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Introduction 
 

On August 15, 2017, the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors (Board) approved a motion 
to establish a Blue Ribbon Commission on Public Safety (Commission). The Commission was 
tasked with conducting a robust and in-depth analysis of department-specific strategies, 
challenges, and opportunities presented by Public Safety Realignment (AB 109), Proposition 47, 
and Proposition 57.  
 
In establishing the Commission, the Board outlined several deliverables and requested quarterly 
progress reports and a final one-year report.  This final one-year report discusses the 
Commission’s formation and launch, work conducted, and recommendations made.   
 
While the Blue Ribbon Commission on Public Safety sunsets with the submission of this report, 
the dedicated work by many stakeholders – including Commission members in their respective 
roles – does not.  To that end, findings and recommendations provided by the Commission can 
inform continuing efforts to improve the implementation of recent justice reforms – and by 
extension, the justice system as a whole. 
 

Criminal Justice Reform in California 
 

California has enacted significant justice system reforms in recent years.  These reforms have 
aimed to reduce incarceration, prioritize the provision of rehabilitative services, and/or transfer 
specified public safety functions from the state to local jurisdictions.   
 
While many reforms have been enacted, the Board of Supervisors identified three for the 
Commission to review: 
 

 Public Safety Realignment (AB 109): Signed into law in 2011, Public Safety 
Realignment included the following major components: 

o established local custody for certain non-violent, non-serious, non-sex felony 
offenders who were subject to prison sentences prior to AB 109; 

o modified state parole and created local “Post-Release Community Supervision” 
(PRCS) for certain offenders upon release from state prison; and 

o shifted parole (and newly created PRCS) revocation processes to the county court 
system. 
 

 Proposition 47: In November 2014, California voters approved Proposition 47, the Safe 
Neighborhoods and Schools Act. The initiative reduced certain non-serious and non-
violent drug and property offenses from felonies to misdemeanors and, beginning 
FY 2016-17, redirected anticipated State savings into programs for victim services, 
truancy prevention, and recidivism reduction. 
 

 Proposition 57: In November 2016, California voters approved Proposition 57, the 
Public Safety and Rehabilitation Act of 2016. This initiative: 1) allows parole 
consideration for persons convicted of non-violent felonies and early release based on 
credits for education and good behavior; and 2) provides juvenile court judges greater 
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The Board directed the Commission to conduct a robust and in-depth analysis of department-specific 
strategies, challenges, and opportunities presented by AB 109, Proposition 47, and Proposition 57, 
including, but not limited to: 
i. Working with stakeholders to recommend model programs and best practices to achieve successful 

outcomes for the justice involved population 
ii. An analysis of violent crimes that may be considered for parole pursuant to Proposition 57 
iii. Enhancing information sharing between CDCR and the Probation Department by building on the 

relationship already established and developing and training Probation staff on a list of "key" terms 
used in CDCR documents to ensure accurate understanding of their clients' complete risk and needs  

iv. Developing clear policies and procedures for meaningful revocation and flash incarceration for the Post 
Release Community Supervision (PRCS) program  

v. Conducting a focused study of randomly selected "very high risk" AB 109 Post-Release Supervised 
persons to identify successes and challenges of supervision, based on factors such as participation and 
compliance during PRCS, and providing recommendations to improve treatment outcomes and enhance 
public safety  

vi. Conducting an analysis of the top 100 misdemeanants under Proposition 47 with the highest recidivism 
rates and provide recommendations to improve rehabilitative services as well as options for detention  

vii. Developing a matrix to track the recidivism rate and successes of those released under Proposition 57, 
Proposition 47 and AB 109 and incorporating the findings into Probation's quarterly AB 109 report  

viii. Review the process by which funding is allocated to community-based organizations for rehabilitative 
and re-entry services  

ix. Conduct an analysis of the allocation of AB 109 funds to government and nongovernment entities.  
x. Consult with and consider other relevant stakeholders and studies for a holistic perspective, including:  

a. Crime trends, impacts on victims and local jails, and challenges for law enforcement partners;  
b. The County's Justice Metrics workgroup and the Public Safety Realignment Team (PSRT); and 
c. The Public Policy Institute of California for their study of AB 109 commissioned by the State 

flexibility when deciding whether juveniles age 14 years and older should be prosecuted 
and sentenced as adults. 

 
Additional information provided to the Commission summarizing the main provisions of these 
reforms is provided in Attachment I. 
 

Blue Ribbon Commission on Public Safety Tasks 
 

Recognizing the significance of the identified reforms and the breadth of current implementation 
efforts, the Board motion’s introductory language discussed the impetus for the establishment of 
the Commission and its work: 
 

“Extensive work has already been accomplished by various Departments and workgroups 
within the County. Much of this work continues, including that underway by the Public Safety 
Realignment Team (PSRT), the Justice Metrics Workgroup, and the Probation Department’s 
Critical Incident Review Team (CIRT).  

 
“Building upon these efforts will enable the Board to lead our County to achieve meaningful 
and thoughtful reforms to both advance rehabilitation and also protect public safety; goals 
that are not mutually exclusive.” 

 
The motion further guided the Commission’s work by identifying specific tasks, as outlined 
below.  The full motion approved by the Board is provided in Attachment II.   
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Commission Membership and Structure 
 

Membership 
 

Per the approved Board motion, the Commission was comprised of representatives from 
designated justice, public safety, health, and government agencies, as well as appointments from 
each Board office, which included various members of the community.  The Office of the 
Countywide Criminal Justice Coordination Committee (CCJCC) was directed to staff the Blue 
Ribbon Commission on Public Safety. 
 
CCJCC worked with the specified agencies identified in the motion, and each formally 
designated its member representative to the Commission.  Board appointments to the 
Commission were confirmed at the October 24, 2017 Board meeting.  The Commission member 
roster is provided in Attachment III.1 
 
Election of Chairperson and Co-Chairperson 
 

Pursuant to the Board motion, the chair and co-chair were elected by the Commission’s 
membership.  Members elected Commissioner Stephen Larson as Chair of the Commission.  A 
former United States District Judge and former Chief of the Organized Crime and Racketeering 
Section of the U.S. Attorney’s Office in Los Angeles, Chair Larson is currently a partner in the 
law firm of Larson O’Brien, LLP.  He also serves on the Board of Directors of National 
Community Renaissance, a national non-profit organization that aims to promote healthy 
communities through the development of affordable housing and the provision of other social 
services.  
 
Members elected Commissioner Troy Vaughn as Co-Chair.  Co-Chair Vaughn has over 20 years 
of experience in executive roles for Los Angeles area non-profits, including Shields for Families, 
Lamp Community, and Weingart Center for the Homeless.  He is currently the Executive 
Director and Chair of the Los Angeles Regional Reentry Partnership, a network of organizations 
throughout Los Angeles County dedicated to creating viable housing and employment solutions 
and system-wide change for formerly justice-involved individuals. 
 
Establishment of Ad Hoc Subcommittees 

 

To help address the specific deliverables identified by the Board, the Commission also 
established five subcommittees.  These subcommittees met on an ad hoc basis throughout the 
duration of the Commission to review material and generate recommendations on certain topics 
for consideration by the Commission.  Each ad hoc subcommittee was comprised of members 
who could advise on the specific matters that the subcommittee was formed to address. 
 
The ad hoc subcommittees established by the Commission were as follows:  

                                                            
1 The Board motion identified the California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation (CDCR) as a member 
agency.  However, CDCR was unable to participate on the Commission.  The motion also established one member 
seat representing the labor-law enforcement community.  At its first meeting, the Commission selected the 
Association for Los Angeles Deputy Sheriffs (ALADS) to fill the labor-law enforcement community membership 
seat on the Commission. 
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 Subcommittee on Violent Crimes Statutes – This subcommittee was tasked with 
conducting an analysis of violent crimes that may be considered for inclusion under 
California Constitution Section 32, Article 1 (Proposition 57 parole eligibility).  
 

 Subcommittee on Flash Incarceration and Revocation Policies – This subcommittee 
was tasked with reviewing and developing recommendations for policies related to the 
effective use of flash incarceration and revocation of individuals on Post-Release 
Community Supervision (PRCS) pursuant to AB 109.  

 
 Subcommittee on Very High Risk AB 109 Supervised Persons – This subcommittee 

was tasked with reviewing PRCS cases with very high risk individuals, identifying 
supervision successes and challenges, and providing recommendations to improve 
treatment outcomes and enhance public safety.  

 
 Subcommittee on the Analysis of Misdemeanants Under Proposition 47 – This 

subcommittee was tasked with conducting an analysis of 100 misdemeanants under 
Proposition 47 with the highest recidivism rates and providing recommendations to 
improve rehabilitative service impacts and accountability.  

 
 Subcommittee on Model Programs and Best Practices – This subcommittee was 

tasked with reviewing existing services and recommending model programs and best 
practices to achieve successful outcomes for the justice-involved population. The 
subcommittee also reviewed resource allocation needs to support program 
implementation. 

 
The roster for each subcommittee is provided in Attachment IV. 
 

Commission and Ad Hoc Subcommittee Work 
 

The Blue Ribbon Commission on Public Safety held its first meeting on October 30, 2017 and 
met mostly on a monthly basis thereafter.  Its thirteenth and final meeting was held on November 
1, 2018. 
 
Matters brought before the Commission included administrative items, such as the establishment 
of Commission bylaws; informational presentations and updates; motions introduced by 
subcommittees or commissioners; and public comment. 
 
Presentations and Reports 
 

Information presented to the Commission covered the full breadth of the topics that the 
Commission members were directed to review.  The following is a listing and summary of 
information presented to and reviewed by the Commission during the course of its work. 
 
December 20, 2017 

 Overview of Probation’s community supervision operations, policies, and practices 
 Sheriff’s Department overview of law enforcement/patrol and custody operations 
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January 24, 2018 
 Office of Diversion and Reentry (ODR) overview of its mission, programs implemented, 

and plans 
 Los Angeles Regional Reentry Partnership (LARRP) presentation on community-based 

partnerships in justice reform implementation efforts  
 Los Angeles County Public Safety Realignment Team 2017 implementation report 

submitted to the Board of State and Community Corrections, summarizing key issues in 
the area of AB 109 supervision, custody, and rehabilitative/treatment services, as well as 
system-wide goals for 2018. 

 
February 28, 2018 

 County Chief Executive Office (CEO) presentation on the County’s AB 109 budget 
process and current budget allocation 

 
March 28, 2018 

 Presentation on the “Reducing Crime and Keeping California Safe Act,” a voter initiative 
that has since qualified for the November 2020 ballot  

 District Attorney’s Office presentations on prosecution operations, Proposition 57 parole 
impacts, and victims’ rights 

 
April 25, 2018 

 Sheriff Department’s presentation on departmental Proposition 47 data reports 
 
May 23, 2018 

 CDCR overview of the department’s implementation of Proposition 57 and its impacts 
 Californians for Safety and Justice presentation on justice reform efforts 
 Presentation of University of California, Irvine study, “Proposition 47 and Crime” 

 
June 27, 2018 

 Presentation of two Public Policy Institute of California studies: 
o “The Impact of Proposition 47 on Crime and Recidivism” 
o “Realignment and Recidivism in California” 

 
September 26, 2018 

 Presentation of data highlighting patterns of Los Angeles County health services use 
among specified AB 109 and Proposition 47 populations, as requested by the Ad Hoc 
Subcommittee on Very High Risk AB 109 Supervised Persons and the Ad Hoc 
Subcommittee on the Analysis of 100 Misdemeanants Under Proposition 47. 

 
October 24, 2018 

 Presentation on the Probation Department’s information sharing efforts with CDCR 
 
All of the presentations, accompanying reports, meeting agendas, minutes, and other material 
reviewed by the Commission are available online at: 
http://ccjcc.lacounty.gov/Blue-Ribbon-Commission 
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Motions Approved by the Commission 
 

The Blue Ribbon Commission on Public Safety approved six motions during the course of its 
work.  The motions are presented below for the Board of Supervisors’ consideration.  They are 
also summarized in Attachment V in relation to the Board directed tasks. 
 
The Commission utilized a common form for the submission of motions by subcommittees or 
individuals commissioners, including 1) a summary of the issue, 2) background or analysis, and 
3) the motion’s actual recommendations. 
 
It should be emphasized that actions taken by the Commission pertain only to the actual 
recommendations in each respective motion.  The summary and background language that was 
included with the motions is included for context.  However, votes are not reflective of any 
position by the Commission on the background language. 
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Motion 1 – In-Custody Substance Use Disorder (SUD) Treatment 
By: Ad Hoc Subcommittee on Model Programs and Best Practices  
 
Issue 
At any given time, over 70% of the County jail population is estimated to be in need of substance 
use disorder (SUD) treatment services (approximately 12,000 inmates).  While the County began 
delivery of in-custody SUD treatment services in 2017 and continues to identify expansion 
opportunities, the current capacity of 500 SUD treatment slots does not meet treatment needs in 
the county jail system.  Expanding SUD treatment capacity would better meet the needs of the 
existing population already in the county jail system and would also align with priority goals to 
reduce recidivism, advance public safety, and improve health outcomes.  
 
Subcommittee Discussion/Analysis 
In-custody mental health (MH) treatment is required by regulation, but SUD treatment is not.  
This has resulted in disparities in access to these services in the custody setting.  Additionally, 
the MH and SUD systems are distinct Medi-Cal carve outs in California and thus are distinct 
systems of care.  As a result, it cannot be assumed that because someone is receiving MH 
services that they are also receiving SUD services.  There is a common misperception that 
providing MH treatment means that SUD treatment is also being provided, which is often not the 
case.  As a result, there is a need to prioritize SUD treatment at parity with the focus on MH and 
physical health services in the criminal justice population.  

 
The California Society of Addiction Medicine (CSAM) lists SUD treatment in an incarcerated 
setting as a general standard, including the use of medications for addiction treatment in in-
custody settings.  SUD treatment is also an essential benefit under the Affordable Care Act 
(ACA). 
 
Motion 
The Blue Ribbon Commission on Public Safety recommends that the County: 
 

1) Provide in-custody SUD treatment services – including the delivery of medications for 
addiction treatment, counseling, and recovery support services – at a level consistent 
with federal parity requirements across the health system, so that equivalent efforts are 
made to link inmates with SUD treatment as with MH and physical health service in the 
correctional and post-release community treatment settings.  

 
2) Develop policies and procedures to ensure that all inmates – including those on 

restricted status – receive all medically necessary and appropriate health care services 
related to addiction and related disorders as appropriate for their conditions, including 
withdrawal management, treatment of addiction related medical conditions, treatment of 
addiction that includes evidence based psychosocial treatments, a comprehensive range 
of medications for addiction treatment specifically including opioid agonist 
pharmacotherapies, and education related to harm reduction and abstinence.  
Individuals who receive maintenance opioid agonist medications for opioid use disorder 
in the community should have access to these medications in corrections.  Individuals at 
risk for opioid overdose should have access to naloxone upon release.  
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3) Work with the Department of Health Services – Correctional Health, the Sheriff’s 

Department, and other partner agencies to identify resources to scale up SUD treatment 
services to the level of need and facilitate successful re-entry into the community, 
including necessary custody space requirements and security staffing and linkages to 
community-based SUD treatment upon release. 

 
References 
Shaner, R., Barr, A., Driscoll, P., Goldenberg, M., Hurley, B., Karan, L., Leipa, D., Ordorica, P., 
Tsai, G., Abramowitz, S. (2018). CSAM Standards for Access to Addiction Medicine Services. 
California Society of Addiction Medicine. (https://csam-asam.org/sites/default/files/File/csam-
_standards_of_access_approved2-2018.pdf ) 
 
Joint Public Correctional Policy Statement on the Treatment of Opioid Use Disorders for Justice 
Involved Individuals (2018) A Joint Statement by the American Correctional Association (ACA) 
and the American Society of Addiction Medicine (ASAM). 
(https://www.asam.org/advocacy/find-a-policy-statement/view-policy-statement/public-policy-
statements/2018/03/20/joint-public-correctional-policy-statement-on-the-treatment-of-opioid-
use-disorders-for-justice-involved-individuals) 
 
Belenko, S., Hiller, M., & Hamilton, L. (2013). Treating substance use disorders in the criminal 
justice system. Current psychiatry reports, 15(11), 414. 
 
Green, T. C., Clarke, J., Brinkley-Rubinstein, L., Marshall, B. D., Alexander-Scott, N., Boss, R., 
& Rich, J. D. (2018). Post incarceration fatal overdoses after implementing medications for 
addiction treatment in a statewide correctional system. JAMA psychiatry, 75(4), 405-407. 
 
Rich, J. D., McKenzie, M., Larney, S., Wong, J. B., Tran, L., Clarke, J., ... & Zaller, N. (2015). 
Methadone continuation versus forced withdrawal on incarceration in a combined US prison and 
jail: a randomized, open-label trial. The Lancet, 386(9991), 350-359. 
 
Hedrich, D., Alves, P., Farrell, M., Stöver, H., Møller, L., & Mayet, S. (2012). The effectiveness 
of opioid maintenance treatment in prison settings: a systematic review. Addiction, 107(3), 501-
517. 
 
Lee, J. D., Friedmann, P. D., Kinlock, T. W., Nunes, E. V., Boney, T. Y., Hoskinson Jr, R. A., ... 
& Gordon, M. (2016). Extended-release naltrexone to prevent opioid relapse in criminal justice 
offenders. New England journal of medicine, 374(13), 1232-1242. 
 
Kouyoumdjian, F. G., McIsaac, K. E., Liauw, J., Green, S., Karachiwalla, F., Siu, W., ... & 
Korchinski, M. (2015). A systematic review of randomized controlled trials of interventions to 
improve the health of persons during imprisonment and in the year after release. American 
journal of public health, 105(4), e13-e33. 
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Freudenberg, N., & Heller, D. (2016). A review of opportunities to improve the health of people 
involved in the criminal justice system in the United States. Annual review of public health, 37, 
313-333. 
 
Clemans-Cope, L., Kotonias, C., Marks, J., Center, J. P., & Health Policy Center (Urban 
Institute). (2017). Providing Medications at Release: Connecticut and Rhode Island. Urban 
Institute. (https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/publication/88041/meds_at_release_1.pdf) 
 
Barry, Colleen L., Ph.D., and Huskamp, Haiden A., Ph.D. (2011).  Moving beyond Parity – 
Mental Health and Addiction Care under the ACA.  New England journal of medicine, 365:973-
975.  (https://www.nejm.org/doi/full/10.1056/nejmp1108649) 
 
Commission Vote (Approved) 
 

Ayes (19):  Erika Anzoategui, Jenny Brown, Kellyjean Chun, Michael Davitt, Peter 
Espinoza, Josh Green, Bob Guthrie, Cherylynn Hoff, Stephen Johnson, Jamie Kyle, 
Stephen Larson, Sean Malinowski, Terri McDonald, Brian Moriguchi, Priscilla Ocen, 
Jose Osuna, Christopher Thompson, Troy Vaughn, and Andrea Welsing (proxy for 
Barbara Ferrer) 
 
Nays (0):  None 
 
Abstentions (0):  None 
 

Absent (6):  Peter Bibring, Scott Gordon, Mark Holscher, John Raphling, Robert Sass, 
and Brendon Woods 
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Motion 2 – Coordination of Funding Sources 
By: Ad Hoc Subcommittee on Model Programs and Best Practices  
 
Issue 
Individuals involved in the justice system present treatment/rehabilitative needs that may not be 
tied to their case status.  It is important that services can be accessed at multiple access points, 
that county partners effectively leverage multiple funding streams, and that transition plans 
between programs/funding be considered to promote continuity of care. 
 
Subcommittee Discussion/Analysis 
Recent justice reform efforts and County actions have helped expand the local infrastructure for 
providing rehabilitative and support services to justice-involved individuals.  However, funding 
streams to support that infrastructure – such as AB 109, Proposition 47, and SB 678 – can offer 
different focus areas.  It is important that individuals in need of services be able to access them at 
multiple access points and with continuity. 
 
As an example, in 2014, in recognition of the fact that a change in case status does not 
necessarily equate to a change in service needs, the Board approved a motion authorizing AB 
109 funds to be used to provide services to individuals who were terminated from AB 109 
supervision/custody in order to ensure needed services were not discontinued prematurely.   
 
Along these lines, there is opportunity for the County to ensure that the County utilizes funds in 
an effective and efficient manner to provide services needed and to promote continuity of care, 
as appropriate. 
 
Motion 
The Blue Ribbon Commission on Public Safety recommends that the County: 
 

1) Promote policies and plans that enable justice-involved individuals’ treatment needs to 
be met, regardless of their case status. 

 
2) Conduct a review of core funding sources supporting the delivery of 

treatment/rehabilitative services and applicable eligibility criteria. 
 

3) Develop policies and procedures that promote a coordinated and seamless transition 
between services provided via different funding sources, as appropriate, so that the 
provision of needed services is uninterrupted by a case status change. 

 
Commission Vote (Approved) 
 

Ayes (19):  Erika Anzoategui, Jenny Brown, Kellyjean Chun, Michael Davitt, Peter 
Espinoza, Josh Green, Bob Guthrie, Cherylynn Hoff, Stephen Johnson, Jamie Kyle, 
Stephen Larson, Sean Malinowski, Terri McDonald, Brian Moriguchi, Priscilla Ocen, 
Jose Osuna, Christopher Thompson, Troy Vaughn, and Andrea Welsing (proxy for 
Barbara Ferrer) 
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Nays (0):  None 
 
Abstentions (0):  None 
 

Absent (6):  Peter Bibring, Scott Gordon, Mark Holscher, John Raphling, Robert Sass, 
and Brendon Woods 
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Motion 3 – Custody Liaison Program 
By: Ad Hoc Subcommittee on Flash Incarceration and Revocation Policies  
 
Issue 
A high number of Post-Release Supervised Persons (PSPs) face multiple returns to custody due 
to violations, and there are often challenges in engaging them in the treatment and rehabilitative 
services needed.  One strategy to help engage individuals with their case plan is to enhance jail 
in-reach opportunities and connect with individuals while they are in custody through the 
development of a Custody Liaison Program. 
 
Subcommittee Discussion/Analysis 
Effective jail in-reach, including adequate assessment of needs, creation of service plans and 
connection to appropriate services, is best done by a multi-disciplinary team consisting of 
Probation, trained social work professionals, other justice partners, community based providers, 
and people who share lived experiences with AB 109 supervised people.   
 
Jail in-reach for AB 109 supervised persons in county jail during their returns to custody could 
increase an individual’s engagement with his/her case plan and connection to services.  Such an 
approach could be achieved with a team meeting, assessing, and referring an individual to 
appropriate services in custody, and assisting as the supervised person transitions back into the 
community.   
 
Custody liaisons would be co-located in jail facilities and would provide orientation, 
assessments, linkages to in-jail services, and linkages to services upon release in cooperation 
with the assigned field deputy probation officer (DPO) of record.  Custody liaisons could 
perform this function in conjunction with other partners, offering additional support to 
supervised individuals. 
 
Currently, Probation already aims to connect with supervised persons on a limited scale at the 
Twin Tower’s Community Reentry Resource Center (CRRC) when individuals are being 
released from jail.  This proposed effort would supplement the existing CRRC program.  This 
proposed effort would engage individuals prior to their release and ensure a warm hand off into 
the community. 
 
The subcommittee recognizes that resources would be needed to implement this strategy.  The 
County should look at existing programs that have experience in this type of work and consider 
expanding their capacity, such as drug treatment and mental health services in custody.   
 
Motion 
The Blue Ribbon Commission on Public Safety recommends that the County: 
 

1) Explore opportunities to implement a Custody Liaison Program – with teams comprised 
of Probation staff and County/Community partners – that would conduct jail in-reach 
with supervised persons in custody in order to increase their engagement with their case 
plans and improve connections to services. 
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2) Develop a data collection plan and evaluation process to measure the efficacy of the 
Custody Liaison Program. 

 
3) Identify resources needed and potential resource options to implement the Custody 

Liaison Program. 
 
Commission Vote (Approved) 
 

Ayes (20):  Erika Anzoategui, Jenny Brown, Kellyjean Chun, Michael Davitt, Peter 
Espinoza, Scott Gordon, Josh Green, Bob Guthrie, Cherylynn Hoff, Stephen Johnson, 
Jamie Kyle, Stephen Larson, Sean Malinowski, Terri McDonald, Brian Moriguchi, 
Priscilla Ocen, Jose Osuna, Christopher Thompson, Troy Vaughn, and Andrea Welsing 
(proxy for Barbara Ferrer) 
 
Nays (0):  None 
 
Abstentions (0):  None 
 

Absent (5):  Peter Bibring, Mark Holscher, John Raphling, Robert Sass, and Brendon 
Woods 
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Motion 4 – Data Collection Protocols and Metrics Related to Flash 
Incarceration and Revocation Policies 
By: Ad Hoc Subcommittee on Flash Incarceration and Revocation Policies  
 
Issue 
There is no data available to make an objective evaluation of the effectiveness of the Flash 
Incarceration and Revocation Policies.   

 
Subcommittee Discussion/Analysis 
Subcommittee members have requested data and asked if Probation or any other county 
department collects data or has otherwise studied outcomes of individuals on Post-Release 
Community Supervision (PRCS), including program outcomes and outcomes for those who have 
been flash incarcerated or had their probation revoked. 
 
The subcommittee has learned that data on outcomes, success and failure, has not been collected 
or is otherwise not available. 

 
The subcommittee is tasked with making recommendations about policy around Flash 
Incarcerations and Revocations, but cannot make an informed decision without information 
about the effectiveness of current policy.  This information would help county policy-makers 
make better informed decisions about which programs are effective and which are not. 
 
Data collected should include information about how often probation officers are requesting 
imposition of jail sentences through Flash Incarceration or Revocation and under what 
circumstances.  It should include information about how much jail time probation officers are 
requesting. 
 
This data must be gathered in such a way that it does not infringe on the privacy rights of 
probationers and should be available to the public. 

 
Motion 
The Blue Ribbon Commission on Public Safety recommends that the County: 
 

1) Develop data collection protocols and metrics for evaluating outcomes relative to Flash 
Incarceration and Revocation and the services and programs designed to help the PRCS 
population. 

 
2) Collect data concerning Flash Incarcerations and Revocations per the established 

protocol and that the data be reviewed by an independent entity not involved or 
associated with the implementation of AB 109.  This independent entity should receive 
input from the various county agencies involved in the implementation of AB 109, as well 
as community based organizations and formerly incarcerated people. 
 

3) Prioritize services in the community that address the specific needs of supervised 
individuals based on the data collected. 
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Commission Vote (Approved) 
 

Ayes (20):  Erika Anzoategui, Jenny Brown, Kellyjean Chun, Michael Davitt, Peter 
Espinoza, Scott Gordon, Josh Green, Bob Guthrie, Cherylynn Hoff, Stephen Johnson, 
Jamie Kyle, Stephen Larson, Sean Malinowski, Terri McDonald, Brian Moriguchi, 
Priscilla Ocen, Jose Osuna, Christopher Thompson, Troy Vaughn, and Andrea Welsing 
(proxy for Barbara Ferrer) 
 
Nays (0):  None 
 
Abstentions (0):  None 
 

Absent (5):  Peter Bibring, Mark Holscher, John Raphling, Robert Sass, and Brendon 
Woods 
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Motion 5 – Research Strategy and Data Infrastructure 
By: Ad Hoc Subcommittee on Very High Risk AB 109 Supervised Persons and the Ad Hoc 
Subcommittee on the Analysis of Misdemeanants Under Proposition 47 
 
Issue 
The establishment of a responsive research strategy and the continued improvement of the 
County’s data infrastructure are needed to effectively evaluate challenges, successes and 
outcomes of justice reforms and policies, including but not limited to, AB 109 and Proposition 
47. 
 
Background/Analysis 
The Blue Ribbon Commission on Public Safety was tasked by the Board with: 

a) conducting a focused study of randomly selected “very high risk” AB 109 Post-
Release Supervised persons to identify successes and challenges of supervision, based 
on factors such as participation and compliance during PRCS, and providing 
recommendations to improve treatment outcomes and enhanced public safety; and 

b) conducting an analysis of the top 100 misdemeanants under Prop 47 with the 
highest recidivism rates and providing recommendations to improve rehabilitative 
services as well as options for detention. 

 
To conduct this work, the Commission established an Ad Hoc Subcommittee on Very High Risk 
AB 109 Supervised persons and an Ad Hoc Subcommittee on the Analysis of Misdemeanants 
under Proposition 47 with the highest recidivism rates.  CCJCC, on behalf of the BRC, requested 
a study by the County’s Office of the Chief Information Officer (OCIO) to match anonymized 
data on these sub-populations with other administrative data in order to identify patterns and 
trends of each sub-population’s interaction with County health and behavioral health agencies. 
 
In conjunction with recidivism data generated by the Information Systems Advisory Body 
(ISAB), this project presented an initial view of subject populations over a three-year period. 
This effort provides various data on service contacts with County health agencies and helps 
provide a framework for further analysis.  Probation, the Sheriff’s Department and other 
impacted agencies will continue to work with OCIO and ISAB to explore potential future data 
matching projects and opportunities. 
 
However, while much can be gained from this analysis and continued work, the study was 
limited by two main challenges.  First, because the OCIO research was outlined years after 
implementation of the Proposition 47 and AB 109 reforms, it was guided by what data was 
available from operational systems rather than by the research questions most meaningful for 
policymakers.  Second, current technical and operational barriers made it difficult to integrate 
anonymized data from across the health and justice domains.  This prohibited a holistic review of 
service provision balanced against recidivism or return to custody data. 
 
To address these and other challenges, the County needs a research strategy and enabling data 
infrastructure to swiftly measure justice outcomes and to evaluate program effectiveness.  For 
example, research could help ensure that targeted interventions are meaningful and that services 
are being provided based on the individualized risk and needs of the county’s supervised 
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population.  Critically, research would also help assess the consequences and results of justice 
initiatives, identify specific impacts unique to the County, and help inform policy making and 
legislative advocacy efforts. 
 
The need to better measure outcomes of various policy interventions and the challenges to doing 
so have been recognized by, and the focus of, multiple County efforts, including the Justice 
Metrics Project, ISAB’s Justice Automated Information Management System initiative, and the 
2016-2021 Los Angeles County Strategic Plan. 
 
The following motion builds on these existing efforts. 
 
Motion 
The Blue Ribbon Commission on Public Safety recommends that the County: 
 

1) Prioritize the establishment of a research strategy, in conjunction with current efforts, 
that identifies the key research questions and metrics needed to assess outcomes of 
various criminal justice policies and County practices to improve treatment outcomes, 
enhance public safety, and improve rehabilitative services as well as options for 
detention. This strategy should outline how existing data can be utilized to answer key 
questions and should inform new data collection and sharing needed to realize the 
research. This strategy should be revisited and updated as laws, policies, and practices 
change to ensure that the County has a plan to continually measure outcomes and has 
the data needed to do so. 

 
2) Continue to prioritize the development of data infrastructure that enables justice data 

to be legally and responsibly connected to data from health and other domains so 
that the research strategy can be implemented. 

 
3) Identify resources needed to carry out these actions, such as staff capacity needs and 

partnerships with criminal justice research entities needed to help develop the short-
term and long-range research strategies that maximize the use of existing data and 
guide the deliberate enhancements to existing systems. 

 
Commission Vote (Approved) 
 

Ayes (19):  Erika Anzoategui, Peter Bibring, Jenny Brown, Kellyjean Chun, Peter 
Espinoza, Scott Gordon, Josh Green, Bob Guthrie, Cherylynn Hoff, Stephen Johnson, 
Jamie Kyle, Stephen Larson, Sean Malinowski, Terri McDonald, Brian Moriguchi, Jose 
Osuna, Robert Sass, Christopher Thompson, and Troy Vaughn  
 
Nays (0):  None 
 
Abstentions (1):  John Raphling 
 
Absent (5):  Michael Davitt, Barbara Ferrer, Mark Holscher, Priscilla Ocen, and Brendon 
Woods 
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Motion 6 – Data Collection on Impact of Proposition 47 and Treatment 
Options 
By: Commissioner Stephen Johnson 
 
Issue 
Data is not available to make an objective evaluation of the effectiveness of the Safe 
Neighborhoods and Schools Act (Prop. 47) and its intent to provide services to those who need 
mental health or substance abuse treatment, and/or victim services. 
 
Background/Analysis 
Passed by voters in 2014, Prop. 47 reduced certain crimes from felonies to misdemeanors and 
provided for the delivery of rehabilitative and victim services funded by the savings generated by 
the reduction in the California State prison population. 
 
Under the initiative, the savings were intended to be used to provide additional funding for 
truancy prevention, mental health and drug abuse treatment, and other programs designed to 
keep offenders out of prison and jail.  If such funding increased participation in these programs 
and made participants less likely to commit future crimes, the initiative would result in future 
additional savings to the state and counties. 
 
The Board requested that the Commission: 

o Work with all stakeholders to recommend model programs and best practices to achieve 
successful outcomes for the Prop. 47 population. 

o Conduct an analysis of the top 100 misdemeanants under Prop. 47 with the highest 
recidivism rates and provide recommendations to improve engagement and rehabilitative 
services as well as options for detention. 

o Develop a matrix to track recidivism rates and successes for those arrested under Prop. 
47 offenses and incorporate the findings into strategies for reducing recidivism, as well 
as potential legislative remedies.   
 

Several presentations and reports were provided to the Commission and its subcommittees 
related to these tasks: 

 The University of California at Irvine (UCI) Study presented to the Commission 
evaluated crime data and projections of crime data in California and a virtual California 
(created as a comparison model for the research) since the passage of Prop 47.  The study 
stated that prison savings were less than what was anticipated and that violent crimes had 
risen, but the rise in crime was not caused by Prop. 47.  The study also stated that larceny 
and motor vehicle thefts had increased following the implementation of the initiative.  
However, the study was not able to determine whether or not the increase was due to 
Prop. 47. 
 

 The Public Policy Institute of California (PPIC) presented to the Commission on its Prop. 
47 study, finding no evidence that violent crime increased as a result of Prop. 47 but 
some evidence that Prop. 47 impacted property crime, particularly leading to an increase 
in larceny thefts. 
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 The Sheriff’s Department presented to the Commission on anonymized Prop. 47 arrest 
data published in a monthly report provided to the Board of Supervisors.  (Refer to 
Sheriff’s Department data provided in Attachment VI-1)   

 The Office of Diversion and Reentry presented on programs being developed and 
implemented to reduce recidivism and improve the reentry of justice-involved 
individuals.  Data will be collected to evaluate the efficacy of these programs. 

 The Los Angeles Regional Reentry Partnership presented on community-based 
partnerships in justice reform implementation efforts (Attachment VI-2). 

 The County’s Chief Information Office presented on service utilization data among the 
highest recidivating Prop. 47 offenders. 

 
Still, there is a lack of available data to evaluate the Prop. 47 population, with regard to 
engagement of services, available points for engagement, and the outcomes of that engagement.  
Specifically, there remains a lack of data to evaluate the effectiveness of the initiative to engage 
and provide services to those offenders who are repeatedly arrested for Prop. 47 offenses, 
especially the top 100 repeat offenders.  Further there is no data yet available to evaluate the 
effectiveness of those services in reducing recidivism as the initiative intended when it was 
passed by the voters. 
 
Furthermore, there is no data available to evaluate if the current funds allocated by the State to 
Los Angeles County is sufficient to engage and provide services to those offenders arrested for 
Prop. 47 offenses.   
 
The state awarded a total of $34.5 million in grant funds for services for Prop. 47 offenders to be 
dispersed over a three year period (FY 2016/2017 – 2018/2019.)  This was in four separate 
awards to Los Angeles City, $12 million total (two awards - $6 million to Los Angeles City 
Attorney and $6 million to Los Angeles Mayors Office); Los Angeles County Department of 
Health Services, $20 million; and the City of Pasadena, $2.5 million.  Based on the number of 
offenders arrested for Prop. 47 offenses from November 5, 2014, to February 28, 2018, this 
equates to approximately $147 per arrestee each year.  (Refer to LASD presentation made to the 
commission)  
 
The data required to be reported on the efficacy of these programs has not been reported on yet 
and is not available for analysis.  
 
As a result, the Commission cannot make informed recommendations about how to engage Prop. 
47 offenders into services and which programs are effective and which are not.  Additional data 
is needed to address this issue. 
 
Data collected should include information about first time offenders and repeat offenders who 
are arrested.  It should include any information with regard to available intercept points and how 
to evaluate outcomes and develop strategies to engage services for those in need. 
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The data, which must be gathered in a manner that does not infringe on the privacy rights and 
should be available to the public, would assist the county in evaluating if the initiative is working 
in Los Angeles County in the way it was intended by the voters when it was passed.   
 
Motion 
The Blue Ribbon Commission on Public Safety recommends that the County: 
 
1) Develop data collection polices and research plans, as data is available, to measure the 

impact of Proposition 47, the level of service engagement for all Proposition 47 offenders, 
and the effectiveness of the services and programs designed to assist that population. 

 
2)  Evaluate the dispersal of funds in Los Angeles County from the Proposition 47 state savings 

to determine if funding is sufficient, and the extent to which funds have been designated for 
substance abuse, mental health, and victim services, as was intended by the initiative when it 
was passed by the voters. 

 
3)  Conduct an environmental scan to identify best practices in the state related to the services 

identified above.  The data collection policies and research plans should allow for a 
comparison with other jurisdictions and avoid duplication with existing evaluation efforts. 

 
4) Utilize an independent entity not involved or associated with the implementation of 

Proposition 47 for this review.  This independent entity should receive input from the various 
county and local agencies involved in the implementation of Proposition 47, as well as 
community based organizations and formerly incarcerated people. 

 
Proposed Amendment To Motion 6 
By: Commissioner Robert Sass 
 
During Commission discussion, Commissioner Sass offered an amendment to Motion 6 to 
address supervision/navigation needs among Proposition 47 offenders who recidivate most 
frequently.  The amendment offered stated: 
 
5) “Part of the evaluation will be to explore the feasibility of a support program for 

Proposition 47 offenders to direct repeat offenders into programs that monitor the 
progress through those programs.” 

 
Commission Vote On Proposed Amendment To Motion 6 (Not Approved) 
 

Ayes (4):  Kellyjean Chun, Terri McDonald, Brian Moriguchi, and Robert Sass 
 
Nays (13):  Erika Anzoategui, Peter Bibring, Jenny Brown, Michael Davitt, Peter 
Espinoza, Michael Garcia (proxy for Scott Gordon), Josh Green, Cherylynn Hoff, 
Stephen Johnson, Jamie Kyle, Stephen Larson, John Raphling, and Andrea Welsing 
(proxy for Barbara Ferrer) 
 
Abstentions (0):  None 
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Absent (8):  Bob Guthrie, Mark Holscher, Sean Malinowski, Priscilla Ocen, Jose 
Osuna, Christopher Thompson, Troy Vaughn, and Brendon Woods  

 
 
Commission Vote on Motion 6 (Approved) 
 

Ayes (16):  Erika Anzoategui, Peter Bibring, Jenny Brown, Kellyjean Chun, Michael 
Davitt, Peter Espinoza, Michael Garcia (proxy for Scott Gordon), Josh Green, Cherylynn 
Hoff, Stephen Johnson, Jamie Kyle, Stephen Larson, Brian Moriguchi, John Raphling, 
Robert Sass, and Andrea Welsing (proxy for Barbara Ferrer) 
 
Nays (0):  None 
 
Abstentions (1):  Terri McDonald 
  
Absent (8):  Bob Guthrie, Mark Holscher, Sean Malinowski, Priscilla Ocen, Jose Osuna, 
Christopher Thompson, Troy Vaughn, Brendon Woods  
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Motions Not Approved by the Commission 
 

In addition to the recommendations approved by this Commission, two additional motions were 
considered but not passed.   
 

Enhanced County-State Information Sharing 
By: Ad Hoc Subcommittee on Flash Incarceration and Revocation Policies  
 
Issue 
Probation supervises individuals on PRCS who were previously under CDCR jurisdiction in 
institutions and possibly on parole.  In situations when an individual is placed on PRCS 
following a previous grant of parole, enhanced information sharing between CDCR and 
Probation would assist in developing appropriate case plans for him or her. 
 
Subcommittee Discussion/Analysis 
With the implementation of AB 109, Probation began supervising individuals who were 
previously under CDCR jurisdiction.  In many cases, individuals on PRCS have had prior 
supervision periods on state parole.  In those cases, information sharing with parole could assist 
the county in developing case plans and providing effective supervision and service-delivery 
approaches. 
 
This recommended shared information would include risk and needs assessments, case plans, 
history of compliance and non-compliance with supervision, completion or failure to complete 
treatment programs, anti-narcotic testing results, and any additional information that may be 
beneficial to the rehabilitation of the supervised person and safety of the community. 
 
This would benefit the supervised individuals in that this would strengthen the ability to meet 
their rehabilitation needs.  It would also assist the supervising agencies at the state and county 
levels by providing a better understanding of each person’s supervision history. 
 
Probation has been in discussion with CDCR about opportunities for such information sharing. 
  
Motion 
It is recommended that the Blue Ribbon Commission on Public Safety: 
 

1. Recommend that the County advocate for and work with state partners on strategies and 
efforts through which information on supervision history, compliance and non-
compliance during supervision, completion of programs, risks and needs determinations, 
case plans, and any other relevant information can be shared between CDCR and 
Probation. 

 
2. Recommend that Probation staff include any such relevant information in revocation 

reports or supplemental reports that are submitted to the Court. 
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Commission Vote (Not Approved) 
 
The motion was referred back to the Ad-hoc Subcommittee on Flash Incarceration and 
Revocation Policies, and no further action was taken.   
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Evaluation of Program Effectiveness 
By: Commissioner Brian Moriguchi 
 
Issue 
As the delivery of effective rehabilitative services and programs is key to the success of recent 
justice reforms, the County’s ability to assess the effectiveness of specific programs and 
interventions is critical.  
 
Background/Analysis 
The Board of Supervisors requested that this Commission make recommendations regarding 
model programs and best practices to achieve successful outcomes for the justice involved 
population.  However, the Commission was unable to obtain sufficient information about 
effectiveness of existing programs due to a variety of reasons, including a lack of standards and a 
lack of existing data to determine effectiveness and recidivism of those participating in such 
programs. 
 
At its September 26th meeting, the Commission approved a motion related to the development of 
the County’s data infrastructure and research strategy in order to better assess outcomes of 
justice reform efforts.  It is important that such research and evaluation efforts also be conducted 
at a programmatic level. 
 
Motion 
The Blue Ribbon Commission on Public Safety recommends that the County: 
 

1) Develop standards by which current, as well as future programs in Los Angeles County 
can be evaluated for effectiveness to determine which programs should be supported and 
funded by the County of Los Angeles.  These standards may be applied to in-custody and 
community-based programs serving all justice-involved individuals. 

 
2) Periodically review effectiveness of programs and fund those programs which achieve 

the most successful outcomes for justice involved individuals. 
 
Commission Vote (Not Approved) 
 

Ayes (7):  Kellyjean Chun, Michael Davitt, Stephen Johnson, Stephen Larson, Terri 
McDonald, Brian Moriguchi, and Robert Sass 
 
Nays (9):  Erika Anzoategui, Peter Bibring, Jenny Brown, Peter Espinoza, Josh Green, 
Cherylynn Hoff, Jamie Kyle, John Raphling, and Andrea Welsing (proxy for Barbara 
Ferrer) 
 
Abstentions (1):  Michael Garcia (proxy for Scott Gordon) 
 
Absent (8):  Bob Guthrie, Mark Holscher, Sean Malinowski, Priscilla Ocen, Jose Osuna, 
Christopher Thompson, Troy Vaughn, and Brendon Woods 
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Attachment I 
    (Provided to Commission on October 25, 2017)  

 

PUBLIC SAFETY REALIGNMENT (AB 109) – 
SUMMARY OF KEY PROVISIONS 

 
 

Main Components 
 Established local custody for certain non-violent, non-serious, non-sex offenders 

who were subject to possible prison sentences prior to AB 109 
 Made  changes  to  state  parole  and  created  local  “Post-Release  Community 

Supervision” 
 Shifted parole (and newly created PRCS) revocation process to county court 

system. 
 
Local Custody 

 Revised felony sentencing – specified lower-level felonies are punishable in jail or 
another local sentencing option for more than one year 

 Convictions/priors for the following are still subject to possible state prison term: 
o Prior or current serious or violent felonies as described in PC 1192.7 (c) or 

667.5 (c) 
o Defendants required to register as a sex offender pursuant to PC 290. 
o Other  specified  crimes  (approximately  60  additional  exclusions  from 

“low-level” definition) are still subject to a potential term in state prison. 
 For all others (non-serious, non-violent and non-sex offenses), sentence is served in 

County jail instead of State prison 
 Maintains length of sentences (e.g. for the realigned population, what was once a 3 

year prison sentence is now a 3 year county jail sentence) 
 Allowed courts the option to impose a “split sentence” consisting of a period of 

time served in jail followed by mandatory community supervision. 
 Established enhanced local custody and supervision tools: 

o Home detention for low-level offenders (EMP, GPS) 
o Local jail credits mirror current prison credits (day-for-day) 
o Expanded authority for the use of electronic monitoring by Sheriff, with 

approval of Board of Supervisors. 
 
Post-Release Community Supervision (PRCS) 

 As of October 1, 2011, county-level supervision by Probation for offenders upon 
release from State prison includes: 

o Non-violent commitment offense (irrespective of priors) o 
Non-serious commitment offense (irrespective of priors) o 
Certain sex offenders 

 CDCR has no jurisdiction over any person who is under PRCS. 
 No person shall be returned to prison on a violation of PRCS except for persons 

previously sentenced to a term of life (and only after a court order). 
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 Established ability of the PRCS agency (Probation) to impose graduated sanctions 
on individuals under supervision without court order including periods of “flash 
incarceration” in the county jail for up to 10 consecutive days. There is no 
aggregate maximum of flash incarceration days identified. 

 Probation can consider an individual for discharge from PRCS with six consecutive 
months of supervision without a violation (no court order needed). 

 Those under PRCS continuously for one year with no violations shall be 
discharged from supervision within 30 days (no court order needed). 

 
State Parole 

 CDCR parole continues to assume supervision for newly released offenders: 
o whose committing offense is a serious or violent felony as described in PC 

§1192.7(c) or 667.5(c); 
o who have been convicted of a third strike; or 
o who have been classified as a high-risk sex offender. 

 
Revocation Processes (Parole and PRCS) 

 The revocation process is now a county, Court-based process for both the parole and 
PRCS populations. 

 Revocations are served in county jail – not in state prison. 
 Only persons previously sentenced to a term of life can be revoked to prison. 
 Length of a jail custody sanction is limited to 180 consecutive days. 
 Those remanded to jail custody on a sanction receive 1-for-1 credit. 
 For the remaining low level offenders on parole after implementation of 

realignment, parole has the authority to discharge after six months if no violations 
have occurred. 
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PROPOSITION 47 – SUMMARY OF KEY PROVISIONS 
 
 

In November 2014, California voters approved Proposition 47, the Safe Neighborhoods and 
Schools Act. The initiative reduced certain non-serious and non-violent drug and property 
offenses from felonies to misdemeanors and, beginning FY 2016-17, redirects anticipated 
State savings into programs for victim services, truancy prevention, and recidivism 
reduction. Specifically, Proposition 47: 

 
 Requires misdemeanor sentences for petty theft, receiving stolen property, and 

forging/writing bad checks when the value is $950 or less; and for certain drug 
possession offenses, except for those convicted of severe crimes including rape, 
murder, and child molestation; 

 
 Allows persons serving felony sentences for the above offenses to be resentenced 

as misdemeanors, unless the Court finds they pose an unreasonable public safety risk. 
Until November 4, 2022, allows for persons previously sentenced to felonies to 
petition for reclassification of their records; and 

 
 Beginning FY 2016-17, redirects anticipated State savings into grants for K-12 

truancy prevention programs, victim services, and local programs aimed at reducing 
recidivism (see below). 
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PROPOSITION 57 – SUMMARY OF KEY PROVISIONS 
 
 

In November 2016, California voters approved Proposition 57, the Public Safety and 
Rehabilitation Act of 2016. 

 
This measure: 1) allows parole consideration for persons convicted of nonviolent felonies and 
early release based on credits for education and good behavior; and 2) provides juvenile court 
judges greater flexibility when deciding whether juveniles age 14 years and older should be 
prosecuted and sentenced as adults. Specifically, Proposition 57: 

 
 Authorizes the State Board of Parole Hearings to consider granting parole to non-

violent offenders who have served the principle term of their time, regardless of 
additional sentences, such as sentence enhancements. 

 
 Provided the California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation (CDCR) with 

additional authority to grant prison inmates credits for good behavior and completion 
of rehabilitative programming, and authorized CDCR to develop the regulations to 
implement this change. 

 
 Repealed provisions that allow a prosecutor to directly file charges against a minor in 

adult court, and instead required that minor defendants have a hearing in juvenile court 
before they can be transferred to adult court. In addition, Proposition 57 allows minors 
to be tried as adults only when the defendant is accused of committing a felony when 
they were 16 years of age or older, or are accused of committing certain major crimes 
(such as murder, robbery, and certain sex offenses) when they were 14 or 15 years of 
age. 

 
 
Additional information on CDCR’s implementation of Proposition 57 is available at the 
department’s website: http://www.cdcr.ca.gov/proposition57/ 
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Attachment II 
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Attachment III 
 

Los Angeles County Blue Ribbon Commission on Public Safety 

Members 
 
 
Erika Anzoategui, Esq. 
Chief Deputy – Alternate Public Defender’s Office 
 
Peter Bibring, Esq. 
Director of Police Practices/Senior Staff Attorney – ACLU of Southern California 
(Board of Supervisors – Third District Appointee) 
 
Jenny Brown, Esq. 
Acting Chief Deputy – Public Defender’s Office 
 
Kellyjean Chun, Esq. 
Bureau Director, Prosecution Support Operations – District Attorney’s Office 
 
The Honorable Michael Davitt 
President – California Contract Cities Association  
(La Canada Flintridge Mayor Pro Tem) 
 
The Honorable Peter Espinoza 
Director – Office of Diversion and Reentry, Department of Health Services 
 
Dr. Barbara Ferrer 
Director – Department of Public Health 
 
The Honorable Scott Gordon 
Supervising Judge, Criminal Division – Los Angeles Superior Court 
 
Josh Green, Esq. 
Director of Criminal Justice Programs – Urban Peace Institute 
(Board of Supervisors – Second District Appointee) 
 
Bob Guthrie 
President – Los Angeles County Police Chiefs Association  
(Arcadia Police Chief) 
 
Cherylynn Hoff 
Human Services Administrator II – Workforce Development, Aging, and Community Service 
 
Mark Holscher, Esq. 
Partner – Kirkland & Ellis, LLP 
(Board of Supervisors – Fifth District Appointee) 
 
Stephen Johnson 
Chief, Detective Division – Sheriff’s Department 
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Jamie Kyle 
Community Advocate – The Reverence Project  
(Board of Supervisors – Fourth District Appointee) 
 
Stephen Larson, Esq. (Chair) 
Partner – Larson O’Brien, LLP 
(Board of Supervisors – Fifth District Appointee) 
 
Sean Malinowski – July 2018 to October 2018 
Deputy Chief, Detective Bureau  – Los Angeles Police Department  
 

Justin Eisenberg – October 2017 to July 2018 
Deputy Chief, Detective Bureau  – Los Angeles Police Department 

 
Terri McDonald 
Chief Probation Officer – Probation Department 
 
Brian Moriguchi 
President – Professional Peace Officers Association 
(Board of Supervisors – Fourth District Appointee) 
 
Priscilla Ocen, Esq. 
Professor – Loyola Law School 
(Board of Supervisors – First District Appointee) 
 
Jose Osuna 
Principal Consultant – Osuna Consulting 
(Board of Supervisors – First District Appointee) 
 
John Raphling, Esq. 
Senior Researcher – Human Rights Watch 
(Board of Supervisors – Third District Appointee) 
 
Robert Sass 
Vice President – Association for Los Angeles Deputy Sheriffs (ALADS) 
 
Christopher Thompson, M.D. – July 2018 to October 2018 
Medical Director, Juvenile Justice Mental Health Program – Department of Mental Health 
 

Brian Hurley, M.D. – October 2017 to July 2018 
Medical Director of Substance Use Related Care Integration – Department of Mental 
Health 

 
Troy Vaughn (Co-Chair) 
Executive Director – Los Angeles Regional Reentry Partnership 
 
Brendon Woods, Esq. 
President – California Public Defenders Association 
(Alameda County Public Defender)  
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Attachment IV 
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Attachment V 
 

   

TASK STATUS

Motion 1 -- In-Custody Substance Use Disorder (SUD) Treatment:  The Commission passed a 
motion recommending that the County provide in-custody substance use disorder (SUD) 
treatment services at a level that meets the needs of the County jail population.

Motion 2 -- Coordination of Funding Sources:  The Commission passed a motion 
recommending that the County review various funding sources that support services for the 
justice-involved population and develop processes/practices to transition individuals from one 
to another based on status and eligibility, as needed, to support continuity of care. 

2.

An analysis of violent crimes that may be considered for 
inclusion under the California Constitution Section 32, 
Article 1 along with an outline of the steps necessary to 
accomplish this change

The Commission and relevant subcommittee reviewed information related to the list of charges 
eligible for Proposition 57 parole consideration.  However, no recommendations were presented 
for the Commission to consider.

3.

Enhancing the exchange of information shared between 
CDCR and the Probation Department by building on the 
relationship already established and developing and 
training Probation staff on a list of "key" terms used in 
CDCR documents to ensure accurate understanding of 
their clients' complete risk and needs

Probation continues to collaborate with CDCR on information sharing opportunities and shared 
training re transition practices.

Motion 3 -- Custody Liaison Program:  The Commission passed a motion recommending that 
the County explore opportunities to implement a Custody Liaison Program in which Probation 
staff and other County/community partners conduct jail in-reach with individuals on Post-
Release Community Supervision (PRCS) who are serving time in county jail in order to 
increase their engagement with their case plans and improve connections to services. 

Motion 4 -- Data Collection Protocols and Metrics Related to Flash Incarceration and 
Revocation Policies:  The Commission passed a motion recommending that the County develop 
data collection protocols and metrics for evaluating outcomes relative to flash incarceration and 
revocation and the services and programs designed to help the PRCS population. 

5.

Conducting a focused study of randomly selected "very 
high risk" AB 109 Post-Release Supervised persons to 
identify successes and challenges of supervision, based on 
factors such as participation and compliance during PRCS, 
and providing recommendations to improve treatment 
outcomes and enhance public safety

CIO cibducted a data analysis effort on specified AB 109 and Prop. 47 subject populations to 
identify 1) the types of service contacts/engagements made by individuals.  CIO staff presented 
on service utilization trends among the specified populations.

Motion 5 -- Research Strategy and Data Infrastructure:  Recommendation that the County 
prioritize the development of short- term and long-range criminal justice research strategies that 
identify key research questions and metrics needed to assess outcomes; and that the 
development of data infrastructure continue to be prioritized to enable justice, health, and other 
data to be connected in order to support such research.

Motion 6 -- Data Collection on Impact of Proposition 47 and Treatment Options: 
Recommendation that the County develop data collection policies and research plans to 
measure the impact of Prop. 47, the level of service engagement for Prop. 47 offenders, the 
effectiveness of services and programs to serve the population, and the adequacy of funding 
provided by the state.

Blue Ribbon Commission on Public Safety

Conducting an analysis of the top 100 misdemeanants 
under Prop 47 with the highest recidivism rates and 
providing recommendations to improve rehabilitative 
services as well as options for detention

6.

Summary of Tasks and Related Work

1.
Working with all stakeholders to recommend model 
programs and best practices to achieve successful 
outcomes for the justice involved population

4.
Developing clear policies and procedures for meaningful 
revocation and flash incarceration for the Post Release 
Community Supervision (PRCS) program
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(See Attachment V‐2) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

Motion 5 (Research Strategy and Data Infrastructure) applies.

Motion 6 (Data Collection on Impact of Proposition 47 and Treatment Options) applies.

8.
A review of the process by which money is allocated to 
community-based organizations seeking to provide 
rehabilitative and re-entry services in the County

Motion 2 (Coordination of Funding Sources) applies. 

10.
Consult with and consider other relevant stakeholders and 
studies for a holistic perspective, including:

10.a
Crime trends, impacts on victims and local jails, as 
well as challenges for law enforcement partners;

The Commission sheduled multiple presentations on these issues, including from county, state, 
and community partners

10.b
The County's Justice Metrics workgroup and the 
Public Safety Realignment Team (PSRT)

The Justice Metrics workgroup (CIO) assisted with data analysis above.  BRC 
recommendations related to data and research were informed by status of current efforts.

10.c
The Public Policy Institute of California (PPIC) for 
their study of AB 109 commissioned by the State

PPIC presented on both its AB 109 multi-county study and its study on the impact of Prop. 47 
on crime trends.  

9.
An analysis of the allocation of AB-109 funds to 
government and nongovernment entities.

Developing a matrix to track the recidivism rate and 
successes of those released under Prop 57, Prop 47 and AB 
109 and incorporating the findings into Probation's 
quarterly AB-109 report

7.

CEO presented on County's AB 109 budget process
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Attachment V-2 
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Attachment VI-1 
(Relates to Commission Motion No. 6) 
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Attachment VI-2 
(Relates to Commission Motion No. 6) 
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Additional Reports and Presentations 
 
 

 

As listed on pages four and five of this report, the Commission reviewed several 
presentations and reports during the course of its work.  Presentations, reports, and 

other material reviewed by the Commission are available online at: 
 

http://ccjcc.lacounty.gov/Blue-Ribbon-Commission 


