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SENATE PUBLIC SAFETY COMMITTEE:  6-0, 6/24/25 

AYES:  Arreguín, Seyarto, Caballero, Gonzalez, Pérez, Wiener 

 

SENATE HUMAN SERVICES COMMITTEE:  5-0, 7/7/25 

AYES:  Arreguín, Ochoa Bogh, Becker, Durazo, Limón 

 

SENATE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE:  7-0, 8/29/25 

AYES:  Caballero, Seyarto, Cabaldon, Dahle, Grayson, Richardson, Wahab 

 

ASSEMBLY FLOOR:  79-0, 6/2/25 - See last page for vote 

  

SUBJECT: Juveniles:  incarcerated parent:  visitation 

SOURCE: All of Us or None of Us, Orange County Chapter 

 A New Way of Life Re-Entry Project 

 Families Inspiring Reentry & Reunification 4 Everyone  

 Starting Over 

 Legal Services for Prisoners with Children 

DIGEST: This bill requires any order placing a child in foster care and 

ordering reunification services to include specified provisions if the parent 

of the dependent child is incarcerated in a county jail, including, that the 

incarcerated parent is entitled to regularly scheduled, in-person visitation, 

that the county jail is required to ensure that the incarcerated parent is made 

available to attend regularly scheduled, in-person visits with their dependent 

child, and that the child welfare agency and county jail are required to 

document all scheduled visits and submit that documentation to the court at 

each hearing in the dependency action. 
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ANALYSIS:   

 

Existing law: 

 

1) Provides the grounds for which the juvenile court which may adjudge a 

person to be a dependent child of the court, including, among other 

grounds, that the child has suffered, or there is a substantial risk that the 

child will suffer, serious physical harm or illness, or that the child’s 

parent has been incarcerated and cannot arrange for the care of the child. 

(Welfare (Welf.) & Institutions (Inst.) Code, § 300, subds. (a)-(j).) 

 

2) Requires the court to order reasonable reunification services if a parent or 

guardian is incarcerated unless the court determines by clear and 

convincing evidence that those services would be detrimental to the 

child. (Welf. & Inst. Code, § 361.5, subd. (e)(1).) 

 

3) Requires the court to consider, in determining detriment, the age of the 

child, the degree of parent-child bonding, the length of the sentence, the 

length and nature of the treatment, the nature of the crime or illness, the 

degree of detriment to the child if services are not offered and, for 

children 10 years of age or older, the child’s attitude toward the 

implementation of family reunification services, the likelihood of the 

parent’s discharge from incarceration within the reunification time 

limitations, and any other appropriate factors. (Welf. & Inst. Code, § 

361.5, subd. (e)(1).) 

 

4) Requires the court to consider, in determining the content of reasonable 

services, the particular barriers to an incarcerated parent’s access to those 

court-mandated services and ability to maintain contact with the child, 

and to document this information in the child’s case plan. (Welf. & Inst. 

Code, § 361.5, subd. (e)(1).) 

 

5) Provides that reasonable reunification services for an incarcerated parent 

and their child may include, but is not be limited to, all of the following: 

 

a) Maintaining contact between the parent and child through collect 

phone calls; 

b) Transportation services, when appropriate; 

c) Visitation services, when appropriate; and, 
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d) Attendance of counseling, parenting classes, or vocational training 

programs as part of the reunification service plan if actual access to 

these services is provided. (Welf. & Inst. Code, § 361.5, subd. (e)(1).) 
 

6) Prohibits reunification services from being denied to parents and 

guardians in custody prior to conviction. (Welf. & Inst. Code, § 361.5, 

subd. (e)(4).) 

 

7) Authorizes the court to make any and all reasonable orders for the care, 

supervision, custody, conduct, maintenance, and support of the child, if a 

child is adjudged a dependent child of the court. (Welf. & Inst. Code, § 

362, subd. (a).)  

 

8) Authorizes the court, in order to facilitate coordination and cooperation 

among agencies, to, at any time after a petition has been filed, join in the 

juvenile court proceedings any agency that the court determines has 

failed to meet a legal obligation to provide services to a dependent child, 

regardless of the status of the adjudication. (Welf. & Inst. Code, § 362, 

subd. (b)(1).)   

 

9) Requires any order placing a child in foster care and ordering 

reunification services to provide the following in order to maintain the 

ties between the parent or guardian and any siblings and the child, and to 

provide information relevant to deciding if, and when, to return a child to 

the custody of their parent or guardian, or to encourage or suspend 

sibling interaction: 

 

a) Visitation between parent or guardian and the child being as frequent 

as possible, consistent with the well-being and safety of the child; 

b) Visitation between the child and any siblings, unless the court finds by 

clear and convincing evidence that sibling interaction is contrary to 

the safety or well-being of either child; and, 

c) If the child is a teen parent who has custody of their child and that 

child is not a dependent of the court, visitation among the teen parent, 

the child’s noncustodial parent, and appropriate family members, 

unless the court finds by clear and convincing evidence that visitation 

would be detrimental to the teen parent. (Welf. & Inst. Code, § 362.1, 

subd. (a).) 

 

This bill: 
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1) Requires an order placing a child in foster care and ordering reunification 

services to include all of the following if the parent of the child is 

incarcerated in a county jail and the court has ordered reasonable services 

to the parent:  

 

a) That the incarcerated parent is entitled to regularly scheduled, in-

person visitation and that the county jail ensure that the incarcerated 

parent is made available to attend those regularly scheduled, in-person 

visits with their dependent child, unless in-person visits are not 

feasible due to logistical or safety concerns at the jail or the court 

finds that in-person visitation between the dependent child and the 

incarcerated parent would be detrimental to the child’s well-being.  

b) That the county jail facilitate the incarcerated parent’s participation in 

regularly scheduled visitation using videoconferencing technology or 

telephonic communication if regularly scheduled, in-person visitation 

is not feasible due to logistical or safety concerns at the county jail. 

Specifies that dependent children 12 years of age and older may opt to 

use videoconferencing technology or telephonic communication in 

lieu of in-person visits, and dependent children under 12 years of age 

may also opt to use videoconferencing technology or telephonic 

communication in lieu of in-person visits with the consent of their 

caregiver. 

c) That the child welfare agency coordinate with the county jail to ensure 

that the visitation schedule between the incarcerated parent and the 

dependent child is maintained and that, to the extent possible, there 

are no logistical barriers preventing incarcerated parents from 

participating in regularly scheduled visitation. 

d) That the child welfare agency and county jail document all scheduled 

visits, including, but not limited to, any cancellations of, or delays in, 

regularly scheduled visitation, and include a written explanation for 

any missed visits. This documentation shall be submitted to the court 

at each hearing in the dependency action. 

e) That the child welfare agency ensure the incarcerated parent is 

notified of their visitation rights, including instructions on how to 

request visitation, and how to participate in dependency proceedings, 

in writing, at the commencement of the dependency proceeding, or at 

the time of their detention, whichever occurs first. 

f) That community-based organizations with licensed visitation monitors 

may facilitate scheduled visits between an incarcerated parent and the 

dependent child. 
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2) Includes legislative findings and declarations. 

 

Background 

 

California’s child welfare services system was established to provide safety 

and protection to children from abuse, neglect, and exploitation. Reports of 

child abuse or neglect can be made to law enforcement or a county child 

welfare agency, and are often submitted by mandated reporters who are 

legally required to report suspected child abuse or neglect. When a report of 

suspected child abuse or neglect is made, a preliminary investigation is made 

to determine whether or not any action should be taken. If the social workers 

determines that court involvement is necessary, the child may remain in the 

custody of the parent or guardian, or may be removed from the physical 

custody of the parent of guardian if it is believed that the child is in 

immediate danger. The child’s social worker and the court collaborate to 

evaluate and review the circumstances of each case, seeking either 

reunification or placement outside of the home.  

 

When it is necessary for a child to be removed from the home of their parent 

or guardian, the primary objective of the child welfare system is to safely 

reunify the child with their caregiver. In most cases, the juvenile court will 

order reunification services, such as counseling for the family and parenting 

classes. Reunification services generally must be provided to parents. In 

some cases, reunification services “need not” be provided if the court finds 

by clear and convincing evidence that one of several specified conditions 

exist, including that the parent is suffering from a mental disability that 

renders the parent incapable of using the reunification services; the parent 

has caused the death of another child through abuse or neglect; the child or a 

sibling has been adjudicated a dependent as the result of several physical or 

sexual abuse; the parent has been convicted of a violent felony; or the parent 

has an extensive and chronic history of drug or alcohol abuse and has failed 

to comply with court-ordered treatment programs, among others. (Welf. & 

Inst. Code, § 361.5, subd. (b).) 

 

Proponents of this bill argue that current law does not adequately facilitate 

the provision of reunification services for incarcerated parents. To that end, 

this bill requires a county jail, when reunification services have been ordered 

for a parent incarcerated in the county jail, to ensure that the incarcerated 

parent is made available to attend the regularly scheduled, in-person visits 
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with their child that the parent is entitled to, unless the court finds by clear 

and convincing evidence that in-person visitation would be detrimental to 

the child’s well-being, or it is not feasible due to logistical or safety concerns 

at the jail. If the latter applies, the bill requires the county jail to facilitate the 

incarcerated parents’ participation in regularly scheduled visitation using 

videoconferencing technology or phone communication. This bill specifies 

that dependent children who are 12 or older may opt to use 

videoconferencing technology or phone communication in lieu of in-person 

visits, and dependent children under 12 may do the same with the consent of 

their caregiver. 

 

It is worth noting that several counties operate jails that do not offer in-

person visitation. As a result of counties moving to only offer video 

visitation, AB 964 (Medina) was introduced in 2019 which would have 

required all local detention facilities to offer in-person visitation. The 

Assembly Public Safety Committee analysis of that bill included the 

following information related to the adoption of video visitation:  

 

At least seven California counties (Kings, Madera, Napa, San 

Bernardino, San Diego, San Mateo, and Solano) have 

eliminated in-person visitation in at least one of their jails, 

meaning families there can only see their loved ones through a 

computer screen. 

 

Two counties (Imperial and Placer) have severely restricted in-

person visitation since adopting video visits. 

 

Nine additional counties (Lake, Orange, Riverside, San Benito, 

Shasta, Stanislaus, Tehama, Tulare, and Ventura) intend to 

renovate or build new facilities that have no space for in-person 

visits. 

 

This bill also requires the county child welfare agency to coordinate with the 

county jail to ensure that scheduled visitation is maintained and that there are no 

logistical barriers to participation in the visits, to the extent possible. This bill 

additionally requires the child welfare agency and county jail to document all 

scheduled visits and to submit this information to the court at each hearing in the 

dependency action. Finally, this bill requires the county welfare agency to provide 

information to the incarcerated parent of their visitation rights and how to 

participate in dependency proceedings. 



AB 1195 

 Page  7 

 

 

FISCAL EFFECT:  Appropriation: No Fiscal Com: Yes Local:  Yes 

According to the Senate Appropriations Committee: 

 Costs of an unknown but potentially significant amount to the counties to 

facilitate in-person and remote visitation for parents incarcerated in 

county jail. It is unclear whether county costs for these duties may be 

subject to General Fund reimbursement as a state mandate or whether 

they may be subject to Proposition 30 (2012). Proposition 30 provides 

that legislation enacted after September 30, 2012, that has an overall 

effect of increasing the costs already borne by a local agency for levels of 

service mandated by realignment apply to local agencies only to the 

extent that the state provides annual funding for the cost increase.   

 

 The California Department of Social Services (CDSS) reports that this 

bill will not result in state operations costs and will not result in local 

assistance costs.   

 

SUPPORT: (Verified 8/29/25) 

 

All of Us or None, Orange County Chapter (co-source) 

A New Way of Life Re-Entry Project (co-source)   

Families Inspiring Reentry & Reunification 4 Everyone (co-source)  

Starting Over (co-source) 

Legal Services for Prisoners with Children (co-source) 

ACLU California Action 

Alliance for Children’s Rights 

American Academy of Pediatrics, California 

Back to the Start 

California Public Defenders Association 

Center on Reproductive Rights and Justice at Berkeley Law 

Ella Baker Center for Human Rights 

Family Reunification Equity & Empowerment 

GRIP Training Institute 

Initiate Justice 

Initiate Justice Action 

Justice2Jobs Coalition  

La Defensa 

Public Counsel 

Riverside All of Us or None 
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Seneca Family of Agencies 

Smart Justice California 

OPPOSITION: (Verified 8/29/25) 

None received 

 

ASSEMBLY FLOOR:  79-0, 6/2/25 

AYES:  Addis, Aguiar-Curry, Ahrens, Alanis, Alvarez, Arambula, Ávila 

Farías, Bains, Bauer-Kahan, Bennett, Berman, Boerner, Bonta, Bryan, 

Calderon, Caloza, Carrillo, Castillo, Chen, Connolly, Davies, DeMaio, 

Dixon, Elhawary, Ellis, Flora, Fong, Gabriel, Gallagher, Garcia, Gipson, 

Jeff Gonzalez, Mark González, Hadwick, Haney, Harabedian, Hart, 

Hoover, Irwin, Jackson, Kalra, Krell, Lackey, Lee, Lowenthal, Macedo, 

McKinnor, Muratsuchi, Nguyen, Ortega, Pacheco, Papan, Patel, 

Patterson, Pellerin, Petrie-Norris, Quirk-Silva, Ramos, Ransom, Celeste 

Rodriguez, Michelle Rodriguez, Rogers, Blanca Rubio, Sanchez, Schiavo, 

Schultz, Sharp-Collins, Solache, Soria, Stefani, Ta, Tangipa, Valencia, 

Wallis, Ward, Wicks, Wilson, Zbur, Rivas 

 

Prepared by: Stephanie Jordan / PUB. S. /  

8/30/25 15:42:22 

****  END  **** 
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