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COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS PARTNERSHIP MEETING 
Kern County Probation Department 

June 9, 2011 
 

MINUTES 
 
Meeting called to order by Chairman David Kuge at 8:30 a.m.     
 
Members present:  David Kuge, Rosemary Wahl, Pat Cheadle, Karen Goh, John Nilon, Lisa 
Green, Dominic Eyherabide, Deanna Cloud, Candy Gutman, John Lindsay, Lilia Alvarez, 
Jayne Stuart, TR Merickel and Sandra Quigley.   
 
Not present were Donny Youngblood, Greg Williamson, Arthur Titus, Tom Corson, Christine 
Lizardi Frazier, Verna Lewis, James Waterman. 
 
David M. Kuge, Chief Probation Officer 
 
Both the SB 678 and AB 109 membership groups combined due to similarity in objects and 
goals.  Chief Probation Officer’s of California (CPOC) first organization to step up and work 
with the governor.  Sheriff and Police Associations followed suit and are all working closely 
with the governor and legislature on how to implement these programs.  Main concern is 
funding.  As with Prop. 36, funding was promised then eventually drawn back; however, 
CPOC pushed the State Constitutional Amendment and has been pushing ever since.  
CPOC has met with Governor Brown and hoping funding will go through.  All organizations 
in agreement, only way to run this is with continued funding to the counties in order to work 
with the inmates that are coming back to us. All organizations got on board early to 
hopefully be able to be a part of the solution and put out ideas.  CPOC pushed for the State 
Constitutional Amendment to guarantee funding for the counties so it will be less easily to 
be taken away.   
 
Introduction of all members, David Kuge, Chief Probation Officer, Deanna Cloud, Kern 
County Mental Health, Lily Alvarez, Kern County Alcohol and Drug Program Administrator, 
Candy Gutman, Employers Training Resource, Dominic Eyherabide, Kern County Public 
Defender, Jayme Stewart, Kern County Network for Children, Pat Cheadle, Director of 
Human Services, Karen Goh, 5

th
 District Supervisor, Sandra Quigley, CAO – Budget 

Analyst for public safety departments, Rosemary Wahl, Undersheriff, Kern County Sheriff’s 
Office, John Lindsay, Kern County Superintendent of Schools, John Nilon, County 
Administrative Officer, Lisa Green, District Attorney, TR Merickel, Adult Probation Division 
Director. 
 
TR Merickel was asked to sit in on the meetings due to being familiar with the AB 109 Bill 
and will be in charge of Adult operations when programs are implemented. 
 
There are still a lot of “unknowns” regarding the funding and implementation.”  Not sure 
where funding for AB 109 Bill will come from, whether it will be a Constitutional Amendment 
or if it will be coming from the General Fund.   
 
Both the SB 678 Committee and AB 109 Executive committees are subject to the “Brown 
Act.”  Members cannot discuss issues or voting matters outside of the meetings.  Meetings 
are to be publicized and posted for the public’s response at least 72 hours in advance. 
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SB 678 Bill was signed in October 2009.  Has been implemented.  For both SB 678 and AB 
109 requires for committees to be formed.  The Chief Probation Officer was designated as 
chairman for both by the State Legislature, including Presiding Judge of Superior Court or 
his designee.  Chief Kuge stated the Presiding Judges do not want to participate in the 
meeting because they would like to be able to discuss issues regarding both bills with Chief 
Kuge at any time; therefore they chose to not be involved in the meeting process.  
Membership includes County Administrative Officer, Sheriff, District Attorney, Public 
Defender, a Police Chief, Director of Human Services, Director of Mental Health, Director of 
Employers Training Resource, Superintendent of Schools, County Administrator of Drug 
and Alcohol Program and representative from a community based organization.  These are 
the designees for both committees but we are not limited to this group.  If there are any 
other organizations, groups that anyone feels should/could be included in the group, Chief 
Kuge is open to inviting more people.   
 
AB 109 Bill, return of low-level or low-risk offenders (parolees) back to the County.  They 
will be actively supervised.  Does not designate who will supervise.  One requirement is the 
utilization and implementation of Evidence Based Programs.  Probation Department 
currently has these programs in place and already supervises Probationers.  Falls better 
within the Probation Department’s pervious of the job due to already performing an 
Evidence Based Assessment and the department can assess each person that comes out 
that has been in practice for over a year.  The Probation Department has Evidence Based 
Programs that are currently running such as the Day Reporting Center (DRC) that uses 
EBP’s.  Handout on definitions of Evidence Based Programs and the differences between 
Best Practices and Evidence Based Programs were given to all attendees.   There are 
some programs that have had some success but because they have not been studied, not 
enough data to collect in order to say it works as a classified Evidence Based Program. 
 
There will be a pot of money coming into the County for the AB 109.   
 
John Nilon received information from CSAC, a tentative allocation for Kern County is 
$14,000,000 or 3 percent of the total pot of $460,000,000.  Formula used for the first year is 
 
60 % - Average daily population 
30 % - County population within the ages of 18-64 years 
10 % - SB 678 success 
  
AB 109 Executive Committee which consists of a Chief Probation Officer, a Board 
Supervisor, Sheriff, a Police Chief and a Director of Human Services are the voting 
members.  Governor Brown will not implement program until funding is secured.  Hoping 
releases will not be made until funding is secured.  Funding will be distributed to the County 
in a lump sum.  Executive Committee will decide how money will be divided up.  Some 
money has been set aside for the District Attorney and Public Defender for the revocation 
hearings.  Also for CBO’s, the Sheriff to run Evidence Based Programs in custody and 
Court Security.  The Courts will also receive funding to handle the extra revocation 
hearings.  Hopefully there will be a decrease in revocation hearings and there will not be a 
need to send them back to prison.  Not enough bed space to hold all parolees.  Exact 
amount of releases unknown at this time.   
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Undersheriff Rosemary Wahl mentioned an approximate amount of 1019 or so.  Chief Kuge 
met with Judges and their estimate is close to 2000.  Program will not be retroactive; 
therefore, once implemented, releases will be made in small groups.  We will need to be 
prepared due to the uncertainty of when this will all take place.   
 
SB 678 – Money given back to the County in order to prevent those on probation from being 
revoked and going to prison.  A three year average of how many people on probation and 
how many were committed to prison during that time.  Then, the allocation of money came 
when it was looked at the 2009-2010 fiscal year because the bill was signed on October 
2009.  Unfortunately, Probation’s program was not up and running until October 2010, so 
we did not have a program in place when they calculated the numbers so the deduction of 
prison commitments did not go down and continued allocation for the first year is not going 
to come.  The Day Reporting Center (DRC) in danger of continuing to run and will play an 
important part in AB 109 for Probation.  Program can accommodate 100 people and maybe 
close to 200 per year in the current building space.  Program is utilizing Evidence Based 
Practices in the program and uses an assessment tool to determine which are good 
candidates for the program.  The Day Reporting Center takes high risk offenders and 
focuses on the 18-25 year-olds, the group that if they do go to prison, they will be there a 
long time, cost a lot of money and at the highest risk of going to prison.   
 
Karen Goh asked when the subject would be evaluated to be placed in the Day Reporting 
Center Program, is it once they are placed on Probation?  Chief confirmed, it would be once 
they are placed on Probation.  Probation does not participate in the Court process up until 
they are sentenced.  Once they are sentenced, cases are assessed and evaluated to see 
which ones would be appropriate for the program.  Karen Goh asked if she was violating the 
Brown Act by asking the question.  Chief mentioned, committee could talk about anything 
while they are in the group but once the meeting has terminated you can not meet together 
and talk about the issues involved. 
 
AB 109 – Inmates being released, many will be eligible for the Day Reporting Center (DRC).  
Would like to try to keep them from going back to prison.  Maximum population of 200 will 
have to be accommodated.  If there will be more to be accommodated, then we will have to 
look for a bigger building.  Currently there are 50 clients going through the program every 
six months.  The maximum capacity for this building is twice that amount. Without costing 
the department any more money.  Probation Department does not have the positions to 
supervise a larger program and will have to hire more Probation Officers for the Adult High 
Risk Offender Unit.  Hoping to fill vacancies to help supervise parolees.  Funding for 
additional officers can come from AB 109.  Vote will need to be taken by committee.  
Committee will need to talk about what direction to go, what type of programs and what can 
be done to service the parolees that are coming back.  Chief clarified, technically they will 
not be “parolees.”  It is not like the DJJ or the juveniles that are taken back to Court.  Their 
parole is dismissed and they are placed on Probation, they are not taken back to Court to 
change their status.  They are released from prison, parole will not have anything to do with 
them, we will supervise, they will be referred to as “Post Release Supervision.”    
 
One of the requirements is Evidence Based Practices (handout given with definitions of 
what Evidence Based Programs really means).  Evidence Based Risk Needs Assessment 
identifies the risk to reoffend.  Has several categories, low risk, moderate risk and three high 
risks, i.e. high drug, high property and high violence.  The high risk clients will be supervised 
heavily.  The low risk clients, if nothing is done with them, there is a 10 % recidivism rate for 
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that person.  If you take that same person through the Court process, put him in a program 
mixed with high risk clients, the recidivism rate jumps up to 30%.  Due to not having the 
resources, statistically it is better not to do anything with the client and have just a 10% 
recidivism instead of the 30% recidivism rate.  There will be of course exceptions, i.e., sex 
offenders will of course be put through the program regardless.  District Attorney has been 
very helpful and working well with us.  We have set aside a lot of low risk cases.  Craig 
Smith has come to review cases that have been assessed low risk.  With his help, he would 
review and recommend which ones should be filed on and the remaining we were able to 
handle informally through the Probation Department.  We are in need of a program for low 
risk offenders but we do not have the resources to do that; therefore, it is better to do 
nothing.   
 
Karen Goh suggested maybe getting Community Based Organization involved.  There are 
several that are already training in Evidence Based Practices or have staff prepared for that.  
Also maybe getting someone from the homeless collaborative involved due to where will 
some of these clients end up?  Supervisor Goh spoke with the chair of the homeless 
collaborative and they are very interested in participating.  Chief Kuge indicated contact had 
been made to several Community Based Organizations who might not perform Evidence 
Based Practices but are willing to be trained so they can provide the services and we can 
refer the low risk clients to them.  Supervisor Goh added a number of the Project 180 
partners have been training in Aggression Replacement Therapy (ART) and several of the 
other practices. 
 
Chief mentioned there are eight Criminogenic needs in the assessment, substance abuse is 
one of the top three needs.  Another one is anti-social peers, kids who are also involved in 
criminal conduct.  There is also, dysfunctional family, if they witness violence in the home.  
Their attitudes about committing crimes.  These are some of the eight Criminogenic needs.  
If there is one of the top three that we have tried to look for resources for him, we can 
override that and say there are no services available.  Then we will drop down to the next 
one.  Vocation/Education is another one on the assessment.  We will help them prepare for 
possibly obtaining their first job.  Bridges Academy helps the kids prepare and obtain 
resources.  
 
Chief Kuge asked what are goals we need to accomplish from this group?  Do we need an 
MOU between all agencies stating they will be able to dedicate certain resources to help.  
First participation and coordination is needed.  Funding can be determined at a later date.  
There will need to be a free exchange of data and information between agencies in order to 
track the outcomes of successes.  A close eye will be kept to verify. 
 
The Probation Department is training in Evidence Based Practices and has trainers that can 
help train in certain areas.  We can provide services to other agencies for free.  The more 
trainers we have will help offer more of a variety and will alleviate the responsibility for just 
one agency.  There are three basic EBP modalities, Cognitive Behavioral Treatment 
(CBT) and is currently being used at the Day Reporting Center (DRC) and Bridges Career 
Development Program and has been successful.  Substance abuse, Mental Health is using 
the Matrix and will play an important role and the Vocational/Educational Training are the 
three that need to be focused on.   
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All Juvenile Probation staff has attended the Positive Achievement Change Tool (PACT), 
and Adult Probation staff has attended and received training for Static Risk Offender’s 
Needs Guide (STRONG).  TR Merickel was the project manager for the department and 
was in charge of overseeing the training of all adult staff in this area. 
 
There will also need to be sanctions.  Jail should not be the first choice, we need to think 
about sentences and sanctions for both the adults and the kids (kids-adults who are still on 
juvenile probation).  Both the Day Reporting Center and the Bridges Academy focus on the 
high risk and would like to continue to work with “high risk” in their programs.  For sanctions, 
jail has to be an option at some point, flash incarceration that is available to us without 
going to Court and it is up to 14 days (unclear if it is 14 days within 3 years or 14 days for 
each flash incarceration).  Rosemary Wahl mentioned the Sheriff has committees forming at 
the state level to try to work through all those issues due to not being very clear.   
 
Chief Kuge mentioned there was another possible sanction of the Electronic Monitoring 
Program.  Probation has 100 units available for use but does not have the staff to supervise 
those participating in the program.  Probation currently uses a sliding scale for payment to 
participate in the program.  According to AB 109, you cannot exclude those who cannot 
pay.  Chief Kuge is hoping with the AB 109 could maybe help supplement.  Rosemary Wahl 
expressed concern regarding the need for services while they are incarcerated as well.  
“Services are needed while they are in custody, average length of stay in-custody is about 4 
months, so it is really important that resources are arranged then bridged over once the 
release is made.”  Chief Kuge mentioned that part of the lump sum should be dedicated to 
the jail for providing Evidence Based Services while they are in custody.  Will need to look 
into what services can be provided in the facility.  One of the EBP services is Motivational 
Interviewing which Probation staff is training to use and assess the individual.  Process 
takes approximately 1 hour and 30 minutes.  Rosemary Wahl also expressed the concern 
that staff in the jail will be unable to provide a service such as Motivational Interviewing due 
to not having enough staff to perform the interviews.  It will take a collaborative to provide 
the services.  Not one department will be able to do everything.    
 
SB 678, 18-25 year old inmates that have never been to prison. 
Those that are in prison right now, part of the 46,000, being released, any where from 1000 
to 2000 at one time. 
Non, non, non (Non violent, non serious, non sexual offense) – staying in local prison and 
then released. 
 
Post Release Supervision are those who are currently serving a prison sentence will not be 
released early.  Those being convicted and sentenced after July 1, 2011 or when the bill 
becomes implemented will be sent directly to the jail.  
  
Lily Alvarez asked if learning disabilities were included in the assessment process or if the 
mother’s use information during her pregnancy.  TR Merickel confirmed the mother is not 
included in this assessment at this time.  This assessment is basically for the recidivism or 
criminogenic needs.   
 
Karen Goh asked what the per participant annual cost is at the Day Reporting Center.  
Chief Kuge confirmed it is about $800,000 per year to run 100 people through the program.  
If attendance is increased, operating cost will not double but cost will definitely increase 
possibly to over $1,000,000.  The Day Reporting Center currently offers services using 
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Community Based Organizations and will continue to do so but on a larger scale if 
attendance is increased.  This first year will be the first year that we receive the largest 
amount of releases thereafter it will decrease.   
 
Lily Alvarez suggested maybe for next meeting the Probation Department have some slim 
charts or tracking prepared showing the different populations and show estimation of how 
each one might look.   
 
There was discussion between several members as to the appropriate age group to help in 
the new program.  It was mentioned, the older parolees would probably not benefit from the 
program.  Our program will focus on the 18-30 age group. 
 
Rosemary Wahl added, the number of inmates sentenced to prison from July 2010 through 
June 8, 2011, was 864.  617 males and 129 females were stayed under AB 109 (locally). 
 
Chief Kuge mentioned although we did not received continued funding through SB 678 for 
next fiscal year, does not mean we cannot receive the funding for the following year.  It is 
based on the total number of inmates currently in the program then it will be determined 
how much money will be distributed between each of the counties.  $1,000,000 is left from 
SB 678 and CPOC will distribute to the counties who did not receive funding. 
 
Department of Juvenile Justice (DJJ) will no longer supervise juveniles as well as house 
them; however, they will be keeping some facilities open.  Not sure how they will run their 
program.  One scenario, all in or all out, if we do not send anyone to DJJ, then they will give 
us money to handle locally or if we do send juveniles then DJJ keeps the money and we 
would be able to send as many as we want.  Second scenario is “Buy back system” where 
we would contract back with DJJ to house juveniles, we would pay per bed use, in 
approximately an amount of $250,000 per year.     
 
Another option is to offer the Work Release Program.  Chief Kuge confirmed that will be a 
possibility in the future.  Rosemary Wahl suggested having them sentenced by the Court 
into the program as an option.   We will need to look into payment options for Work 
Release.   
 
Lilly Alvarez asked if there was a possibility to lease bed space from a correctional facility.  
Chief Kuge confirmed the money we would be receiving would not be enough to pay to 
run/staff the facility. 
 
Chief Kuge asked everyone if both groups would like to meet at one time or separate into 
the two groups (sub committees).  The voting group will determine how the money is spent 
and where is will go to.  Suggested for the next meeting developing objective goals and 
outcome; what do we want to accomplish?; how are we going to go about doing it?; what 
kind of outcomes our we looking for?  Suggested obtaining MOU’s from departments stating 
they will participate. 
 
The next meeting has been set for Wednesday, July 13, 2011.  The meeting will be held at 
the Kern County Probation Department main conference room at 8:30 a.m.     
 
The meeting was adjourned at 10:24 a.m.  


