believe pro rata distribution is an appropriate use of this state grant and 

recommend the BSCC eliminate this funding category entirely. Alternatively, the 

BSCC should combine this $5.12 million with the $4 million for “regional hubs” to 

foster regional partnerships that better serve specified high-needs youth 

populations.” (9:10) 

 

 
“Rather than taking a pro rata approach for infrastructure improvement generally, the 
BSCC should expressly prioritize county proposals that are trauma-informed and aligned 
with SB 823’s goals for providing and implementing public health approaches to support 
positive youth development. By dividing funds pro rata across counties who have not put 
forth plans or proposals to meet the stated purpose of this grant, the BSCC will be 
abdicating their responsibility to administer the specially designated state funding.” (12:2) 
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“ARC believes that the BSCC should not distribute 5.12 million pro rata to all counties, 
we do not believe that. This distribution is an appropriate use of the State grant and 
recommend that the BSCC find an alternative. And that alternative, we suggest, would be 
combining the 5.12 million with the 4 million for regional hubs to foster regional 
partnerships that better serve the specified needs of the youth that we are talking about.” 
(14:1) 
 

 
“I am commenting today to express that the BSCC has failed to offer any explanation for 
allocating the 5.12 million per county pro rata, and we are deeply concerned that that the 
BSCC is considering giving out these critical funds to counties that have not indicated any 
interest in doing relevant work. According to RFI survey results, only half of counties 
expressed interest in applying to this grant, and so we find no reason why it is necessary 
for the BSCC to offer this grant funding non-competitively to counties.” (15:1) 
 

 
“So, I also want to reiterate that the BSCC should not distribute the 5.2 million pro rata to 
all counties. I believe that the distribution is not an appropriate use of the state grant and 
we are recommending in ARC that the BSCC eliminates it.” (17:2) 
 

 

“I would just like to reiterate the comments that my colleagues Esteban Nuñez and Heile 

Gantan made regarding part two [funding for all counties], and the pro rata allocation.” 

(22:2) 

 

 

“I think that's probably what my major comment is concerned with – the oversight, 
agreeing Aditi and Esteban, you know, not understanding very clearly about what is 
actually being intended to do at the county-site level. My concern is the oversight, you 
know, making sure that subcommittees are being met, the reporting. As of now, some of 
the funding that has been currently given at the county level, there's still no health 
accountability for outcomes and measures and we’d love to see more oversight and 
ensuring that trauma informed practices are being instilled, that the funding is going, being 
inclusive of all community members, especially those who are impacted by the most, 
which is youth and those who have been incarcerated, which at present moment just don't 
have enough community endpoint in that.” (23:1) 
 

 

Code: Equitable Distribution Insufficient 

 
Two (2) quotations 
 

 

“The BSCC has failed to offer any explanation for allocating $5.12 million, or 

approximately $88,000 per county, pro rata. This is an abdication of the BSCC’s 
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responsibility to administer this specially designated state funding. The pro rata amount 

given to counties is so marginal as to likely have little impact on infrastructure 

improvements, although even that will be impossible to measure given the lack of clear 

grant reporting detailed by the SB 823 working group.” (9:6) 

 

 

“The newly carved out $5.12 million proposed to be distributed "equitably" raises the 

concern that many of the smaller counties may not be able to adequately address facility 

improvements during implementation depending on the formula ultimately used to 

determine the "equitable" distribution of funds. Minimally, Butte County has a need for 

such things as increased security fencing, enhanced programming areas, and upgraded 

security monitoring equipment. This facilities grant, in whichever manner the funds are 

ultimately distributed, raise the continued concern that the state has pushed forward with 

the process of realigning DJJ back to the counties without providing adequate front-end 

resources to help ensure this successful transition within facilities not originally designed 

for such long-term youth.” (11:2) 

 

 
Code: Inadequate Funding 

 
Two (2) quotations 
 

 

“The $9.6 million initially allotted to serve the infrastructure modifications for this long-

term population seems woefully inadequate to serve the needs of the entirety of the State 

of California.” (11:1) 

 

 

“We’re very concerned that the RFA is proposing over $5 million to all counties in part two 
[funding for all counties], we believe the BSCC should eliminate this category and shift 
the funding to the regional projects. BSCC has offered no justification, and it's concerning, 
given many counties aren't sending youth to DJJ, so we're unclear of how the BSCC 
came up with this recommendation. The pro rata amount given the counties is so marginal 
that it will likely have minimal impact on infrastructure or program improvements.” (26:1) 
 

 
Code: Prioritize Quality of Life 

 
Two (2) quotations 
 

 

“Probation departments’ survey responses to the RFI show troubling priorities. 

As the state prepares to transition responsibility from DJJ to the local level, we must 
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ensure we do not replicate DJJ’s harmful conditions at the local level. Notably, the majority 

of county probation departments that responded to the RFI survey indicated that they 

would house youth in their existing juvenile halls and camps. We are concerned by the 

BSCC’s potential investment in counties’ overreliance on costly juvenile halls, which are 

designed for short-term placements of youth awaiting adjudication, to house higher needs 

youth with longer stays. 

 

For decades, DJJ has been criticized for subjecting youth to a prison-like environment8 

complete with barbed wire and cold, concrete indoor areas. According to the county 

probation survey results, the second highest priority was “security fencing.” This 

commonly stated priority maintains a severely limited scope of what security looks like in 

detention settings. Out-of-home placements are traumatic, particularly for youth. A safe 

environment for youth and staff must include positive relationships between them, 

comfortable home-like spaces, and formal principles for humane treatment. Beyond 

physical facility structures, counties must invest in building up infrastructure for 

rehabilitative programming and reentry. In particular, counties that partner with 

community-based service providers can better support youth through culturally relevant, 

health-centered services through various stages of the justice system.” (9:4) 

 

 

“We ask that the $4 million designated to regional facilities and the $5.12 million 

designated equitably to counties for infrastructure development needs ensure that youth 

quality of life are put first. 

 

The California Welfare and Institution Code (WIC), which governs the juvenile justice 

system in the state, explicitly mandates that probation departments and youth justice 

systems place youth in the least restrictive setting as possible. When sending a child 

adjudicated delinquent into a residential placement, the law in California - WIC 

706.6(c)(3)(b) - states “An appropriate placement is an environment that promotes normal 

childhood experiences, in closest proximity to the minor’s home; that meets the minors 

best interests and special needs. In order to effectively and humanely implement SB823, 

the entire youth justice system, on every level, should shift down toward the least 

restrictive setting compliance with WIC. 

 

Consequently, we urge you to take into consideration current facility norms such as 

cramped cells, excessive security fencing, and a severe lack of windows facing the 

outside world. After all, an environment conducive to regeneration is physical as it is 

social. Far too many times, funds spent on infrastructure serve to alienate our youth 

instead of furthering our goal of rehabilitating them. 

 

Living arrangements should also take into account the special populations of our youth 

with severe mental illnesses and developmental disabilities. Mental health should be a 

priority when developing or enhancing infrastructure. Facilities that do not recognize and 
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respect these population’s unique needs would not optimize the mission of the juvenile 

justice system. 

 

We ask you to seriously investigate all the infrastructure needs mentioned by each county 

in their respective surveys. Outdoor/recreation modifications, medical and/or treatment 

area modifications, and environmental improvements were all reported to be mediocre 

when the presence of these items are crucial for healthy outcomes. The Request for 

Application should set specific standards guaranteeing each of these items are met. 

 

It is our hope we can continue to come together for the benefit of our youth and improve 

the prospects for rehabilitation in our communities. Together we can make the juvenile 

justice system a better place.” (10:1) 

 

 
Code: Competitive 

 
One (1) quotation 
 

 
“We find no reason why it is necessary for the BSCC to offer this grant funding non-

competitively to counties. As an example, BSCC allocated SB 81 Juvenile Facility 

Construction Rounds 1 and 2 through a competitive grant process. Ultimately, this should 

be a competitive grant.” (9:8) 

 

 
Code: Minimum Threshold 

 
One (1) quotation 
 

 
“In a more tangible way, looking through the outline for the RFA, I recommend that the 
BSCC include a minimum threshold for the projects that are funded. I don't see a minimum 
threshold and it's been pretty standard in the past, for there to be a 50% or 60% minimum 
score that projects need to receive and something should be instated so we can make 
sure that we're not funding bad projects, simply because those are the folks that, you 
know, that provided an application. (24:3) 
 

 

Code: Prioritize Positive Youth Development 

 
One (1) quotation 
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“BSCC must specify that all funding through the Youth Programs and Facilities Grant 

Program must support infrastructure that fosters positive youth development. 

 

The BSCC should prioritize county proposals that are trauma-informed and align with SB 

823 goals for “providing and implementing public health approaches to support positive 

youth development”. The working group currently provides no clear guidance to how 

counties should utilize funding to develop a local continuum of care, as outlined in SB 

823. Neither of the two recommended grant allocations require counties to use funds for 

this critical purpose.” (9:11) 

 

 
Code: Required to Accept Out-of-County Youth 

 
One (1) quotation 
 

 

“As we are a small county without a juvenile hall or rehab program we have had to rely 

for years on contracting with other counties for juvenile detention and commitment space. 

There were times when there were few beds available in the State and I would spend 

hours on the telephone trying to find a county willing to take our youth. This funding, will 

undoubtedly help counties who plan on housing their own DJJ youth to improve their local 

programs, but there is nothing that mandates a county accept or contract with a county 

that has no ability to provide any services to DJJ type youth. Personally I think that if any 

county accepts any State funding for DJJ youth, that it be mandated that they will take 

youth deemed appropriate for the programs offered by a county.” (5:1) 

 

 
Code: Rewards Prior DJJ Use 

 
One (1) quotation 
 

 

“Public Comment: The regional funding formula continues to reward the counties that are 

significant users of DJJ, while disadvantaging/penalizing counties that have been 

successful at implementing diversion efforts. It is important to acknowledge that there 

have been significant population changes since the beginning of the COVID pandemic 

that the funding formula does not account for. Alameda County does not historically send 

a large number of youth to DJJ and has been successful in implementing effective 

diversion and delinquency prevention efforts. Currently, the majority of individuals in 

Juvenile Hall are 707b eligible and are not being sent to DJJ and therefore Alameda 

County does not qualify for a large share of the funding. This should be considered in the 

development of this RFP.” (7:1) 
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Appendix C: Funding Questions: Quotations Assigned to 

Each Code 
 

Code: Local Distribution 

 
One (1) quotation 
 

 

“$5.12 million be divided equitably by the counties. 

 

Which departments or agencies in Fresno County decide programs and funding 

distribution? 

 

In previous opportunities, I don’t recall cities having a voice in the process.” (3:1) 

 

 
Code: Regional Hub and Serving Multiple Needs 

 
One (1) quotation 
 

 

“The requirements state that $4M will be made available for up to $1M each in each of 

the 3 high-needs categories. Would it be acceptable to apply for an amount above the 

$1M maximum if we include two of the categories? For example, could we potentially 

apply for $2M if we propose a program that targets females who are seriously mentally 

ill?” (4:1) 
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Appendix D: Funding Use Recommendations: Quotations 

Assigned to Each Code 
 

Code: Work with CBOs 

 
Four (4) quotations 
 

 

“I know that we talk about investing in building new alternatives and, alternative types of 

systems, whatever, but I would say that we need to really think beyond just facilities and 

how to remodel them, because at the end of the day, I feel that we need to really figure 

out ways how the BSCC can create real infrastructures of community-based 

organizations that can actually work with youth, who are in these places, because at the 

end of the day, the service providers, CBOs, are the ones that are going to really get to 

the root cause of the issues that we're dealing with or that the youth are experiencing. 

So, I would say that in counties that a partner with community-based organizations, we 

need to do better at just really working together with CBOs. How can we really reevaluate 

programs and services that are currently contracted with counties and probably they're 

not working or how can we reevaluate those things and really create different avenues 

for CBOs to be able to provide these types of support for youth who are in these places.” 

(17:1) 

 

Continued by: 

“So yeah, I guess I really wanted to reiterate that we focus more on just the 

community- based organizations that are really helping to create better outcomes 

for our youth and to not just focus on, you know, the facility structures, but actually 

focus on what can be provided for the youth while they're in these places, and 

when they're coming home.” (17:3) 

 

 

“I think it's absolutely essential that some of these funds are allocated to grassroots, 

nonprofit organizations like the Anti-Recidivism Coalition. They showed me how to apply 

for college. I too, was accepted to five colleges. I'm currently studying in social work at 

Humboldt State University maintaining a 4.0. I'm currently-, I’ve been there for around a 

year, in a year I'll graduate and I'm planning on pursuing my masters, because I want to 

be a service to individuals in our community. But grassroots organizations are the ones 

that helped me reintegrate into society. Not only did they get me accepted to college they 

showed me how to get a driver's license. They showed me how to build my credit. 

They showed me how to open a bank account. They show me everything that I needed 

to do to successfully reintegrate into society. As a result, I was released from parole five 

and a half years early. I was supposed to be on for seven I've been on for two and a half. 

Part of that is some of the things that I've been doing out here in the community. 
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I'm also a life coach for the men confined in Pelican Bay State Prison. I work inside Pelican 

Bay State Prison, showing those men that rehabilitation is possible and providing the 

services that make that absolutely possible.” (20:1) 

 

 

“And I recommend that the BSCC use some of these monies to create secure housing, 

such as that was found in Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, with the Arc Program that is offered 

there. Also, there are multiple models out in New York where, within the boroughs, youth 

who commit serious harms live and stay within the community. I believe it is best interest 

that the BSCC prioritize these types of transitional housing, as we will then, with what is 

outlined with the regional hubs will be creating many DJJs and I think that is something 

would work.” (22:1) 

 

 

“That can be helped by partnerships with community-based organizations and other 

service providers and it's really critical that while the counties of course need to be 

applicants for this funding, as is often the case with BSCC grants, they can be partnering 

with other entities, including community-based service providers. And the BSCC could, 

and should, support and prioritize projects that implement those kinds of partnerships.” 

(24:2) 

 

Code: Programs 

 
Three (3) quotations 
 

 

“I think it's very, very important that these reentry programs are…yeah that I think that it's 

these community-based programs are very, very essential. I myself am formerly 

incarcerated and I went through a community-based program. I went through Center for 

Employment Opportunity, and I thank God that that organization was there. I had a peer 

navigator which kind of helped me navigate through this system and also, I became a 

member at Anti-Recidivism Coalition. I've been a member there for almost three years 

and it's been like very, very important on my journey, my reentry journey, I also, like, from 

my personal experience, I took a few classes and I become a community health worker 

which that's what I do.” (16:1) 
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“So, I just want you guys to know that it is essential that we prioritize rehabilitative 

programming and reentry. You know, it's really important for counties to invest in the 

components of reentry that can contribute to recidivism reduction and the safety of our 

communities.” (19:1) 

Continued by: 

“Because I was given the confidence, you know, and others paved that way and 

they showed me that it was possible, and if I didn't have these community 

organizations that gave me that community to meet individuals who have gone 

down this path I wouldn't have gone down that. 

So, it's so important that we invest in these organizations, right.” (19:2) 

 

 

“We would also note that one-time funding shouldn't be limited to just hard costs and 

that programming should be something that is allowable and we believe this is a very 

important component.” (25:5) 
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Appendix E: Grant Making Process: Quotations Assigned to 

Each Code 
 

Code: Non-inclusive 

 
Five (5) quotations 
 

 

“The SB 823 working group is neither inclusive of stakeholders nor accessible to the 

public. 

 

Before we comment on the SB 823 working group’s funding recommendations, we must 

express serious concern with the agency’s flawed grantmaking process. The BSCC 

standardly sets up an Executive Steering Committee (ESC) to inform the development of 

a Request for Applications (RFA) and score proposals. These groups perform an 

essential role in the BSCC’s grant administration by bringing together various 

stakeholders that have a breadth of experience not available in-house. In November, 

despite public comment requesting broader representation in the development of the 

Youth Programs and Facilities Grant Program, the BSCC approved a working group of 

only two members selected from its own Executive Board. This decision fails to meet the 

precedent set by BSCC grant administration in recent years. Not only has there been no 

committee leadership from subject matter experts beyond these two individuals, but the 

SB 823 working group has not convened any public meetings during the grantmaking 

process thus far.” (9:3) 

 

Continued by: 

“We are very concerned by the BSCC’s lack of transparency during decision-

making. The SB 823 working group structure, with only two members, appears to 

dodge California’s open meeting laws and limits opportunities for substantive input 

from diverse stakeholders. Moving forward, at a minimum, the BSCC should solicit 

subject matter experts to comprise a Scoring Panel for this grant program. Its 

membership should include individuals with direct experience in the juvenile justice 

system, youth service providers, and individuals with expertise in positive youth 

development.” (9:1) 

 

 
“First, I want to quickly highlight the serious shortcomings of the process for this listening 
session. Notice of the session was given less than a week ago, with even less time for 
the community to review the RFA. The timing of this meeting, along with the lack of 
advance notice, is deeply concerning and undermines trust in the BSCC.” (12:1) 
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“I would like to bring up that, while it's very unfortunate that, you know, that the public 
wasn't really involved in in the process, I just want to voice my concerns that this has 
been like a kind of a pattern with when the BSCC holds these listening sessions. I 
understand that it’s the Committee's right to go ahead and end the commitment or call 
right after public comment. But there are folks that, when given this timeline, you know, 
the advocacy community is struggling to get more folks on these calls, and when we're 
given like a specific time we would hope that the BSCC respects that time.” (22:3) 
 

 
“So again, I appreciate the feedback session, but I do feel like it's very quick because I 
understand it's all coming down quickly but, you know, having a little bit more oversight 
and accountability, I think, will help with the, you know, the flow of the quickness of this, 
you know, funding that needs to come down.” (23:2) 
 

 
“I appreciate the space provided for the stakeholder input today, but I do think that we 
need to acknowledge that many stakeholders, particularly those that are directly 
impacted and from community service providers, were not able to participate in today's 
session. This continues to have some signs point to the inaccessibility of this grant-
making process. 
 
Unfortunately, with less than three working-days’ notice and a scheduled time during 
many directly-impacted community members’ work hours, this really fails to address 
concerns about the non-inclusive process that we’ve seen rollout.” (24:5) 
 

 
Code: Only Probation Needs Surveyed 

 
Three (3) quotations 
 

 

“This public comment opportunity is inaccessible to critical community stakeholders. 

 

In December 2020, the working group issued a Request for Information (RFI) to determine 

counties’ infrastructure and programming needs relating to youth who will no longer face 

DJJ commitments. While SB 823 clearly states the grant should be used to support 

counties’ local continuum of care, the BSCC only collected input from one type of county 

agency - probation departments - to inform their funding recommendations. 

 

Unfortunately, the BSCC’s current funding recommendations assume a framework set 

forth solely by county probation departments. This current solicitation for public comment 

does not address community concerns stated at the February 11, 2021 BSCC Board 

meeting, which requested that the BSCC collect input from juvenile justice stakeholders 

in a formal manner on par with the survey responded to by county probation departments. 

While counties are the only eligible grant recipients, the BSCC has a responsibility to 
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establish priorities for this funding based on well-rounded information. 

 

Various stakeholders, including youth-serving public agencies, community-based 

organizations, and individuals who have been directly impacted by DJJ or youth 

detention, play a critical role in local juvenile justice systems. The BSCC must consider 

the array of supports, such as therapeutic programming and reentry services, which are 

critical to establishing county infrastructure for the care of high-needs youth.” (9:2) 

 

 
“In particular, looking at the drafted RFA, you know, we see that the recommendations 
were developed entirely on probation feedback that came through with that survey that 
went out in December and it doesn't take into account the varied ways that we can be 
addressing youths’ needs as we move through that transition from DJJ to the counties.” 
(24:6) 
 

 
“In particular I’d like to say that, you know, moving forward I'm interested to better 
understand how the BSCC plans to score these proposals, and would recommend that, 
while there's a time factor, that there be a scoring panel developed that includes 
membership with individuals who are directly experienced in the juvenile justice system, 
including youth service providers and individuals with expertise in positive youth 
development. 
 
At the very least, regardless of how applications are rated, looking over the RFA it's clear 
that there also needs to be rating factors developed that align with SB 823’s legislative 
intent and a rubric to be included for clear scoring considerations. Those are standardly 
included in BSCC’s other work and in RFA’s, more generally, so we really do need to see 
some of those rating factors included that align with the legislative intent.” (24:7) 
 

 
Code: Public Application Review 

 
One (1) quotation 
 

 

“The question for the Committee: In the past, the Board of State and Community 

Corrections, with all of their facility construction funding, whether it was on the adult side 

for jail construction or on round one and two of SB 81, allowed the public to provide 

public comment when the committee was reviewing applications. Will the Committee 

allow that to happen again, again, in line with what the Agency has done for all of the 

facility construction funding? 

What I mean is that, in the past, so for SB 81 round two, counties submitted 

applications, the Committee met in public so the public could attend it, see how the 

Committee was waiting the applications, and the public provide public comment. It 
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doesn't seem like this Committee has had any public meetings. So, what we're asking is 

that if the agency is going to be giving out millions of dollars to counties for facility 

construction funding, will the public have an opportunity to attend a public meeting and 

provide public comment on these applications?” (26:3)  
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Appendix F: Infrastructure Needs: Quotations Assigned to 

Each Code 
 

Code: Space and Equipment for Programming 

 
Four (5) quotations 
 

 

“By far, our most pressing infrastructure need is space and equipment for programming. 

The design of our building is such that a significant portion of the actual floorplan is 

dedicated to individual, locked sleeping rooms and very little open space for education 

and programming. Additional needs include furniture that is not only durable but 

comfortable and conducive to providing a therapeutic environment, interactive technology 

including smart TV’s, computers, tablets, white-boards and ergonomic chairs and tables 

or desks.” (1:1) 

 

 

“The County will provide housing, programming, and treatment to an estimated 150 DJJ 

youth following SB 823. These youth will be housed at Juvenile Halls which will require 

extensive infrastructure modifications and enhancements. The modifications needed, but 

not limited to are: secure space for the different levels of offending youth; create separate 

space for juveniles in long term commitment programs; create specialized program 

space; create treatment space; and create space necessary to separate youth by age or 

other factors. Also, enhancements needed include the creation of new specific 

programing for DJJ youth; security for DJJ youth; health and mental health services; 

female youth specific secure housing; youth space; and technology enhancements.” (8:1) 

 

 

“Minimally, Butte County has a need for such things as increased security fencing, 

enhanced programming areas, and upgraded security monitoring equipment.” (11:3) 

 

 

“Counties need to be investing in building up the infrastructure for rehabilitative 
programming inside of these facilities, as well as looking at reentry as something that 
happens far before release.” (24:1) 
 

 

“Ability to use funding for facility upgrades to transform spaces into more secure, 

therapeutic, home-like settings, youth and staff safety, recreational needs, and additional 

programming space.” (25:2) 
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Code: Provide Security 

 
Three (3) quotations 
 

 

“The County will provide housing, programming, and treatment to an estimated 150 DJJ 

youth following SB 823. These youth will be housed at Juvenile Halls which will require 

extensive infrastructure modifications and enhancements. The modifications needed, but 

not limited to are: secure space for the different levels of offending youth; create separate 

space for juveniles in long term commitment programs; create specialized program 

space; create treatment space; and create space necessary to separate youth by age or 

other factors. Also, enhancements needed include the creation of new specific 

programing for DJJ youth; security for DJJ youth; health and mental health services; 

female youth specific secure housing; youth space; and technology enhancements.” (8:1) 

 

 

“Minimally, Butte County has a need for such things as increased security fencing, 

enhanced programming areas, and upgraded security monitoring equipment.” (11:3) 

 

 

“Ability to use funding for facility upgrades to transform spaces into more secure, 

therapeutic, home-like settings, youth and staff safety, recreational needs, and additional 

programming space.” (25:2) 

 

 

Code: Female Housing 

 
One (1) quotation 
 

 

“The County will provide housing, programming, and treatment to an estimated 150 DJJ 

youth following SB 823. These youth will be housed at Juvenile Halls which will require 

extensive infrastructure modifications and enhancements. The modifications needed, but 

not limited to are: secure space for the different levels of offending youth; create separate 

space for juveniles in long term commitment programs; create specialized program 

space; create treatment space; and create space necessary to separate youth by age or 

other factors. Also, enhancements needed include the creation of new specific 

programing for DJJ youth; security for DJJ youth; health and mental health services; 

female youth specific secure housing; youth space; and technology enhancements.” (8:1) 
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Code: Treatment Space 

 
One (1) quotation 
 

 

“The County will provide housing, programming, and treatment to an estimated 150 DJJ 

youth following SB 823. These youth will be housed at Juvenile Halls which will require 

extensive infrastructure modifications and enhancements. The modifications needed, but 

not limited to are: secure space for the different levels of offending youth; create separate 

space for juveniles in long term commitment programs; create specialized program 

space; create treatment space; and create space necessary to separate youth by age or 

other factors. Also, enhancements needed include the creation of new specific 

programing for DJJ youth; security for DJJ youth; health and mental health services; 

female youth specific secure housing; youth space; and technology enhancements.” (8:1) 
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Appendix G: RFA Recommendations: Quotations Assigned 

to Each Code 
 

Code: Oversight 

 
Two (2) quotations 
 

 

“…where's the oversight for the counties? Who is controlling, you know, the 

communication between the counties and the community, and is there any expectation 

that the county would have to communicate with us? Because it has been clear that, in a 

lot of places they don't want to communicate with community-based organizations and 

advocates who are working to better meet the needs of our young people, and if these 

meetings are going to continue to be private and had without our input, where is the 

example that's being set for the counties to actually include us in these conversations?” 

(21:1) 

 

 

“I think that's probably what my major comment is concerned with – the oversight, 

agreeing Aditi and Esteban, you know, not understanding very clearly about what is 

actually being intended to do at the county-site level. My concern is the oversight, you 

know, making sure that subcommittees are being met, the reporting. As of now, some of 

the funding that has been currently given at the county level, there's still no health 

accountability for outcomes and measures and we’d love to see more oversight and 

ensuring that trauma informed practices are being instilled, that the funding is going, being 

inclusive of all community members, especially those who are impacted by the most, 

which is youth and those who have been incarcerated, which at present moment just don't 

have enough community endpoint in that.” (23:1) 

 

 

Code: Project Outline 

 
One (1) quotation 
 

 

“But, frankly it's impossible to determine what the impact is going to be because there 

isn't any grant reporting in the outline. The RFA only requires two pages on project need 

and description. There's no budget, there's no reporting, and there's minimal planning 

required. 

 

Counties can seemingly write anything and will receive funding. So, therefore, we asked 

the BSCC and the Executive Steering Committee to shift the funding” (26:2) 
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Code: RFA Best Practices 

 
One (1) quotation 
 

 

“I also would ask that the RFA include an appendix with best practices and, in particular, 

definitions for some key elements of SB 823 such as positive youth development, which 

was directly referenced in the legislation and should be upheld in this grant. Thank you 

very much for your consideration today.” (24:4) 
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