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From: Robert M. Lehner, M.B.A., Chief of Police
City of Elk Grove Police Department

Subject: Effects of the Safe Neighborhoods and Schools Act (Proposition 47) on Crime Rates in
California

OVERVIEW

The California Safe Neighborhoods and Schools Act was offered to the voters of California as
Proposition 47 in November 2014. It proposed to reduce most drug crimes associated with personal use
from felonies to misdemeanors, including possession of heroin, cocaine, and methamphetamine. Most
theft-related crimes involving property valued less than $950 were reduced to misdemeanors including
shoplifting, commercial burglary, and check fraud. The Act was also viewed by proponents as the “end
of the War on Drugs.”

The basic argument in favor of Proposition 47 was that California’s tough-on-crime laws had resulted in
the mass incarceration of non-violent criminals, a disproportionate rate of incarceration of persons of
color and, while it was acknowledged that overall crime rates were lower than ever before, these
reductions had come at too high a social and economic cost. It was argued that drug users and other
non-dangerous, non-violent criminals would better benefit from treatment programs than jails and
prisons.

The Legislative Analyst’s Office estimated the state would save $150-250 million annually due to
reduced prison costs and that counties would save over $100 million each year. State savings were
proposed to go to a Safe Neighborhoods and Schools Fund to be distributed 25 percent to the
Department of Education, 10 percent to the Victim Compensation Fund, and 65 percent to the Board of
State and Community Corrections (BSCC). Proponents argued that there was no reason to suspect crime
would increase should Proposition 47 pass, indeed it would probably go down, because treatment
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outside of prison is more effective than treatment in prison. Proponents made no reported attempt to
estimate the economic cost to victims should there be an increase rather than a decrease in crime.

The California Police Chiefs Association (CPCA) and others who opposed Proposition 47 argued that jail
space needed to house these new misdemeanants whether pre-trial, sentenced, or revoked from
probation, as well as supervision, monitoring, and treatment services, would be limited due to the
recent shift of state prisoners realigned under AB-109. With these critical crime prevention tools
focused almost exclusively on perceived more serious offenders, those committing “minor” offenses —
which make up the bulk of crime and that of most significance to CPCA member cities — would not be
held, supervised, or monitored, resulting in an increase in victimization in our cities, particularly
associated with property crime.

The California Safe Neighborhoods and Schools Act (Proposition 47) passed in November 2014 by
almost 60 percent of the vote. Persons arrested for reclassified crimes were charged as misdemeanors.
Persons serving sentences for previous offenses committed as felonies could petition for resentencing
as misdemeanor and release from prison, and did so in large numbers.

Almost immediately, police chiefs around the state were reporting increased crime in their communities
but reports were anecdotal and, other than efforts in individual cities, not quantified. Those agencies
that regularly report crime updates to their communities were reporting mostly increases but with no
context available. Most agencies issue an early report, usually in January, for the previous calendar year
comparing that year with the year prior. Increases are fodder for criticism from elected officials and the
public.

Official crime data for 2015 (the first year of Proposition 47’s implementation), was not available until
the California Department of Justice (Cal DOJ) released official crime counts in July 2016. Comparison
data for cities outside of California, in other states, was not available until the Federal Bureau of
Investigation (FBI) released its Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) for 2015 about October 1, 2016.

Increases get attention and police chiefs knew that they would be summoned to neighborhood groups
and their city councils almost immediately once their crime counts for 2015 were released. To aid in
their presentations and knowing we could not wait for official crime counts to be released and analyzed,
CPCA took on a special, one-time, data-gathering effort early in 2016 to aid the membership in providing
some context to their own, individual, crime reports to their constituencies.

CPCA’s initial reports were for that purpose only. Data was incomplete and not official but, based on
these early data, CPCA did report we expected to see a large increase in Property Crime across the State
of California in 2015 over 2014, a reversal in a long trend of declines. We also reported we expected to
see the long trend of declines to continue in the rest of the United States, based on early information
that became available.
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Reacting to reports of crime increases across the state during 2015, Proposition 47 proponents
repeatedly argued that it was “too early” to draw any conclusions from data prior to official releases.
They noted sharp decreases in the number of persons in jails and prisons as well as a significant
reduction in the number of felony arrests. Less publicized was a simultaneous increase in misdemeanor
arrests.

Upon release of the FBI's UCR for 2015 on September 26, 2016, CPCA reanalyzed 2015 over 2014 data
for California and, for comparison purposes, the entire United States. This report and its conclusions
derive from the official data, not earlier estimates.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Incarceration

The Public Policy Institute of California (PPIC) concluded that “[r]ealighment substantially reduced the
prison population, but led to an increase in the county jail population of about 10,000 inmates, pushing
the statewide jail population above its rated capacity. Proposition 47 brought the statewide jail
population down to pre-alighment levels.”!

Arrests and Probation

As a result of the combination of Prisoner Realighment (AB109) and the Safe Neighborhoods and
Schools Act (Proposition 47), there was a large shift of arrests for drug offenses from felonies to
misdemeanors. In 2015, the total number of felony arrests declined from 439,958 to 314,748, a
decrease of 28 percent. The number of misdemeanor arrests, however, increased from 762,006 to
835,370 (+10 percent). The total number of arrests (misdemeanor and felony combined) decreased 4.5
percent but the expected shift from felony to misdemeanor occurred.

The total number of adults placed on probation for a felony in 2015 decreased over 20 percent from
2014 to 2015. The number of adults placed on probation for a misdemeanor in 2015 increased 44
percent. On paper, the shift of numbers from felons to misdemeanants both in terms of arrests and
those placed on probation suggests that the mere fact of this shift does not explain an increase in crime.
Something about the conditions of release and/or the level of supervision (or not) provided to these
probationers is responsible for the corresponding increase in crime. Much more research needs to be
done, but it is CPCA’s opinion that a shift of low level offenders, including drug offenders, from
supervised to unsupervised probation is likely responsible.

Crime

Crime, particularly property crimes, increased sharply after the Safe Neighborhoods and Schools Act
(Proposition 47) was implemented in California.

There had been a general trend of decreasing crime in the past ten years in the United States, including

California from 2000 to 2014, a trend that reversed sharply in 2015, markedly so in the case of property

crime where California’s increase stands in stark comparison with the continuing decrease in the rest of
the country and, for the first time in 20 years, California’s rate of property crime exceeds that of the rest
of the country.

California had a larger increase in violent crime than did the rest of the U.S., however, the primary cause
of the increase cannot be attributed to Proposition 47 because the rest of the U.S. also increased more

! Lofstrom, Magus, Bird, and Martin, September 2016. California’s Historic Corrections Reforms. Public Policy
Institute of California.
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than would be expected based on a trend forecast. Violent crime in the U.S. (not including California)
increased 2.18 percent in 2015 compared with 2014. The increase in California was 7.41 percent. Itis
possible that Proposition 47 may have played a role in California’s higher rate but to what degree, if any,
is not determinate based on this analysis. California was “middle of the road” among states with respect
to violent crime, 36" out of 50, with a violent crime rate increase of 7.4 percent, roughly double that of
the rest of the states using this measure.

California had a much larger increase in property crime than could be expected based on a trend
forecast. California’s property crime rate increased 7.26 percent in 2015 compared with 2014. The rate
change for the rest of the U.S., however, was well within the predicted range, DECREASING 4.77
percent, compared with California’s 7.26 percent INCREASE. We are unaware of any other public policy
change that would cause such a divergence. Only nine of 50 states reported property crime rate
increases in 2015 compared with 2014. Only Hawaii had a greater increase (17.2 percent) compared to
California’s 7.2 percent increase. Overall in 2015, the average state experienced a DECREASE of 3.7
percent. The gross decrease (including California in this measure) was 3.4 percent.

With respect to cities, the gross violent crime rate in large non-California cities decreased by 0.99
percent from 2014 to 2015. This decrease was due almost entirely to robberies which decreased 4.13
percent, the only violent crime category with a decrease. The murder rate increased 8.18 percent. In
California, the gross violent crime rate increased 8.35 percent and the murder rate 9.61 percent. Unlike
the rest of the U.S., robberies increased in California’s large cities in 2015 — there was no violent crime
category with a decrease.

The gross violent crime rate in small non-California cities increased 1.08 percent from 2014 to 2015.
Reported robberies decreased in these cities as well, down 4.27 percent. The murder rate in smaller
cities increased 11.77 percent. In California’s smaller cities, the gross violent crime rate increased 4.3
percent, the murder rate increased 1.69 percent.

Gross property crime rates in the larger non-California cities decreased 4.45 percent but increased 6.47
percent in comparable California jurisdictions. The experience in smaller cities was similar. In non-
California cities between 10,000 and 100,000 population, the overall property crime rate decreased 5.07
percent. In California, comparably sized cities reported an increase of 8.35 percent, concentrated in
larcenies and motor vehicle thefts as had been the case in the larger cities.

Proposition 47 clearly had an effect that resulted in an increase in larcenies and auto thefts. It does not
appear to have affected burglaries which declined as they did in non-California cities, albeit at a lesser
rate. By any measure, implementation of the Safe Schools and Neighborhoods Act of 2014 (Proposition
47) resulted in a large increase of property crime in the state of California.

County Comparisons

A preliminary analysis based on reporting cities was attempted. Results suggest that the increases in
crime, particularly property crime, were not universal across the state. In fact, there appears to be wide
disparity in counties between cities of comparable populations. The fact that crime increased broadly in
the State of California in 2015 but not universally (or generally) across cities located in different counties
suggests strongly that a county-specific factor, such as jail incarceration , probation, and/or efficacy of
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monitoring and treatment programs, played a role in allowing (or not) released minor offenders to
commit future crimes.

Costs of Victimization Associated with Proposition 47

Crimes associated with Proposition 47 cost victims in the State of California no less than $285 million
assuming crime had remained at the same level in 2015 compared with 2014, far more than the
Legislative Analyst ‘s Office and Proposition 47 proponents projected as savings. Had Proposition 47 not
been implemented, property crime would likely have continued decreasing as it did in the rest of the
country. The true victimization cost is therefore much higher, certainly over $300 million and that is
economic loss alone.

Early Estimates for Crime in California 2016

In July and August 2016, 44 percent (213 of 460) California cities responded to CPCA’s survey requesting
Part | crime count data for the first six months of 2016, serving 65 percent of the population in the 460
California cities reporting to the FBIl in 2015. When the first six months of 2016 are compared with the
first six months of 2015, month-for-month, overall violent crime (not including rape) was up 4.95
percent and overall property crime was down 1.87 percent. These figures were different for the larger
versus smaller cities as follows:

CPCA expects full-year 2016 data to show a violent crime increase of 5-6 percent, not adjusted for
population change. CPCA expects full-year 2016 data to show a property crime decrease of about one
percent, not adjusted for population change.

After thorough review of available data to-date and an assumption that major policy adjustments were
not made during 2016 in sufficient time to affect offense rates on the part of particular offender
population groups, CPCA does not expect a sudden change in the numbers of people committing crime,
or available to commit crime who are not incarcerated or on supervised release in 2016. Until and if this
population is adequately supervised when on some form of release, they will continue to offend at
approximately the higher rate experienced in 2015 and will continue to do so until some form of
effective intervention is adopted. The approximately $300 million cost associated with increased
victimization in 2015 will be carried forward annually until effective intervention is identified and
implemented.
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INCARCERATION AND ARRESTS/PROBATION

In our various discussions about the crime effects of AB109 and Proposition 47, CPCA members were
less concerned about the reduction in the state’s prison population and more so about the effect of that
population shift on lower level offender populations in county jails and probation systems. We felt that
the Proposition 47 reductions of felony drug and theft crimes to misdemeanors would further stress the
jail, supervision, and treatment services of most counties that had been sharply increased when AB109
was implemented. It was this concern that led to our prediction of increased crime, particularly
property crime, in the state and a cost-of-victimization that would likely offset any savings.

Incarceration

The first element of this shift is that of incarceration. When people are in jail or prison, they are isolated
from the rest of the population and prevented from committing crimes in the general public, regardless
of any treatment services they may (or may not) receive. In a recent report, the Public Policy Institute
of California (PPIC) noted:

Realignment substantially reduced the prison population, but led to an increase in the
county jail population of about 10,000 inmates, pushing the statewide jail population
above its rated capacity. Proposition 47 brought the statewide jail population down
to pre-alignment levels.?

The PPIC study affirms that Prison Realignment had its intended effect of shifting eligible prisoners from
state to county custody and that Proposition 47 shifted the displaced prisoners, largely misdemeanants,
out of custody.

The PPIC report does not evaluate the nature of any supervision provided to these lower level offenders
but we know anecdotally that a correspondingly large increase in the number of county probation
officers and supervised treatment programs did not occur and, those that did, were directed primarily to
the realigned prisoner population. The displaced lower level offenders were largely and, in some
counties, entirely, unsupervised.

Even PPIC noted an increase in crime, first with the implementation of AB109 (limited to Auto Theft),
then with Proposition 47, but caution was advised. Like CPCA, PPIC was forced to work with early
estimates of crime for 2015 but the changes were profound enough to draw obvious conclusions while
awaiting official nationwide data for the complete year 2015 from the FBI. PPIC’s early conclusions with
respect to crime were similar to CPCA’s. Presumably, researchers (including the PPIC) are now working
on full-year comparisons based on complete, official data. We are confident that independent
researchers will similarly conclude that crime increased after the implementation of Property 47. The
precise mechanism responsible, however, remains to be determined.

2 Lofstrom, Magus, Bird, and Martin, September 2016. California’s Historic Corrections Reforms. Public Policy
Institute of California.
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Arrests and Probation

Assuming the overall number of offenses remains unchanged, if by definition, most drug and theft
crimes are reduced from felonies (in 2014) to misdemeanors (in 2015) one would expect a reduction in
felony arrests and an increase in misdemeanor arrests. In fact, this occurred. In 2015, the total number
of felony arrests declined from 439,958 to 314,748, a decrease of 28 percent. The number of
misdemeanor arrests, however, increased from 762,006 to 835,370 (+10 percent). The total number of
arrests (misdemeanor and felony combined) decreased 4.5 percent but the expected shift from felony
to misdemeanor occurred.?

With this shift, one would expect the proportion of felony arrests associated with violent crimes to go up
and the proportion of drug offenses to go down. In fact, this shift also occurred with the proportion of
felony arrests for violent offenses increasing from 24.5 percent to 34.9 percent of all felony arrests and
drug offenses decreasing from 31.2 to 14.2 percent of felony arrests.*

Misdemeanor drug offenses were correspondingly higher in 2015, making up 19.5 percent of all
misdemeanor arrests in 2015 compared with 12.1 percent in 2014. In numbers, the number of felony
drug arrests declined by 92,425 (-67.4%) from 2014 to 2015. The number of misdemeanor drug arrests
increased by 70,604 (76.4%).

The real question is how many of these offenders were supervised and monitored to ensure they met
the conditions of their release, including any mandatory substance abuse treatment services? California
Department of Justice does not report supervised probation separately from active probation cases but
the latter numbers provide some insight.

The total number of adults placed on probation for a felony in 2015 decreased over 20 percent from
2014 to 2015. The number of adults placed on probation for a misdemeanor in 2015 increased 44
percent.

On paper, the shift of numbers from felons to misdemeanants both in terms of arrests and those placed
on probation suggests that the mere fact of this shift does not explain an increase in crime. Something
about the conditions of release and/or the level of supervision (or not) provided to these probationers is
responsible for the corresponding increase in crime. Much more research needs to be done, but it is
CPCA’s opinion that a shift of low level, including drug offenders, from supervised to unsupervised
probation is likely responsible.

Large variability in crime rate changes from county-to-county from 2014 to 2015 (covered later in this
report) suggests support for this conclusion.

3 Harris, Kamala, Attorney General, July 2016, Crime in California. California Department of Justice.
4 1bid.
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Trend Analysis

The increasing violent crime rate of the late 1970s and 1980s was the impetus for “get tough on crime”
policies in the United States in the 1990s. As incarceration rates increased, violent crime decreased.
Although the effect was most pronounced in the violent crime categories, incarceration rates also
affected property crime rates.
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Figure 1. Violent Crime CA vs US, 1960-2015°

5 Except where specifically noted, Rape statistics are excluded from the reported violent crime rate throughout this
report due to definitional differences in the crime during the period of time considered by this analysis.
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Figure 2. Property Crime CA vs US, 1960-2015

Zeroing in on the more recent past, there was a general trend of decreasing crime in the past ten years
in the United States, including California from 2000 to 2014, a trend that reversed sharply in 2015,
markedly so in the case of property crime where California’s increase stands in stark comparison with
the continuing decrease in the rest of the country and, for the first time in 20 years, California’s rate of
property crime exceeds that of the rest of the country.®

We agree with the FBI’s cautionary comments regarding year-to-year changes, especially with regard to
small numbers of jurisdictions but when these data are aggregated, the resulting “macro” data is
valuable because numbers this big do not usually change much over short periods of time and, rarely, do
they depart from expected trend limits. A change outside of expected limits means something
significant occurred in the course of the year. If a significant change affects California similar to the
whole country (as was the case with violent crime), the primary cause is likely not California specific. If,
however, the significant change is only in California (as was the case for property crime in 2015
compared with 2014), then the cause is most likely California specific. The only known broad public
policy change in California that could have caused such an increase was Proposition 47, implemented in
November 2014.

® These charts and associated analysis are based on “gross” rates. From the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI)
Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) for 2015, we used the total crime counts in the United States, from every reporting
law enforcement agency and divided by the total population, then subtracted those in California to obtain the
crime counts and rates for California to compare with the rest of the United States. It is the most “macro”
comparison crime data available.
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Violent Crime

A simple trend-based forecast (95% confidence) was applied to the decreasing crime rates of the past
ten years. For the United States (not including California), a 2015 violent crime rate between 3.07 and
3.39 violent crimes per 1,000 population could be expected. The actual 2015 rate was just outside these
limits at 3.45 violent crimes per thousand.

Applying the same trend forecast to California, a 2015 violent crime rate between 3.31 and 3.78 violent
crimes per thousand population could be expected. The actual rate was outside of these limits at 3.94
violent crimes per thousand.
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Figure 3. Violent Crime CA vs US, 2006-2015

California had a larger increase in violent crime than did the rest of the U.S., however, the primary cause
of the increase cannot be attributed to Proposition 47 because the rest of the U.S. also increased more
than would be expected based on a trend forecast. Violent crime in the U.S. (not including California)
increased 2.18 percent in 2015 compared with 2014. The increase in California was 7.41 percent. lItis
possible that Proposition 47 may have played a role in California’s higher rate but to what degree, if any,
is not determinate based on this analysis.
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Property Crime
Applying the same trend forecast model to property crime yields an expected U.S. (not including
California) property crime rate between 24.45 and 26.09 property crimes per thousand population. The

actual result was 24.87 property crimes per thousand, well within the expected range.

California’s expected result was between 22.06 and 25.95 property crimes per thousand population.
The actual result was 26.18, well outside the expected range.
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Figure 4. Property Crime CA vs US, 2006-2015

California had a much larger increase in property crime than could be expected based on a trend
forecast with 95 percent confidence. California’s property crime rate increased 7.26 percent in 2015
compared with 2014. The rate change for the rest of the U.S., however, was well within the predicted
range and DECREASED 4.77 percent, compared with California’s 7.26 percent INCREASE. We are
unaware of any other public policy change that would cause such a divergence. Implementation of the
Safe Schools and Neighborhoods Act of 2014 (Proposition 47) resulted in a large increase of property
crime in the state of California.
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State-to-State Comparisons

The previous trend analysis used gross rates. The 49 other states were combined in crime counts and
population to derive California and non-California crime rate changes over time and 2015 over 2014
specifically. We next evaluated California as compared with other states individually.

Violent Crime

Thirty-eight (38) of the 50 U.S. states reported a violent crime rate increase in 2015 compared with
2014. The average rate of increase was 6.8 percent. The overall average state’s violent crime rate (all
50 states) increased 4.5 percent. The gross violent crime rate (all counts divided by total population,
including California) increased 3.2 percent.

California was “middle of the road” with respect to violent crime, 36" out of 50, with a violent crime
rate increase of 7.4 percent, roughly double that of the rest of the states using this measure.

Property Crime

Only nine of 50 states reported property crime rate increases in 2015 compared with 2014. Only Hawaii
had a greater increase (17.2 percent) compared to California’s 7.2 percent increase. Overall in 2015, the
average state experienced a DECREASE of 3.7 percent. The gross decrease (including California in this
measure) was 3.4 percent.

Unlike the previous section, these state-by-state comparisons did not directly compare California to the
rest of the U.S. over time. They cannot, therefore, be used to identify effects associated with
implementation timing of Proposition 47. They are useful, however, in further confirming the direction
and magnitude of the change in crime experienced by Californians in 2015 as compared with the rest of
the country.

City Comparisons

The California Police Chiefs Association (CPCA) represents municipal police chiefs in the State of
California. The earlier (preliminary) analysis of crime changes in the state was intended to aid our
members in reporting crime rate changes in their cities to their city councils and public. We suspected
many of us would be reporting large crime rate increases, especially in property crimes, and wanted to
put information in chiefs’ hands to help put their individual crime rate changes in context.

The 460 reporting cities in California in 2015 have a combined population of 32.3 million people, 83
percent of the state’s total population and 10 percent of the U.S. population. Seventy of our cities,
those with populations greater than 100,000 persons, make up over half of the state’s total population
and six percent of the population of the U.S. If these 70 cities were a state, they would be the fifth
largest state in terms of population of the U.S., just behind New York, and ahead of Illinois and 45
others. What happens in our cities matters and has an effect on the overall crime experience in the
country.



California Police Chiefs Association
Page 14

For the purposes of this city analysis, cities were categorized by their FBI population group size (Groups
1 through 6) as well as two larger groups to at least partially address issues of data variability associated
with small cities. In addition to the FBI’s groups, the CPCA analysis included large cities (cities over
100,000 population) and small cities (cities between 1,000 and 100,000 population). The smallest cities
(under 1,000 population) were excluded from these two broad groupings due to their year-to-year and
city-to-city variability.

Tables with comparison data for each of the UCR Part | crime types and each of the city size groups
follow for violent crime and property crime categories. This analysis will focus on the crime effects for
the larger cities (G100) and smaller cities (Gs). Data for each of the city size groups (G1-G6) are included
for the benefit and use of CPCA members — they are not further analyzed for this report.

Violent Crime
The gross violent crime rate in large non-California cities decreased by 0.99 percent from 2014 to 2015.

This decrease was due almost entirely to robberies which decreased 4.13 percent, the only violent crime
category with a decrease. The murder rate increased 8.18 percent. In California, the gross violent crime

rate increased 8.35 percent and the murder rate 9.61 percent. Unlike the rest of the U.S., robberies
increased in California’s large cities in 2015 — there was no violent crime category with a decrease.

The gross violent crime rate in small non-California cities increased 1.08 percent from 2014 to 2015.

Reported robberies decreased in these cities as well, down 4.27 percent. The murder rate in smaller
cities increased 11.77 percent. In California’s smaller cities, the gross violent crime rate increased 4.3
percent, the murder rate increased 1.69 percent.

There are a number of differences in city size grouping differences that may provide useful information
with more detailed analysis, however, for the purposes of this report, differences were insufficient
between California and non-California agencies to conclude a Proposition 47 effect was responsible.

Violent Crime Rate Change
{Gross Group Population Rate Change, California Agencies, 2015/2014)
o Agg Violent
Group Pop Cities | Murder | Rape |Robbery Assanilt || Jess Rape
Gl >250,000 15 4.87% 51.44% 5.34% 8.85% 7.35%
G2 100,000-249,999 55 17.96% 35.33% 5.72% 8.90% 7.80%
Q3 50,000-99,999 107 -7.48% 20.28% 4.53% 3.25% 3.57%
Q4 25,000-49,999 91 -0.80% 14.28% 11.51% 3.83% 6.10%
a5 10,000-24,999 98 53.86% 12.35% 17.44% 2.36% 6.18%
G6 <10,000 94 40.51% 30.08% 3.63% -2.74% -1.51%
G100 >100,000 70 9.61% 46.45% 6.42% 9.64% 8.35%
Gs 1,000-100,000 382 1.69% 17.86% 7.71% 2.82% 4.30%

Table 1. Violent Crime Rate Changes in CA Cities
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Violent Crime Rate Change
{Gross Group Population Rate Change, non-California Agencies, 2015/2014)
. Agg Violent
Group Pop Cities | Murder | Rape |Robbery Assault | less Rape
G1 >250,000 64 8.84% 4.56% -3.82% 0.23% -1.19%
G2 100,000-249,999 156 5.45% 8.96% -6.06% 1.45% -0.96%
G3 50,000-99,999 367 17.17% 4.53% -4.13% 0.08% -1.00%
G4 25,000-49,999 750 7.25% 11.40% -5.96% 7.82% 3.74%
G5 10,000-24,999 1,653 12.28% 6.95% -4.06% 1.57% 0.34%
G6 <10,000 5,942 8.74% 7.46% -0.66% 2.40% 1.99%
G100 >100,000 220 8.18% 5.94% -4.13% 0.66% -0.99%
Gs 1,000-100,000 7,922 11.77% 7.58% -4.27% 2.81% 1.08%

Table 2. Violent Crime Rate Changes in non-CA US Cities
Property Crime

Gross property crime rates in the larger non-California cities decreased 4.45 percent but increased 6.47
percent in comparable California jurisdictions. Burglaries, however, decreased in both California and
non-California large cities which was expected to some degree. CPCA members thought there might be
a shift of criminal activity from felony theft to misdemeanor theft associated with Proposition 47’s
reduction of most forms of theft under $950 from felonies to misdemeanors. If true, however, motor
vehicle theft should also have been down (or at least flat) in California. It was not. Our analysis
determined that the felony-misdemeanor theft shift did not occur, at least not as we expected. Our
analysis did, however, confirm that California had a property crime effect coincident with the
implementation of Proposition 47 that the non-California agencies did not experience. Increases were
confined to larceny and motor vehicle theft.

The experience in smaller cities was similar. In non-California cities between 10,000 and 100,000
population, the overall property crime rate decreased 5.07 percent. In California, comparably sized
cities reported an increase of 8.35 percent, concentrated in larcenies and motor vehicle thefts as had
been the case in the larger cities.

There is an opportunity for research available in this information. Something about this offender group
—low level, largely substance abusing and non-violent — results in sharp increases in crime when they
are not incarcerated. As will be seen with county comparisons (see following section), increases do not
appear to have been universal. An understanding of what works (and not) with regard to this offender
population is critical to the success of future programs addressing this population. The answer lies
somewhere in the differences between how counties in California handled the shift of this population
from incarceration to other forms of custody. Successful strategies can also be used to mitigate the
future crime effects associated with Proposition 47 and this offender group.



California Police Chiefs Association

Page 16

Property Crime Rate Change
(Gross Group Population Rate Change, California Agencies, 2015/2014)

Group Pop Cities | Burglary | Larceny | P1 Prop Crime
G1 >250,000 15 -2.99% 10.03% 6.74%
G2 100,000-249,999 55 -5.08% 7.42% 5.43%
G3 50,000-99,999 107 -4.55% 10.68% 8.09%
G4 25,000-49,999 91 -3.92% 11.66% 9.15%
G5 10,000-24,999 98 -2.44% 13.73% 10.59%
G6 <10,000 94 -11.58% 1.73% -1.98%
G100 >100,000 70 -3.89% 9.30% 6.47%
Gs 1,000-100,000 382 -4.62% 11.08% 8.35%

Table 3. Property Crime Rate Changes in CA Cities

Property Crime Rate Change
(Gross Group Population Rate Change, non-California Agencies, 2015/2014)

Group Pop Cities | Burglary | Larceny | P1 Prop Crime
G1 >250,000 64 -9.34% -3.14% -4.62%
G2 100,000-249,999 156 -12.49% -2.75% -4.09%
G3 50,000-99,999 367 -8.99% -4.04% -4.70%
G4 25,000-49,999 750 -10.24% -4.44% -5.16%
G5 10,000-24,999 1,653 -10.93% -5.05% -5.95%
Gb <10,000 5,942 -8.20% -3.93% -4.42%
G100 >100,000 220 -10.38% -3.03% -4.45%
Gs 1,000-100,000 7,922 -9.64% -4.37% -5.07%

Table 4. Property Crime Rate Changes in non-CA US Cities

Proposition 47 clearly had an effect that resulted in an increase in larcenies and auto thefts. It does not
appear to have affected burglaries which declined as they did in non-California cities, albeit at a lesser

rate. Further research and analysis into these differences may aid in identifying the relationship

between this particular population of offenders and certain types of crime.
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County Comparisons

County-specific data for individual counties is not available from the FBI UCR report. County-specific
data for California (for 2015) was not yet available from California DOJ as of the date of this report,
however, a preliminary analysis based on reporting cities was attempted. This analysis suggests that the
increases in crime, particularly property crime, were not universal across the state. In fact, there
appears to be wide disparity in counties between cities of comparable populations.

Among the larger counties, cities in Orange County had the largest property crime increases, over 20
percent. Other large counties with large increases include Los Angeles (+9.95%), San Bernardino
(+8.86%), and San Diego (+8.86%). Some other large counties, however, had much smaller increases —
Riverside County (+3.98%), Sacramento (+3.64%), Santa Clara (+2.36%), and Alameda (2.69%).

In medium-sized counties, differences were even more pronounced. San Luis Obispo County increased
20.88 percent, Sonoma +16.04 percent, and San Francisco +15.74 percent. Three medium-sized
counties actually had decreases: Monterey (-11.5%), Contra Costa (-2.9%), and San Joaquin (-0.16%).

The fact that crime increased broadly in the State of California in 2015 but not universally (or generally)
across cities located in different counties suggests strongly that a county-specific factor, such as jail
incarceration, probation, and/or efficacy of monitoring and treatment programs, played a role in
allowing (or not) released minor offenders to commit future crimes.

It is recommended that county data be reanalyzed when available from California DOJ, later in October.
Our assumption is that some counties either had more probation and/or treatment resources available
than others, or the nature of services available was more effective in preventing criminal activity on the
part of lower level, drug and property crime offenders.

As suggested earlier, these findings represent a tremendous opportunity for further research to identify
what works (and what doesn’t) in preventing the offender population most affected by Proposition 47 —
largely substance-abusing, non-violent, lower level criminals, from committing future offenses. CPCA
offers some recommendations in the “Strategies for the Future” section at the end of this report.

In the meantime, however, CPCA feels it is important not to exacerbate the problem either in terms of
complexity of analysis or risk of new (additional) offenders free to commit future crimes without
impediment. The criminal justice system in California needs to better understand the mechanism
between different offender populations and the crimes they commit before we implement additional,
risky changes.



California Police Chiefs Association

S Page 18

COSTS OF PROPOSITION 47

Based on an analysis by the Legislative Analyst’s Office, supporters of the Safe Neighborhoods and
Schools Act claimed Proposition 47 would save $150-250 million annually due to reduced prison costs
and that counties would save over $100 million each year. State savings were proposed to go to a Safe
Neighborhoods and Schools Fund to be distributed 25 percent to the Department of Education, 10
percent to the Victim Compensation Fund, and 65 percent to the Board of State and Community
Corrections (BSCC). Proponents argued that there was no reason to suspect crime would increase
should Proposition 47 pass, indeed it would probably go down, because treatment outside of prison is
more effective than treatment in prison. Proponents made no reported attempt to estimate the
economic cost to victims should there be an increase rather than a decrease in crime.

According to the California Department of Justice, the value of stolen property in 2015 was $2.467
billion, an increase of $287.8 million (+13.2 percent) over 20147, the largest year-over-year increase in at
least ten years. Realignment and Proposition 47 supporters now acknowledge that there were crime
increases associated with these programs but are quick to note that overall property crime is lower than
it was (as an incident rate per population) ten years ago. That may be true but victimization costs
associated with property crime alone returned to its highest level since 2008. More importantly, the
projected cost savings of the Safe Neighborhoods and Schools Act (Proposition 47) were more than
offset by the increased cost of victimization associated with property crimes.

7 Ibid.
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Value of Stolen Property
(California, in $millions)
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Figure 5. Value of Stolen Property in California, 2004-2015

Crimes associated with Proposition 47 cost victims in the State of California no less than $285 million
assuming crime had remained at the same level in 2015 compared with 2014, far more than the
Legislative Analyst‘s Office and Proposition 47 proponents projected as savings. Had Proposition 47 not
been implemented, property crime would likely have continued decreasing as it did in the rest of the
country. The true victimization cost is therefore much higher, certainly over $300 million and that is
economic loss alone. No estimate was attempted at police response costs associated with the increased
number of service calls or victimization associated with violent crimes that may also have been affected
by Proposition 47 offenders.
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EARLY ESTIMATES FOR 2016

Although early 2015 estimates made by CPCA based on membership surveys suffered from limited
responses, the basic direction of crime trends in California and a general conclusion about magnitude of
change proved to be valuable information for police chiefs in the state. We felt that a similar, early,
view of 2016 over 2015 data might provide an early indication of whether or not the increases
experienced in 2015 over 2014 might be continuing into 2016.

In July and August 2016, 44 percent (213 of 460) California cities responded to CPCA’s survey requesting
Part | crime count data for the first six months of 2016, serving 65 percent of the population in the 460
California cities reporting to the FBI in 2015.

When the first six months of 2016 are compared with the first six months of 2015, month-for-month,
overall violent crime (not including rape) was up 4.95 percent and overall property crime was down 1.87
percent. These figures were different for the larger versus smaller cities as follows:

Violent Crime Rate Change
(Gross Group Population Rate Change, California Agencies, 2016/2015 First Six Months)

. Agg Violent less

Group Pop Cities Murder | Rape |Robbery Al Rape
G100 >100,000 45 10.08% 6.95% 3.57% 8.97% 6.92%
Gs 1,000-100,000 168 -37.38% 8.62% -1.98% -1.02% -1.67%
ALL 213 -0.86% 7.31% 2.59% 6.39% 4.95%

Table 5. Early Estimate of Violent Crime Change 2015-2106

Property Crime Rate Change
(Gross Group Population Rate Change, California Agencies, 2016/2015 First Six Months)

o P1 Prop

Group Pop Cities Burglary Larceny |Auto Theft Crime
G100 >100,000 45 -3.73% -1.93% 5.62% -0.98%
Gs 1,000-100,000 168 -0.90% -6.54% 3.19% -4.15%
ALL 213 -2.88% -3.24% 5.04% -1.87%

Table 6. Early Estimate of Violent Crime Change 2015-2106

The figures were based on actual six-month, year-to-year comparisons. We cross-checked annual
estimates and found that in the smaller cities (those under 100,000 population) doubling the first six
months’ data from 2015 proved to be unreliable in predicting actual full-year 2015 numbers. The larger
cities (over 100,000 population) and the grouping of all cities proved to be reliable (95% accuracy) in
estimating full year 2015 numbers from six-month data. Smaller city data (Gs) is reported in the tables
above but are for reference only. G100 or GALL estimates should be used to estimate 2016 full year
expected numbers from 2016 January through June data.
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Applying this strategy, CPCA expects full-year 2016 data to show a violent crime increase of 5-6 percent,
not adjusted for population change. CPCA expects full-year 2016 data to show a property crime
decrease of about one percent, not adjusted for population change.

Official data for all of California for 2016 will not be available until California DOJ issues its Crime in
California report in July 2017. Six-month data allowing for some initial comparisons between the largest
California and non-California cities in the United States will be available from the FBI in approximately
February 2017. Official national data from the FBI will not be available until late September 2017.

After thorough review of available data to-date and an assumption that major policy adjustments were
not made during 2016 in sufficient time to affect offense rates on the part of particular population
groups, CPCA makes the following prediction regarding the 2016 effects of Proposition 47.

CPCA does not expect a sudden change in the numbers of people committing crime, or available to
commit crime who are not incarcerated or on supervised release in 2016. In other words, the
population of offenders available to offend increased suddenly with the implementation of Proposition
47, resulting in the higher crime rates. Other than the natural aging-out of portions of this population,
replaced by younger newcomers, a sudden new influx of offenders is not expected unless another broad
public policy change is made with that result.

Until and if this offender population is adequately supervised when on some form of release, they will
continue to offend at approximately the higher rate experienced in 2015 and will continue to do so until
some form of effective intervention is adopted. California should again generally follow its previous
trends in both violent and property crime as well as generally track the increases and decreases in crime
nationally, albeit at the increased rate. The approximately $300 million cost associated with increased
victimization in 2015 will be carried forward annually until effective intervention is identified and
implemented.
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STRATEGIES FOR THE FUTURE

1. Broad public policy changes that significantly change incarceration, probation, and treatment of
offenders, particularly drug offenders, should be avoided until the mechanism between this
offending population and their ability and/or willingness to commit crime is better understood.

2. Research regarding differences between counties in California that had better (or worse) crime
experiences than the average California county should be undertaken to identify what
combination of incarceration, supervised release, and treatment programs are effective (and
not) in preventing crime.

3. CPCA strongly recommends that persons on release and under some form of supervision,
especially those not actively supervised, be monitored with GPS tracking to ensure they meet
the conditions of their release and provide a mechanism for law enforcement to identify those
who may be committing crimes while on release. Commission of a crime (other than a simple
drug crime) while on release or removal of the GPS tracking device should itself be a crime
resulting in revocation of probation and, upon second offense, should be considered a felony.

4, CPCA does not disagree with the perspective that jailing drug-addicted persons is an
unacceptably expensive and ineffective form of rehabilitation. CPCA strongly disagrees with the
notion that the costs associated with increased victimization that results should be shifted to
and accepted by crime victims as the public’s contribution toward a kinder, more tolerant
society. Simply letting people out of prisons and jails for drug offenses without effect treatment
(which requires both incentives and accountability), does not serve either the public or the
offenders and police chiefs hear this every day from our neighborhood and city political leaders.



