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Quarterly Post-Release Community and Mandatory Supervision Update 
July – September 2016: 72 New Supervisees 

*since realignment began in October 2011, there have been one thousand five hundred and fifty-eight (1558) supervisees.

FY 2016-17 First Quarter Highlights and Year-to-Date (YTD) totals: 
• 72 new supervisees
• MS supervisees outnumbered PRCS supervisees
• 22% of supervisees live out of county (YTD: 28% )
• 21% of supervisees were transiet (YTD: 14%)

• 41 revocations were filed (YTD: 558)
• 12% of violations were property crimes (YTD: 14%)
• 17% of violations were drug/alcohol crimes (YTD: 15%)
• 79% of terminations were successful (YTD: 74%)

 

PRCS 
City of Residence Number 
East Palo Alto 8 
Redwood City 4 
Daly City 3 
Pacifica 2 
S. San Francisco 2 
San Bruno 2 
Menlo Park 1 
Brisbane 1 
Transient 6 
San Francisco 4 
Other County in State 1 
Total Supervisees 34 

MS 
City of Residence Number 
Daly City 6 
Redwood City 3 
East Palo Alto 2 
S. San Francisco 2 
Pacifica 2 
San Mateo 2 
Belmont 1 
Transient 9 
San Francisco 3 
Other County in State 8 
Total Supervisees 38 
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33 

5 

Male Female

Gender 
PRCS MS

ATTACHMENT A



Terminations, Revocations and Flashes 

There were fifty-three (53) terminations during the reporting period. Sixty-nine percent (79%) were successful.  
 
Total # of Supervisees Successfully Terminated Total # of Supervisees Unsuccessfully Terminated 
PRCS – 29 
• Early Terminations: 16 
• Normal Terminations: 13 

MS – 13 
 

PRCS – 6 
 

MS –5 
 

 
In the reporting period, we filed a total of forty-one (41)  revocations, with PRCS having twenty (20) and MS having 
twenty-one (21) revocations. The breakdown by violation category is below: 
 

Violation Type PRCS MS % of  Q1 Violations YTD % 

Property 2 3 12% 14% 
Drug/Alcohol 4 3 17% 15% 

Crimes Against Persons 9 14 56% 40% 
Technical 3 0 7% 22% 

Other Crimes 2 1 7% 30% 
TOTAL 38 28 100%  

 
Generally, the population is reoffending by committing crimes similar to those for which they are on 
Realignment, namely non‐serious, non‐violent, non‐serious sex related crimes. 
 
Seven percent (7%) were for for technical violations, a significant decrease increase when compared to the previous 
quarter (20%). Technical violations of supervision are filed when supervisees abscond or fail to abstain from substance 
use. It is important to note that the Probation Department usually files formal revocations after lower sanctions 
have been attempted, including flash incarcerations for PRCS cases. However, at times, officers may decide that 
a formal revocation is more appropriate than utilizing lower sanctions, depending on the circumstances of the 
violation.  Ninety-three percent (93%) of the revocations filed were for new law violations involving crimes against 
persons, property, drug/alcohol related crimes as well as other crimes. 
 
There were twenty-eight (28)  flashes during this reporting period. 
 
There were two (2) PRCS supervisees and one (1) MS supervisee whose charges were reduced and subsequently 
terminated because of Prop 47.  
 
Seven (7) cases were transferred to different counties. 
 
 
 

Recidivism Definition 
 

San Mateo County: Arrest and/or Charges Filed within 3 years of Last Incarceration in San Mateo County, 
including warrant arrests, PTA/Court Sentence but excludes PRCS flash incarcerations/Revocation, 647/849B1 
(no charges filed) or dropped charges. 
 

Attorney General: An arrest resulting in a charge within three years of an individual’s release from 
incarceration or placement on supervision for a previous criminal conviction 
 

BSSC: A conviction of a new felony or misdemeanor committed within three years of release from custody or 
committed within three years of placement on supervision for a previous criminal conviction. 
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Quarterly Post-Release Community and Mandatory Supervision Update 
October - December 2016: 81 New Supervisees 

 

*since realignment began in October 2011, there have been one thousand six hundred and thirty-nine (1639) supervisees. 
 

FY 2016-17 First Quarter Highlights and Year-to-Date (YTD) totals: 
• 81 new supervisees  
• MS supervisees outnumbered PRCSsupervisees 
• 39% of supervisees live out of county (YTD: 36% ) 
• 18% of supervisees were transiet (YTD: 14%) 

• 52 revocations were filed (YTD: 610) 
• 13% of violations were property crimes (YTD: 14%) 
• 25% of violations were drug/alcohol crimes (YTD: 20%) 
• 81% of terminations were successful (YTD: 80%) 
 
 
             
                        
 
  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 
 
   

 
 

  

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

PRCS 
City of Residence Number 
Redwood City 6 
Daly City 4 
San Bruno 2 
Pacifica 2 
Burlingame 1 
East Palo Alto 1 
Millbrae 1 
South San Francisco 1 
Half Moon Bay 1 
San Mateo 1 
Menlo Park 1 
Transient 8 
San Francisco 2 
Other County in State 6 
Total Supervisees 37 

MS 
City of Residence Number 
South San Francisco 4 
Redwood City  3 
Daly City 2 
East Palo Alto 2 
Menlo Park 2 
Pacifica 2 
El Granada 1 
Foster City 1 
San Bruno 1 
San Carlos 1 
San Mateo 1 
Woodside 1 
Transient 5 
San Francisco 10 
Other County in State 8 
Total Supervisees 44 
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Terminations, Revocations and Flashes 

There were thirty-two (32)  terminations during the reporting period. Eighty-one percent (81%) were successful.  
 
Total # of Supervisees Successfully Terminated Total # of Supervisees Unsuccessfully Terminated 
PRCS – 18 
• Early Terminations: 5 
• Normal Terminations: 13 

MS – 8 
 

PRCS – 1 
 

MS –5 
 

 
In the reporting period, we filed a total of fifty-two (52)  revocations, with PRCS having twenty-seven (27) and MS 
having twenty-five (25)  revocations. The breakdown by violation category is below: 
 

Violation Type PRCS MS % of  Q1 Violations YTD % 

Property 3 4 13% 14% 
Drug/Alcohol 8 5 25% 20% 

Crimes Against Persons 2 0 4% 13% 
Technical 9 14 44% 42% 

Other Crimes 5 2 13% 22% 
TOTAL 27 25 100%  

 
Generally, the population is reoffending by committing crimes similar to those for which they are on 
Realignment, namely non‐serious, non‐violent, non‐serious sex related crimes. 
 
Forty-four percent (44%) were for for technical violations. Technical violations of supervision are filed when supervisees 
abscond or fail to abstain from substance use. It is important to note that the Probation Department usually files 
formal revocations after lower sanctions have been attempted, including flash incarcerations for PRCS cases. 
However, at times, officers may decide that a formal revocation is more appropriate than utilizing lower 
sanctions, depending on the circumstances of the violation.  Fifty-six percent (6%) of the revocations filed were for 
new law violations involving crimes against persons, property, drug/alcohol related crimes as well as other crimes. 
 
There were twenty (20)  flashes during this reporting period. 
 
There was one (1) PRCS supervisee whose charges were reduced and subsequently terminated because of Prop 47. There 
was one (1) MS supervisee whose charges were reduced and subsequently terminated because of Prop 64. 
 
Six (6) cases were transferred to different counties. 
 
 
 

Recidivism Definition 
 

San Mateo County: Arrest and/or Charges Filed within 3 years of Last Incarceration in San Mateo County, 
including warrant arrests, PTA/Court Sentence but excludes PRCS flash incarcerations/Revocation, 647/849B1 
(no charges filed) or dropped charges. 
 

Attorney General: An arrest resulting in a charge within three years of an individual’s release from 
incarceration or placement on supervision for a previous criminal conviction 
 

BSSC: A conviction of a new felony or misdemeanor committed within three years of release from custody or 
committed within three years of placement on supervision for a previous criminal conviction. 
 



AB109 In-Custody Monthly–July 2016 
Revision 

PC 1170(h):  14 cases 

This Month 
(Jul 2016) 

Last Month 
(Jun 2016) 

This Year Total  
(Oct’15-Sep ’16) 

Annual       
(Oct ‘14-Sep ’15) 

Number of new 
PC1170(h) cases 

14 21 167 
 201 per year Straight Split Straight Split Straight Split 

6 8 8 13 57 110 

*Average Length of Stay
(ALOS) for PC1170(h) 
cases 

188 216 197 
197 days ALOS Straight Split Straight Split Straight Split 

201 179 201 226 188 201 
Non-PC1170(h) 
sentenced cases 161 160 1,508 1713 per year 

*Average Length of Stay
(ALOS) Non-PC1170(h) 37 44 43 43 days ALOS 

*ALOS is determined after credits are applied 

Breakdown of PC1170(h) Sentences:  11 were men, 3 were women 

Mandatory Supervision Revocation:  4 cases 

This Month 
(Jul 2016) 

Last Month 
(Jun 2016) 

This Year Total  
(Oct ’15-Sep ’16) 

Annual       
(Oct ‘14-Sep ’15) 

Number of Mandatory 
Supervision Revoc. cases 4 7 34 35 per year 

Average Length of Stay 55 67 98 71 ALOS 

*1st MS case appeared in December 2012 

Post-Release Community Supervision:  20 cases 

There were a total of 20 new local PRCS bookings in July; 11 were booked on a Flash Incarceration 
(PC3454) and were in custody during the month a total of 68 days or 6 days on average.  

9 inmates were booked on a local PRCS revocation (PC3455).  

Parole Revocation:  10 cases 

There were 10 parole revocation hearings in July. 10 inmates were given revocation sentences and are 
expected to serve a total of 519 revocation days in custody, or an average of 52 days each.  

AB109 Totals 

AB109 Stats Current Year (Oct ’15-Sep ’16) Prior Year (Oct ’14-Sep ’15) 
Cases 
Since 

10/1/15 

Days in 
Custody 

In Custody 
7/31/16 

% of Population 
7/31/16 No. of Cases Avg. Length

of Stay 

PC1170(h) 167 32,877 115 11.5% 201 197 
MS Revocations 34 3,325 10 1.0% 35 71 
PC3056 revocations 81 3,528 13 1.3% 93 44 
PC3454 91 636 0 0.0% 174 7 
PC3455 88 5,086 25 2.5% 72 75 
Total AB109 461 45,452 163 16.3% 575 92 

ATTACHMENT B



 
AB109 In-Custody Monthly–August 2016 

 
 

PC 1170(h):  19 cases 
  

 
This Month 
(Aug 2016) 

Last Month 
(Jul 2016) 

This Year Total  
(Oct’15-Sep ’16) 

Annual               
(Oct ‘14-Sep ’15) 

Number of new 
PC1170(h) cases 

19 14 186 
  201 per year Straight Split Straight Split Straight Split 

9 10 6 8 66 120 

*Average Length of Stay  
(ALOS) for PC1170(h) 
cases 

169 188 194 
197 days ALOS Straight Split Straight Split Straight Split 

184 155 201 179 188 197 
Non-PC1170(h) 
sentenced cases 149 161 1,657 1713 per year 

*Average Length of Stay 
(ALOS) Non-PC1170(h) 51 37 44 43 days ALOS 

*ALOS is determined after credits are applied 

Breakdown of PC1170(h) Sentences:  16 were men, 3 were women 

 

Mandatory Supervision Revocation:  4 cases 
 

 This Month 
(Aug 2016) 

Last Month 
(Jul 2016) 

This Year Total  
(Oct ’15-Sep ’16) 

Annual               
(Oct ‘14-Sep ’15) 

Number of Mandatory 
Supervision Revoc. cases 4 4 38 35 per year 

Average Length of Stay 42 55 98 71 ALOS 

*1st MS case appeared in December 2012 
 

Post-Release Community Supervision:  4 cases 

There were a total of 4 new local PRCS bookings in August; 1 were booked on a Flash Incarceration 
(PC3454) and were in custody during the month a total of 5 days or 5 days on average.  

3 inmates were booked on a local PRCS revocation (PC3455).  

Parole Revocation:  12 cases 

There were 12 parole revocation hearings in August. 12 inmates were given revocation sentences and are 
expected to serve a total of 644 revocation days in custody, or an average of 54 days each.  

 

AB109 Totals 

AB109 Stats Current Year (Oct ’15-Sep ’16) Prior Year (Oct ’14-Sep ’15) 

 Cases 
Since 

10/1/15 

Days in 
Custody 

In Custody 
8/31/16 

% of Population 
8/31/16 No. of Cases Avg. Length 

of Stay 

PC1170(h) 186 36,089 113 11.7% 201 197 
MS Revocations  38 3,494 11 1.1% 35 71 
PC3056 revocations 93 4,172 18 1.9% 93 44 
PC3454 92 641 0 0.0% 174 7 
PC3455 91 5,731 15 1.5% 72 75 
Total AB109 500 50,127 157 16.2% 575 92 

  
 
 
 



 
AB109 In-Custody Monthly–September 2016 

 
 

PC 1170(h):  19 cases 
  

 
This Month 
(Sep 2016) 

Last Month 
(Aug 2016) 

This Year Total  
(Oct’15-Sep ’16) 

Annual               
(Oct ‘14-Sep ’15) 

Number of new 
PC1170(h) cases 

19 19 205 
  201 per year Straight Split Straight Split Straight Split 

7 12 9 10 73 132 

*Average Length of Stay  
(ALOS) for PC1170(h) 
cases 

186 169 193 
197 days ALOS Straight Split Straight Split Straight Split 

132 217 184 155 183 199 
Non-PC1170(h) 
sentenced cases 176 149 1,833 1713 per year 

*Average Length of Stay 
(ALOS) Non-PC1170(h) 53 51 45 43 days ALOS 

*ALOS is determined after credits are applied 

Breakdown of PC1170(h) Sentences:  16 were men, 3 were women 

 

Mandatory Supervision Revocation:  6 cases 
 

 This Month 
(Sep 2016) 

Last Month 
(Aug 2016) 

This Year Total  
(Oct ’15-Sep ’16) 

Annual               
(Oct ‘14-Sep ’15) 

Number of Mandatory 
Supervision Revoc. cases 6 4 44 35 per year 

Average Length of Stay 132 42 97 71 ALOS 

*1st MS case appeared in December 2012 
 

Post-Release Community Supervision:  26 cases 

There were a total of 26 new local PRCS bookings in September; 16 were booked on a Flash 
Incarceration (PC3454) and were in custody during the month a total of 116 days or 7 days on average.  

10 inmates were booked on a local PRCS revocation (PC3455).  

Parole Revocation:  2 cases 

There were 2 parole revocation hearings in September. 2 inmates were given revocation sentences and 
are expected to serve a total of 106 revocation days in custody, or an average of 53 days each.  

 

AB109 Totals 

AB109 Stats Current Year (Oct ’15-Sep ’16) Prior Year (Oct ’14-Sep ’15) 

 Cases 
Since 

10/1/15 

Days in 
Custody 

In Custody 
9/30/16 

% of Population 
9/30/16 No. of Cases Avg. Length 

of Stay 

PC1170(h) 205 39,616 108 10.8% 201 197 
MS Revocations  44 4,285 10 1.0% 35 71 
PC3056 revocations 95 4,278 16 1.6% 93 44 
PC3454 108 757 2 0.2% 174 7 
PC3455 101 6,321 23 2.3% 72 75 
Total AB109 553 55,257 159 16.0% 575 92 
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Northern California Regional Intelligence Center 

San Mateo County 
Quarterly Realignment BulleƟn 

Quarter 3: July‐September 2016 November 16, 2016 

Offenses  commiƩed  by  the  supervised  and  in‐custody  realignment  populaƟons  in  San Mateo  County  during  July‐
September 2016 (Q3) conƟnue to show that this populaƟon commits drug and property crime offenses.   There is no 
significant involvement in serious or violent crime. 

During  Q3,  drug  offenses,  idenƟty  theŌ,  and  vehicle  theŌ  emerged  as  the  top  3  commiƫng  offenses  for  both 
supervised and in‐custody realignment offenders.  Of these, vehicle theŌ  is the only crime category that increased in 
San Mateo County during  the  reporƟng period.   This  report will examine how  the  top offenses  commiƩed by  the 
realignment  populaƟon  correlate  to  overall  crime  trends  in  San Mateo  County.    Specifically,  this  report  examines 
vehicle  theŌ  in  San Mateo  County  for  2016 Q3.  The  data  used  for  this  analysis was  derived  from Uniform  Crime 
Reports  (UCR)  which  were  provided  by  each  San Mateo  County  law  enforcement  agency,  and  from  informaƟon 
provided by the San Mateo County ProbaƟon Department.  

Note:   Although  the  reader may  be  inclined  to  correlate  the  top  realignment  offenses with  actual  crime  trends,  please  be  advised  that  the 
realignment populaƟon is a small populaƟon compared to the overall offender populaƟon in and out of custody.   

ExecuƟve Summary:  

Overview:  
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Northern California Regional Intelligence Center 

Northern California Regional Intelligence Center 

San Mateo County  
2016 Q3 July‐September 

 
From July to September 2016, most vehicle theŌs occurred in South San Francisco (61), Daly City (59), and San Mateo 
(55).  *Please note, San Bruno PD data was not available for this analysis. 
 
From Q2 to Q3 vehicle theŌ was the only crime category to increase countywide (3%) with 321 incidents occurring dur‐

ing the reporƟng period.  Vehicle theŌ is also one of the top offenses commiƩed by realignment offenders during this 

reporƟng period.  From Q2 to Q3 vehicle theŌ was the only crime category to increase countywide (3%). *Please note 

that although we are reporƟng “commiƫng offense” for this reporƟng period, the actual offense may not have oc-

curred during this quarter.  

Breakdown of Vehicle TheŌ 
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As of September 30, 2016, the enƟre realignment pop‐

ulaƟon in San Mateo County—both in and out of cus‐

tody—consisted of approximately 625 offenders.  The 

supervised realignment populaƟon in San Mateo 

County was made up of 270 subjects on Post Release 

Community Supervision (PRCS) and 247 subjects on 

Mandatory Supervision.  The in–custody (1170(h) PC) 

populaƟon consisted of 108 offenders.   

The PRCS populaƟon decreased 3% and the Mandato‐

ry Supervision populaƟon increased 7% since Q2 2016.  

The  overall  populaƟon  (including  supervised  and  in‐

custody) decreased 1% since Q2 2016.   

 
In the last year and a half, the supervised realignment populaƟon has steadily increased.    It is unknown what exactly 

is driving the increase in this populaƟon, however, it is possible that the impact of Prop 47 may be to blame.  Our anal‐

ysis conƟnues  to show  that realignment offenders generally commit drug and property‐related crimes, and Prop 47 

applies primarily to drug and property‐related crimes.  It is likely that realignment offenders are exploiƟng the lenient 

design of Prop 47.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Note:    It  is possible  that  there are a  small number of offenders  that may have been double counted depending on  their  in-custody or out-of-
custody status at  the Ɵme  these numbers were generated.   This data was obtained  from different sources  (probaƟon,  jail) and  therefore may 
overlap slightly.  However the preceding analysis provides a general picture of the San Mateo County realignment populaƟon. 

 AB109:  San Mateo County 
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Maguire CorrecƟonal Facility:  

AB109 In-Custody: Public Safety Realignment has been in place for almost five years.  A comparison of the AB109 In‐

Custody populaƟon at  the end of Q3 each year reflects an  increase  in  the populaƟon  from 2015  to 2016.      It  is un‐

known what caused this increase, however the increase could be aƩributed to the stabilizaƟon of criminal proceedings 

following the implementaƟon of Prop 47 in November 2014.  AddiƟonally, the increase could be reflecƟve of the over‐

all realignment populaƟon, which has been steadily increasing as well.  The increase in the overall populaƟon could be 

impacƟng the in‐custody populaƟon.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1170(h) PC PopulaƟon:  Analysis of the offenses commiƩed by the 1170(h) PC populaƟon in custody on September 30, 

2016, serving their original sentences, revealed that the top three commiƫng offenses included drug offenses, idenƟ‐

ty theŌ, and vehicle theŌ.  These offenses are consistent with the top four offenses commiƩed by the overall realign‐

ment populaƟon.  

San Mateo County: In Custody 
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During this reporƟng period, San Mateo County criminal acƟvity consisted primarily of Larceny, Assaults, and Burglary; 
which is in line with findings from 2016 Q1 and Q2.     
 
Vehicle TheŌ represents 12% of offenses commiƩed by the realignment populaƟon.  This number is down from 20% in 
Q2.  However, vehicle theŌ represents 8% of all countywide crime data in Q3, which is up from 6% in Q2.   
 
IdenƟty TheŌ and related offenses such as fraud conƟnue to be among the top offenses commiƩed by the realignment 
populaƟon (15%, down from 19%  in Q2).    IdenƟty TheŌ, along with other property crimes,  is categorized under Lar‐
ceny  in UCR.   Larceny  is  the  top offense commiƩed  in San Mateo County during 2016 Q3  (51% of all offenses com‐
miƩed).  Larceny was also the top offense commiƩed in all of 2014 and 2015.   
 
Drug Offenses conƟnue to be the top offenses commiƩed by realignment offenders (37%, up from 29% in Q2).  Drug 
offenses are not a UCR category and were not included in the UCR crime data analysis for this report.  
 
As was  the  intent of AB109, members of  the  realignment populaƟon commit non‐violent, non‐serious, and non‐sex 
offenses.  There are a few examples of realignment offenders engaging in violent crime, however, the data shows that 
most San Mateo County  realignment offenders are  involved  in drug offenses and property  crime offenses  (idenƟty 
theŌ, vehicle theŌ, burglary, and other property crime offenses).  It is important to keep in mind that the realignment 
populaƟon is a small populaƟon compared to the overall offender populaƟon in San Mateo County and therefore, it 
is not accurate to aƩribute countywide crime trends to this populaƟon.   However, we conƟnue to see that the rea‐
lignment populaƟon consistently mirrors crime trends within San Mateo County.    
 
Further analysis is sƟll needed to determine if Prop 47 is responsible for the increase in property crime  in San Mateo 
County.   The NCRIC will conƟnue  to monitor and analyze crime data  to  idenƟfy specific crime  trends,  the effects of 
Prop 47, and the relaƟonship this may have to the realignment populaƟon in San Mateo County. 
 
Please refer to the aƩached report, San Mateo County Realignment PopulaƟon Analysis, that describes the characteris‐
Ɵcs of the enƟre realignment populaƟon from its implementaƟon in October 2011 to June 2016.  AddiƟonally, the re‐
port provides analysis of top realignment offenders in San Mateo County.   
 

 What is the recidivism rate of acƟve realignment offenders in San Mateo County? 
 What is the recidivism rate of terminated realignment offenders in San Mateo County? 
 How is ProposiƟon 47 affecƟng the realignment populaƟon in San Mateo County? 
 Where are realignment offenders commiƫng new crimes? 

 
 

Intelligence Gaps: 

Conclusion: 
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Quarter 4: October‐December 2016                      February 7, 2017 

Offenses commiƩed by the supervised and in‐custody realignment populaƟons in San Mateo County during October—
December  (Q4)  conƟnue  to  show  that  this  populaƟon  commits  drug  and  property  crime  offenses.    There  is  no 
significant involvement in serious or violent crime. 

During  Q4,  drug  offenses,  property  crime,  and  vehicle  theŌ  emerged  as  the  top  3  commiƫng  offenses  for  new 
supervised    cases  and  in‐custody  realignment offenders.    (Note: Property  includes  a number of different property 
crime offenses, i.e. vandalism, possession of stolen property, grand theŌ, etc.).  This report will examine how the top 
offenses commiƩed by  the  realignment populaƟon correlate  to overall crime  trends  in San Mateo County.   Vehicle 
theŌ makes up 8% of all  the crimes commiƩed  in San Mateo County during Q4.   Specifically,  this  report examines 
vehicle  theŌ  in  San Mateo  County  for  2016 Q4.  The  data  used  for  this  analysis was  derived  from Uniform  Crime 
Reports  (UCR)  which  were  provided  by  each  San Mateo  County  law  enforcement  agency,  and  from  informaƟon 
provided by the San Mateo County ProbaƟon Department.  

Note:   Although  the  reader may  be  inclined  to  correlate  the  top  realignment  offenses with  actual  crime  trends,  please  be  advised  that  the 
realignment populaƟon is a small populaƟon compared to the overall offender populaƟon in and out of custody.   

ExecuƟve Summary:  

Overview:  
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2016 Q4 October‐December 

 
From October to December 2016, most vehicle theŌs occurred in Daly City (81), San Mateo (64), and South San Fran‐
cisco (58).  
 
From Q3 to Q4 vehicle theŌ increased 27% with 407 incidents occurring during the reporƟng period, up from 321.  Ve‐

hicle theŌ is one of the top offenses commiƩed by realignment offenders during this reporƟng period.  *Please note 

that although we are reporƟng “commiƫng offense” for this reporƟng period, the actual offense may not have oc-

curred during this quarter.  

Breakdown of Vehicle TheŌ 



UNCLASSIFIED//FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

3 

Northern California Regional Intelligence Center 

Northern California Regional Intelligence Center 

As of December 31, 2016, the enƟre realignment pop‐

ulaƟon in San Mateo County—both in and out of cus‐

tody—consisted of approximately 666 offenders.  The 

supervised realignment populaƟon in San Mateo 

County was made up of 288 subjects on Post Release 

Community Supervision (PRCS) and 277 subjects on 

Mandatory Supervision.  The in–custody (1170(h) PC) 

populaƟon consisted of 101 offenders.   

The PRCS populaƟon increased 7% and the Mandatory 

Supervision populaƟon  increased 12% since Q3 2016.  

The  overall  populaƟon  (including  supervised  and  in‐

custody) decreased 6% since Q3 2016.   

 
In the last year and a half, the supervised realignment populaƟon has steadily increased.    It is unknown what exactly 

is driving the increase in this populaƟon, however, it is possible that the impact of Prop 47 may be to blame.  Analysis 

conƟnues to show that realignment offenders generally commit drug and property‐related offenses, and Prop 47 ap‐

plies primarily to drug and property‐related crimes.    It  is  likely that realignment offenders are exploiƟng the  lenient 

design of Prop 47.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Note:    It  is possible  that  there are a  small number of offenders  that may have been double counted depending on  their  in-custody or out-of-
custody status at  the Ɵme  these numbers were generated.   This data was obtained  from different sources  (probaƟon,  jail) and  therefore may 
overlap slightly.  However the preceding analysis provides a general picture of the San Mateo County realignment populaƟon. 

 AB109:  San Mateo County 
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Maguire CorrecƟonal Facility & Maple St. CorrecƟonal Center AB109 In‐Custody Stats  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
There was a slight increase in sentenced cases under PC1170(h) from the 3rd to the 4th quarter (13.5%). The most sig‐
nificant increase was in sentenced days to serve at almost 41% from the 3rd to the 4th quarter. 
 
Residency at Ɵme of Booking 
 
 42% of the PC1170(h) offenders sentenced during the quarter stated they reside in San Mateo County.  
 32% gave an out of county address as their place of residency, over half of that number stated they were from San 

Francisco. 
 47 or 80% of the newly sentenced cases were men, 12 or 20% were women 
 Average age of those sentenced: 36              
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Mandatory Supervision RevocaƟon (MSV) Cases– October through December 2016 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This offender populaƟon has been previously  sentenced  to a PC1170(h)  split  sentence. However, due  to a violaƟon 
they have been sentenced to serve the remainder of their Ɵme in county jail. Note: The first MSV case appeared in De-
cember of 2012.   

San Mateo County: In Custody 
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Non‐PC1170(h)  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The cases shown above include individuals sentenced during the quarter as well as those who were given a “future sur-
render date” and came into custody to serve their sentence during Q4 of 2016.  
    
Parole RevocaƟon Sentenced Cases   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Post Release Community Supervision StaƟsƟcs for 4th Quarter 2016 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

San Mateo County: In Custody 
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AB109 In-Custody: October 2016 started year 6 of Public Safety Realignment.  A comparison of the AB109 In‐Custody 

populaƟon  for each year at  the end of Quarter 4 reflects an  increase  in  the populaƟon within  the  last year. The  in‐

crease could be aƩributed to the stabilizaƟon of the criminal proceedings following the implementaƟon of Prop 47 in 

November 2014.    In addiƟon,  in Q4 2015 there were 23% fewer cases sentenced than  in Q4 2016, thereby reducing 

the overall in‐custody populaƟon at the end of the year. The PC1170(h) sentenced cases are the largest segment of the 

total  in‐custody AB109 populaƟon. At the end of Q4 2016 the  AB109 populaƟon was at 15.2%  of the overall in‐

custody populaƟon.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1170(h) PopulaƟon:  Analysis of the offenses commiƩed by the 1170(h) populaƟon in custody on December 31, 2016, 

serving  their original sentences,  revealed  that  the  top commiƫng offenses  included drug/alcohol offenses,  idenƟty 

theŌ, vehicle theŌ, burglary and other property crimes.  As a comparison, the current top offenses are consistent with 

those reported in Q4 2015.  

San Mateo County: In Custody 

 Other Property Crimes includes: 
PC496D(A), PC496(A), PC 484I
(C),PC487(A), PC487(C),PC487(D)
(1),PC 487(A),PC 484e(d), PC 594
(b)(1), PC470A and PC476.  

 

 Vehicle TheŌ includes VC10851(A) 
 

 ID TheŌ includes: PC530.5, 
PC530.5(A), PC530.5(C)(2), PC 
530.5( C)(3), PC 529(A)(3) 

 

 Drugs & Alcohol includes: 
HS11351, HS11351.1, HS11351.5, 
HS11352(A), HS11360, HS11370, 
HS11378,  HS11379(A), PC 4573 
and VC 23152(b) 

 

 Burglary includes 460(B) 
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During this reporƟng period (Q4), San Mateo County saw an increase  in all crime categories, except assault.  This is a 
significant change comparted to Q3, when all crime categories (except vehicle theŌ) had decreased when compared to 
Q2 staƟsƟcs.   The top offenses commiƩed by realignment offenders fall within the following 3 categories: drugs, prop‐
erty crime, and vehicle theŌ.   
 
Drug and Alcohol Offenses conƟnue to be the top offenses commiƩed by realignment offenders (31%, down from 37% 
in Q3).  Drug offenses are not a UCR category and were not included in the UCR crime data analysis for this report.  
 
Property Crime  includes a number of different crime categories, it represents 17% of all crimes commiƩed by realign‐
ment offenders.   Property crime refers to offenses that cannot be categorized in the other property crime categories 
such as burglary, ID theŌ, and vehicle theŌ.  For the purposes of this analysis, “property” refers to vandalism, posses‐
sion of stolen property, grand theŌ, etc.   
 
Vehicle TheŌ represents 12% of offenses commiƩed by the realignment populaƟon in Q4.  This number is the same as  
Q3.  Vehicle theŌ represents 8% of all countywide crime data in Q4, which is also the same as Q3.   The correlaƟon be‐
tween all vehicle theŌs commiƩed  in San Mateo County and vehicle theŌs commiƩed by realignment offenders has 
stayed the same as it was last quarter.  
 
As was  the  intent of AB109, members of  the  realignment populaƟon commit non‐violent, non‐serious, and non‐sex 
offenses.  There are a few examples of realignment offenders engaging in violent crime, however, the data shows that 
most San Mateo County  realignment offenders are  involved  in drug offenses and property  crime offenses  (idenƟty 
theŌ, vehicle theŌ, burglary, and other property crime offenses).  It is important to keep in mind that the realignment 
populaƟon is a small populaƟon compared to the overall offender populaƟon in San Mateo County and therefore, it 
is not accurate to aƩribute countywide crime trends to this populaƟon.   
 
Further analysis is sƟll needed to determine if Prop 47 is responsible for the increase in property crime  in San Mateo 
County.   The NCRIC will conƟnue  to monitor and analyze crime data  to  idenƟfy specific crime  trends,  the effects of 
Prop 47, and the relaƟonship this may have to the realignment populaƟon in San Mateo County. 
 
 

 What is the recidivism rate of acƟve realignment offenders in San Mateo County? 
 What is the recidivism rate of terminated realignment offenders in San Mateo County? 
 How is ProposiƟon 47 affecƟng the realignment populaƟon in San Mateo County? 
 Where are realignment offenders commiƫng new crimes? 

 
 

Intelligence Gaps: 

Conclusion: 
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Executive Summary: Analysis of the entire realignment population from October 1, 2011 to June 30, 2016 shows that these 

offenders contribute to the high rate of property crime and drug offenses within San Mateo County. 

Key Findings: 

 The top offenses of this population were second degree burglary, sale of a controlled substance, unauthorized use of a vehi-

cle, buying or receiving stolen property, and possession of a controlled substance. 

 52% of the realignment population are residents of San Mateo County. 

 56% of offenders terminated successfully while 43% were unsuccessful. 

Overview 

The Public Safety Realignment Act, or AB109, relieves the state of California of all responsibility for imprisoning and supervising 

criminals convicted of most felony crimes, and imposes those responsibilities on California’s counties. Instead of serving in state 

prisons, criminals convicted of most felony crimes serve their sentences in the local county jail and are supervised by the local 

county probation department.  This report identifies how the realignment population is contributing to criminal activity in San 

Mateo County. By examining the realignment population from October 2011 through June 2016 and seeing how these offenders 

are entering and exiting the San Mateo County’s system of custody and supervision, we are able to identify how San Mateo Coun-

ty is being effected by this population.    

This report analyzes 1,764 AB109 offenders involved in the San Mateo County’s custody or supervision system from October 1, 

2011– June 30th, 2016.  

 Post Release Community Supervision (PRCS):  917 participants, or 51.8%.

 Mandatory Supervision (MS): 615 participants, or 34.9%.

 Incarcerated (1170(h) PC): 232 inmates, or 13.3%.

51.8%
34.9%

13.3%

Type of Supervision

PRCS MS Incarcerated

San Mateo County Realignment Population Analysis 

Analyst Note: It is important to note that the majority of the Mandatory Supervision population is made up of individuals who have had 
their supervision revoked due to violations, but were not necessarily arrested and booked into county jail.  

ATTACHMENT B3
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Termination of Offenders 

Successful completion of probation is defined in two ways: (1) early termination—where the offender is discharged or terminated 

after six consecutive months of no violations under supervision; (2) normal termination—the offender is discharged or terminated 

after 12 consecutive months of no violations under supervision. 1 

Violations committed under supervision will result in an unsuccessful termination and may result in flash incarcerations, modified 

sentences, and increased supervision time.  

Analysis of the terminated population, 972 individuals, revealed that most terminations were successful (551). There have been 

421 unsuccessful terminations for a variety of reasons. Of those 421 who were unsuccessful, 144 committed new charges and were 

re-incarcerated, 122 had their supervision terminated due to warrants out for their arrest, and 101 had their supervision revoked 

and terminated due to violations of their supervision conditions. Other reasons for unsuccessful terminations included deportation 

(22), deceased offenders (11), modifiable sentences (11), and administrative changes (10). It is also important to note that 122 

offenders were  transferred to other counties in California.  

An interesting statistic to note is that 15 offenders successfully terminated their first time around, were released from supervision 

and then re-offended within 1-3 years of being released.  

Otherwise, most unsuccessful terminations were due to violations or new crimes committed while the individual was on supervi-

sion.  

 

New 
Charges 

144
Revoke & 
Terminate

101

Warrant 
Issued 

122

Other
54

Successful
551

Terminations

n= 972

Top Offenses  

There were 2,457 total offenses committed by the realignment population. The top offenses identified were: 

1.  460(b) PC—Burglary       

2.     11378 HS—Sale of a controlled substance 

3.     10851(a) VC—Unauthorized use of vehicle 

4.     496(a) PC— Buying or receiving stolen property 

5. 11350(a) HS—Possession of a controlled substance 

Please note that these numbers represent all offenses committed by all offenders, and most offenders have more than one com-

mitting offense. Hence, the number of offenses will be significantly higher than the number of offenders.  
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460(b) PC
265

496(a) PC
125

666 PC
104

530.5(a) PC

94

487(a) PC
72

Top Penal Code Offenses

10851(a) VC 
136

280 0.2 VC
81

23152(b) VC
35

23152(a) VC
24

Top Vehicle Offenses

11378 HS
191

11350(a) HS 
124

11377(a) 
HS
90

11351 HS
60

11352 HS 
52

Top Health and Safety Offenses

Below is a breakdown of the top Penal Code, Vehicle Code, and Health & Safety Code offenses committed by the realignment 
population: 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Public safety concerns with realignment are understandable. Offenders who would have been sent to state prison are now the 

responsibility of the county. Analysis shows that there was a high amount of property crime, especially burglary and vehicle theft 

being committed by these offenders. Drug offenses were significantly high as well. Realignment offenses are generally non-

serious, non-violent, non-sex crimes. It is a common misconception to believe that realignment offenders also fit these qualifica-

tions. As discussed later in this report, realignment offenders can indeed have a violent crime on their record.  

Second degree burglary was the top offense of this population and includes vehicle burglaries and commercial burglaries. Accord-

ing to the 2015 Quarter 4 Realignment Bulletin, San Mateo County has seen a flood of vehicle burglaries. For example, in 2011 the 

county had 1,455 vehicle burglaries and 1,689 in 2015.2  This represents a 16% increase in vehicle burglaries over a five year peri-

od. While this is not a dramatic increase, it is something to be aware of. 

n=660 n=276 

n=517 
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Top Offender Profile 

A case study was conducted to focus on a small, but very active group within the realignment population. Twenty-two individuals  

were identified as “top offenders.” These individuals had been consecutively in and out of county supervision at least 3 times with-

in the last 4.5 years which means they never successfully terminated from their supervision the first time. To date, only four of 

those 22 have successfully terminated. The remaining have re-offended and were re-incarcerated, or are awaiting their termina-

tion date.   

These top offenders committed crimes such as burglary, drug-related offenses, buying and receiving stolen property, and stealing 

vehicles.  However, as previously stated, realignment offenders can be violent individuals. For example, Top Offender A falls in with 

the realignment population because he was charged with 11377(a) HS (possession  of methamphetamine), 460(b) PC (second de-

gree burglary, and 496d(a) PC (buying/receiving a stolen vehicle). However, as noted by the 245(a)(1) PC (felony assault with a 

deadly weapon) charge on his record, Top Offender A is obviously still capable of committing more serious crimes.  Ten out of the 

22 top offenders had violent crimes on their records, thus proving that these individuals still pose a threat to public safety in San 

Mateo County. It is imperative to consider the full criminal history rather than the last commitment offense only. Thus, realign-

ment offenses are non-violent, but realignment offenders are fully capable of committing all types of crime.  

Top Offenses 

These top offenders were representative of the overall realignment population in terms of the crimes they commit. The 22 top 

offenders committed a total of 99 crimes. Out of those 99, the following top offenses were identified: 11378 HS, 460(b) PC, 496(a) 

PC, 10851(a) VC.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

These top offenses mirror those of the overall population. Drug offenses and property crime were the most popular crimes 

amongst this population, which is expected due to the nature of realignment. Burglary was one of the top offenses along with pos-

session of stolen property.  Various drug crimes were also represented with 11378 HS being the most prevalent.              
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San Mateo
15

Santa Clara

2

San Francisco 
2

Contra  Costa
1 Trans ient

2

County of Residence
Top Offenders

6%

3%

14%

13%

52%

4%
8%

County of Residence
Total Population

Alameda

Conta Costa

Santa Clara

San Francisco

San Mateo

Transient

Other

Where Do They Live? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The top offenders were also representative of the overall realignment population when it came to county of residence with 15 

residing in San Mateo County. Two individuals were from Santa Clara County, two were from San Francisco County, one was from 

Contra Costa County, and two were transient.  

Looking at the total realignment population, the majority of offenders were from San Mateo County: 52%; followed by Santa Clara 

and San Francisco Counties.  Many of our neighbors from the north and the south find it easy to enter San Mateo County, commit 

a crime, and disappear back into their larger home counties. Taking into account the high rate of property crime in San Mateo 

County, it is possible that these offenders might be responsible for a significant amount of crime occurring in San Mateo County.  

Aside from the top three counties named above, there were other offenders from counties such as Alameda (6%), Contra Costa 

(3%), and various smaller counties throughout the state (9%). 

The transient population accounted for 4% of the entire population.   

n=22 

n=1764 
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Effect on San Mateo County 

The 2011 Public Safety Realignment Act relieved the state of supervising parolees and made it a local responsibility requiring coun-

ties to incarcerate many offenders who previously would have gone to prison to serve their sentences. As previously stated, the 22 

top offenders identified in this report all violated their terms of supervision at least three times by re-offending. For San Mateo 

County, realignment represents a significant challenge. Our jails are now housing offenders serving longer sentences, which may 

become drain on the resources of our jails, probation, and police departments.  

This report has found that 43% of individuals under supervision were rearrested for committing additional crimes or had their su-

pervision revoked due to a violation—many of those occurring within a year of being released. Prior to AB109, these reoffenders 

would be returned to state custody on parole violations. This is not the case anymore. The majority of crimes and the majority of 

offenders who reoffend will remain in the counties where they reside and continue to commit crime, which in this case is San 

Mateo County. 

According to the San Mateo County 2015 Quarter 4 Realignment Report and as noted by the top offenses identified in this report, 

San Mateo County is experiencing a high number of burglaries, stolen vehicles, and drug offenses.2  As noted by the above statistic 

of 43%, these reoffenders continue to commit similar crimes. These criminals understand that “low-level” crimes are not enough 

to land them in prison. Therefore, they can be released from custody or supervision and back on the street committing crime in a 

matter of months.  

It is important to note that the realignment population is indeed a small population compared to the overall offender population in 

San Mateo County. However, since we are dealing with these specific offenders so frequently it is important to understand their 

tendencies and which crimes they are committing.  

 

Conclusion 

This report aimed to identify how the realignment population is specifically contributing to crime in San Mateo County. Analysis 

shows that the majority of realignment offenders are involved in property crime offenses and drug offenses.  While this is a rela-

tively small population compared to the overall offender population in San Mateo County, their crime trends are important for 

understanding and awareness. 

The intent of AB109 is to address non-violent, non-serious, non-sex offenses. By establishing the top offenses, it is evident that this 

population contributes to the high rate of second degree burglary and overall drug offenses within the county.   

Residence of the offender is important to note as well. While the majority of offenders are residents of San Mateo County, there 

are still a large amount of people from neighboring counties coming in and committing crime in San Mateo County.  

As shown with the top offenders, this population generally commits non-violent offenses. However, this does not indicate that the 

offender himself/herself is non-violent. Ten out of 22 top offenders identified in this report had violent crimes on their records. 

Simply because a person is a realignment offender does not mean he/she is not a threat to our community.  

 

Intelligence Gaps 

 How is Proposition 47 affecting crime trends in San Mateo County? 

 Why are there such a large amount of offenders from outside counties (almost half) committing crime in San Mateo County? 

 How many San Mateo County realignment offenders are committing realignment offenses in other counties?  

 

1 County of San Mateo 2015 Public Safety Realignment Act Report, Harder + Company. 
 
2 San Mateo County Quarterly Realignment Bulletin, Quarter 4: October-December 2015, Northern California Regional Intelligence Center. 
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Clients by Treatment Plan Type 

Services Provided by Service Connect Treatment Partners: 

FY
 

FY
 

FY
 

 

Average Days in Treatment Open Cases w/ a Service Engaged Participants (>4 Services) 

PES Services Correctional Health Services Mobile Health Van Services MH/AOD Services 

At-A-Glance: All Time BHRS Referred/Served/Number of Services 

Total Referred =1718 Total Served = 856 Total Services  = 7897 

BHRS Service Connect Dashboard 

FISCAL YEAR 2016-2017 Mid-Year 

SUMMARY

Top SUD Diagnosis:  Amphetamine abuse, Opioid Abuse in close 2nd 

Top MH Diagnosis:  Psychotic Disorder NOS 
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