SUMMARY ACTION MINUTES

REGULAR MEETING
ORANGE COUNTY COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS PARTNERSHIP

Thursday, May 23, 2013, 2:00 P.M.

PROBATION DEPARTMENT
Training Room 5
1001 S. Grand Ave.
Santa Ana, California

STEVE SENTMAN, Chair
Chief Probation Officer

THOMAS BORRIS MARY HALE

Presiding Judge Health Care Agency
SANDRA HUTCHENS FRANK OSPINO
Sheriff-Coroner Public Defender

TONY RACKAUCKAS KEVIN RANEY

District Attorney Chief of Police, Garden Grove

ATTENDANCE: Members Hale, Hutchens, Ospino, Rackauckas, Raney and Sentman
EXCUSED: Member Borris
COUNTY COUNSEL: Wendy Phillips, Deputy

CLERK OF THE PARTNERSHIP: Jamie Ross, Deputy Clerk

ADMINISTRATIVE MATTERS: (ltems 1 -4)

1. Welcome and Introductions
PRESENTED
2. Revised title - Receive status update from ad hoc committee; discussion of options for crime rate study; and

make recommendations to ad hoc committee Discussion-and-approval-ef Crime-Study-contractwith-UCH
(Continued from 3/28/13, Item 3)

P.O. DIRECTED AD HOC COMMITTEE TO USE DATA FROM LOCAL LAW
ENFORCEMENT FOR GRAND JURY RESPONSE AND TO UTILIZE A SOLE SOURCE
CONTRACT WITH UCI INCOMPLIANCE WITH CONTRACT POLICY MANUAL AND
RETURN TO PARTNERSHIP FOR APPROVAL
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P.O.

SUMMARY ACTION MINUTES

Proposed changes to bylaws

DISCUSSED; DIRECTED CLERK TO AGENDIZE DISCUSSION AND APPROVAL OF
PROPOSED AMENDED BYLAWS FOR 6/27/13, 2:00 P.M.

Realignment Updates:

Probation

Sheriff

District Attorney

Public Defender

Courts

Health Care/Mental Health

Local Law Enforcement

Board of Supervisors

Social Services

OC Community Resources

OC Department of Education

Community-Based Organization (Representative)

CSP (Victims Representative)
DISCUSSED; REQUESTED PROBATION STAFF TO ADD AN ADDITIONAL COLUMN
SHOWING NUMBER OF CASES UNDER “MANDATORY SUPERVISION” HEADING

PUBLIC & PARTNERSHIP COMMENTS:

PUBLIC COMMENTS:

Mary Palafox — Oral Re.: Severe mental illness and community safety; article regarding adult mental illness
program in Miami-Dade County.

PARTNERSHIP COMMENTS: None

ADJOURNED: 3:27 P.M.
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SUMMARY ACTION MINUTES

*kk KEY *k*k

Left Margin Notes

1 Thomas Borris A = Abstained

2 Mary Hale X = Excused

3 Sandra Hutchens N = No

4 Frank Ospino P.O. = Partnership Order

5 Tony Rackauckas
6 Kevin Raney
7 Steve Sentman

(1st number = Moved by; 2nd number = Seconded by)

STEVE SENTMAN
Chair

Jamie Ross, Deputy
Clerk of the Partnership
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ORANGE COUNTY COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS PARTNERSHIP
AGENDA ITEM #2
THURSDAY, MAY 23, 2013

At the March 28, 2013 meeting of the Community Corrections Partnership (CCP), an ad
hoc committee of members Sentman, Hutchens and Raney was established in
response to the 2011-12 Grand Jury’s recommendation that the CCP initiate a study to
compare crime rates in Orange County for the periods of October 2010 through
September 2011 and October 2011 through September 2012 (one year pre- and post-
AB109). The ad hoc committee was established to develop a scope of work for the
study to be presented to the Grand Jury in response to their recommendation.

While the Grand Jury’s recommendation was for the CCP to provide a comparison of
crime rate data pre- and post-AB109, the CCP previously expressed a desire to take it a
step further and provide a more comprehensive report. Consistent with that concept,
the Sheriff's Department volunteered to work with the University of California, Irvine
(UCI) for a possible partnership in developing such a report. UCI was already working
with the Public Policy Institute of California (PPIC) related to the potential gathering of
AB109-related data for a study to be conducted by PPIC, so it was thought that a report
could be developed in a timely manner. This has proven not to be the case.

Members of the ad hoc committee met with representatives from UCI and PPIC on April
15, 2013. At that time, it became apparent that the results of the study to be completed
by PPIC would not be available for some time. The data gathering process is set to
begin in approximately six months. Data will be gathered from 10 “preferred” counties
including Orange County. Specific timing for release of the data is unknown at this time,
so use of this report to provide a timely response to the Grand Jury’s recommendation
is not feasible. In addition, the study to be conducted by PPIC will not include pre-
AB109 data.

In order to meet the reporting requirement as recommended by the Grand Jury, the ad
hoc committee discussed two options:

1. Utilize data soon to be released by the Department of Justice (DOJ) to compile a
report consistent with the Grand Jury’s recommendation. The data to be
released by the DOJ is the crime rate data submitted by local law enforcement
agencies. This data could be used by Probation’s Research Division to develop
a basic report. While it would not take it a step further as hoped for by the CCP, it
would meet the recommendation of the Grand Jury. The more comprehensive
report desired by the CCP could be addressed through provision of data to the
PPIC. The CCP’s response to the Grand Jury could indicate that the PPIC is in
the process of working with counties on data gathering and reporting, so
additional information will be available at a later date. However, the PPIC study
would not include pre-AB109 data.



2. Establish a contract for development of the more comprehensive report (this
could be the report generated in response to the Grand Jury’s request, or in
addition to providing the data described in Section #1 above). The contract would
be established consistent with county policy as outlined in the Contract Policy
Manual. Options include:

a. A sole source contract with UCI based on their existing knowledge in this
area and existing and future relationship with the County and PPIC. This
would require Board approval if the contract exceeds a total amount of
$50,000 or a two year consecutive term regardless of dollar amount.

b. If a sole source contract is not justified based on the existence of other
entities with similar consultant services capabilities, a request for proposal
(RFP) process could be conducted. This option would require
approximately six months for completion. Board approval would be
required for a contract award exceeding $100,000.

At this time, the ad hoc committee seeks input from the CCP related to the various
options available and to the direction to be taken.



Judicial Couneil of California
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE COURTS
LEGAL SERVICES OFFICE

455 Golden Gate Avenue * San Francisco, California 94102-3688
Telephone 415-865-7446 + Fax 415-865-7664 « TDD 415-865-4272

TANI G. CANTIL-SAKAUYE STEVEN JAHR
Chief Justice of California Administrative Director of the Courts

Chair of the Judicial Council MARY M. ROBERTS

Chief Counsel

April 5, 2013

Hon. Paul Zellerbach

District Attorney, Riverside County
3960 Orange Street

Riverside, California 92501

Dear District Attorney Zellerbach:

At the request of the Superior Court of California, County of Riverside, we write to address court
participation on the county’s Community Corrections Partnership (CCP). While we understand
that active court participation might be viewed as desirable, as discussed below, there are
countervailing concerns for courts. Some could argue, for example, that a judge who accepts
membership on the CCP runs afoul of the constitutional prohibition against simultaneously
holding nonjudicial public office. In addition, nonjudicial court officers or employees whom a
presiding judge may designate to serve on the CCP must be mindful of appearance issues,
avoiding actions that could jeopardize public confidence in the impartiality of the judiciary.

The prohibition against a judge’s holding simultaneous nonjudicial office is stated in article VI,
section 17 of the California Constitution, which provides in pertinent part:

A judge of a court of record . . . during the term for which the judge was selected
is ineligible for public employment or public office other than judicial
employment or judicial office . . . . Acceptance of the public office is a resignation
from the office of judge. . . .*

! Italics added.



Hon. Paul Zellerbach
April 5, 2013
Page 2

Abbot v. McNutt,? is the seminal case interpreting the above provision. There, the Supreme Court
held that the provision precluded two judges from serving on a qualification board that a county
charter established to determined eligibility of candidates for the county executive position.®
Membership on the board, the court concluded, would qualify as an improper “dual office.”* In
reaching this conclusion, the court observed that the position was created by law, required the
performance of governmental functions, and entailed a tenure that was continuous, rather than
“transient, occasional, or incidental.”®

The court also noted that the constitutional prohibition against a judge’s accepting another public
office was intended to reserve a judge’s time for the performance of judicial duties and to avoid
partisan entanglements that might compromise judicial impartiality.® Service on the county
qualification board, the court reasoned, might consume a judge’s time, impeding proper
discharge of judicial functions. It also might subject a judge to “partisan suspicions” if, for
example, a judge later had to rule on the validity of official acts of the county executive or to
preside over a trial in which the executive was accused of misfeasance.’

Some could argue that similar considerations also apply for a judge considering membership on
the county’s CCP, as such membership conceivably could be considered a public office.
Membership on the CCP is created by law and requires a continuous tenure. CCP members also
arguably perform duties that are governmental in nature and, as discussed further below, may
confront entanglements that create doubts for some about their impartiality.

In determining whether CCP members perform a governmental function, case law indicates one
must consider the degree of decisionmaking authority or influence. Although broadly
characterized as an advisory body, the CCP has a close relationship under the law to the entities
designated as the ultimate decisionmakers. The CCP is simultaneously led by and advises the
county probation department.® This close relationship between the advisory body (the CCP,
chaired by Chief Probation Officer) and the decisionmaking body (the community corrections
program, which the county probation department develops and implements) suggests that the
CCP’s recommendations generally are likely to be adopted. Indeed, publicly available materials
describing CCPs statewide suggest that many are viewed locally as the “governing” or
decisionmaking body, at least on some issues, including, for example, the allocation or
expenditure of portions of counties’ realignment funding.

2 Abbot v. McNutt (1933) 218 Cal. 225.

®Id. at pp. 230-231.

“1d. at p. 231.

®Id. at pp. 230-231.

®1d. at p. 229.

"Id. at p. 230.

® See Pen. Code, § 1230(b)(2) (The Chief Probation Officer chairs the CCP): id., § 1230(b)(1) (The county probation
department develops and implements the community corrections program, which the CCP advises).
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Recommendations that a CCP makes to the county board of supervisors for implementation of
the 2011 public safety realignment law are even more likely to be adopted. By law, the board is
deemed to have accepted the CCP’s implementation plan unless four of the five board members
reject it.? If a board does reject the recommended plan by this margin, the plan “goes back to the
[CCP] for further consideration.”*® Absent near unanimity among the five-member board of
supervisors, therefore, a CCP’s realignment implementation plan will become effective. These
plans typically include significant decisions about local corrections programming, funding
allocations, staffing levels, and resource management. CCP members collectively, therefore,
have a close relationship to—and significant impact on—decisionmaking about key local issues
(community corrections and realignment). Arguably members perform a governmental function,
suggesting that they also could be said to hold a public office for purposes of article VI, section
17 of the state Constitution.

Finally, CCP membership conceivably could subject a judge to entanglements, creating partisan
suspicions that might compromise the appearance of impartiality. CCPs address many issues in
which courts have an interest (e.g., compliance with court orders and conditions of supervision),
signifying that membership could create “entanglements” for participating judges, possibly
provoking questions for some about their impartiality. A judge could be asked to vote or express
a view as a CCP member, for example, about allocation of a county’s realignment funding. If the
judge were to vote in favor of funding the public defender’s office, while voting against funding
the district attorney’s office—or vice versa—some could perceive those votes as reflecting
partiality for one over the other. It is also conceivable, as observed in Abbot v. McNutt, supra,
that a CCP recommendation could come before the courts in litigation, putting a court in a
difficult situation if its judicial officers participated in that recommendation.

The concern about “entanglements” is equally applicable to non-judge court representatives
whom the presiding judge may designate to serve on the CCP.™ Any court representative to the
CCP (judge or non-judge) would have to avoid taking positions that might injure public
confidence in the impartiality of the judiciary.*? This may include, for example, abstaining from
voting as a CCP member on proposals submitted by entities that regularly appear before the

°1d., § 1230.1(c). See also, Gov. Code, § 25000(a) (a county board of supervisors has five members).

19 pen. Code, § 1203.1(c).

1 See id., 88 1230(b)(2)(A), 1230.1(b) (The superior court presiding judge may designate another person to serve on
the CCP and its executive committee, respectively, in place of the presiding judge).

12 See, e.g., Cal. Code Judicial Ethics, canon 1 (“An independent, impartial, and honorable judiciary is indispensable
to justice in our society”); ibid. (“A judge should participate in establishing, maintaining, and enforcing high
standards of conduct™); Code of Ethics for the Court Employees of Cal. (“Exemplary conduct by court employees
inspires public confidence and trust in the courts, and conveys the values of impartiality, equity, and fairness that
bring integrity to the court’s work™), available on-line at www.courts.ca.gov/documents/codethic-courtemp.pdf.
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court if voting could create the impression that the court favors one side over another in
litigation.

Finally, superior courts, including the Superior Court of Riverside County, currently are
experiencing enormous strains due to significant continuing state budget cuts and escalating
judicial caseloads. As the state Supreme Court cbserved in Abbot v. McNutt, supra, public policy
generally favors conserving “the time of the judges for the performance of their work as
judges.”"? Given this policy, and the risk that some could contend a judge’s acceptance of CCP
membership constituted resignation from his or her judicial office, many presiding judges may
prefer to designate a nonjudicial court officer or employee for CCP membership instead. Any
such designee, however, will have to be mindful of ethical and appearance considerations, and
may have to refrain from participating in CCP decisionmaking on certain issues to avoid
damaging public confidence in the impartiality of the judiciary.

We hope this information assists you.

Sincerely,
8

Senior Attorney

MMR/RC/DM/ec

ce: Hon. Mark Ashton Cope, Presiding Judge, Superior Court of Riverside County
Ms. Sherri R. Carter, Executive Officer, Superior Court of Riverside County
Ms. Mary M. Roberts, Chief Counsel, Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC)

"* Abbor, supra, 218 Cal. at p. 229,



BY-LAWS

OF THE ORANGE
COUNTY COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS PARTNERSHIP

ARTICLE 1
NAME

The name of this organization shall be THE ORANGE COUNTY COMMUNITY
CORRECTIONS PARTNERSHIP.

ARTICLE II
AUTHORIZATION
This organization is authorized by Penal Code Section 1229, ef seq.
ARTICLE I
PURPOSE

The Orange County Community Corrections Partnership shall play a critical role in
developing programs and ensuring appropriate outcomes for low-level offenders.
Pursuant to Penal Code Section 1230, the Partnership shall provide advice concerning
Probation’s community corrections program as defined in subdivision (c) of Penal Code
Section 1229 and shall recommend a local plan to the Orange County Board of
Supervisors for the implementation of the 2011 Realignment Legislation addressing
public safety as expressed in AB 109, AB 117 and AB 118 of 2011.

ARTICLE IV
MEMBERSHIP

1. The Partnership shall consist of the Chief Probation Officer, serving as the
Chairperson of the Partnership and the presiding judge of the superior court, or his or
her designee, a county supervisor or the chief administrative officer for the county,
the district attorney, the public defender, the sheriff, a chief of police, the head of the
county department of social services, the head of the county department of mental
health, the head of the county department of employment, the head of the county
alcohol and substance abuse programs, the head of the county office of education, a
representative from a community-based organization with experience in successfully
providing rehabilitative services to persons who have been convicted of a criminal
offense, an individual who represents the interests of victims.




2. The Partnership shall have an Executive Commiittee that will serve as the voting body

of the Partnership and shall be comprised of the following members: the chief
probation officer of the county (chairperson), a chief of police, the sheriff, the district
attorney, the public defender, one department representative from one of the
following, as designated by the county board of supervisors: (1) the head of the
county department of social services; (2) the head of the county department of mental
health; or (3) the head of the county department alcohol and substance abuse
programs.

The Chief Probation Officer of the County shall serve as the Chairperson of the
Partnership pursuant to Penal Code section 1230(b)(2). Should the Chief Probation
Officer be unable to attend a meeting, the Chief may declare an alternate to attend in
his/her place pursuant to paragraph 4 below. If an alternate attends on behalf of the
Chief of Probation, the alternate shall assume the duties of Chairperson for that
meeting,

4, Replacement of Partnership member:

a. If an Executive Committee Partnership member is unable to attend a
meeting of the Partnership, he or she may designate, in writing, an
alternate who shall attend on his or her behalf.

b. Alternates of Executive Committee Partnership members shall not
have a vote on specific issues unless authorized by the Executive
Committee Partnership member in writing.

ARTICLE V

MEETINGS AND PROCEDURES

The Partnership and its Committees shall be governed by the Brown Act and all meetings
shall be open to the public.

1.

Regular Meetings

Regular meetings shall be set by the Partnership and are to take place on the
fourth Thursday of the month at 2: 00 p.m. unless an alternate date and time is
announced in advance. The regular meeting location shall be at the Probation
Department training facility, located at 1001 S. Grand Avenue, Santa Ana,
California 92705, unless an alternate location is announced in advance. Any
scheduled meeting may be canceled upon order of the Chair, or a majority of the
Executive Committee members of the Partnership.




Special Meetings

Special meetings may be called at any time by the Committee Chair. Each
member of the Committee shall be given adequate written notice of such
meetings.

Quorum and Voting Procedure

a. A simple majority of the Executive Committee members of the
Partnership shall constitute a quorum for the transaction of business at any
meeting of members.

b. Decisions shall be reached through majority voting which is defined as a

majority of the quorum members present,

c. The Partnership shall use parliamentary procedures (the current edition of
Robert's Rules of Order) to conduct business.

Setting the Agenda

The Chairperson shall designate iterns on the agenda. Anyone wishing to provide
input shall request inclusion on the agenda by contacting the Chairperson no later
than one week prior to the scheduled meeting.

Public Comments

Public comments at meetings are limited to three (3) minutes for each agenda
item for individuals and five (5) minutes for each agenda item for representatives
of organizations, The Chairperson has the discretion to extend the time based on
the complexity of the issue.

ARTICLE V1
COUNCILS, COMMITTEES AND TASK FORCES

Standing Committees may be created by vote of the Partnership Executive
Committee to perform on-going functions. The Chairperson of a Standing
Committee will be appointed annually by the Partnership Chairperson and must
be a member of the Executive Committee. Each Standing Committee shall report
to the Partnership on a regular basis.

Task Forces may be formed to deal with a specific need or issue as approved by
the Partnership. When their objectives are met, they will be disbanded. The Task
Force Chair shall be appointed by the Partnership Chairperson.




3. Membership on Standing Committees and Task Forces may include non-voting
Partnership members, technical consultants and/or citizens from the community at
large.

ARTICLE VII
AMENDMENTS
These By-laws may be adopted, amended or repealed by a majority vote of the

Partnership Executive Committee after written proposal for such action has been in the
hands of the Partnership for thirty (30) days.



BY-LAWS

OF THE ORANGE
COUNTY COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS PARTNERSHIP

ARTICLE L
NAME

The name of this organization shall be THE ORANGE COUNTY COMMUNITY
CORRECTIONS PARTNERSHIP.

ARTICLE II
AUTHORIZATION
This organization is authorized by Penal Code Section 1229, et segq.
ARTICLE 1T
PURPOSE

The Orange County Community Corrections Partnership shall play a critical role in
developing programs and ensuring appropriate outcomes for low-level offenders.
Pursuant to Penal Code Section 1230, the Partnership shall provide advice concerning
Probation’s community corrections program as defined in subdivision (c} of Penal Code
Section 1229 and shall recommend a local plan to the Orange County Board of
Supervisors for the implementation of the 2011 Realignment Legislation addressing
public safety as expressed in AB 109, AB 117 and AB 118 of 2011.

ARTICLE IV
MEMBERSHIP

1. The Partnership shall consist of the Chief Probation Officer, serving as the
Chairperson of the Partnership and the presiding judge of the superior court, or his or
her designee, a county supervisor or the chief administrative officer for the county,
the district attorney, the public defender, the sheriff, a chief of police, the head of the
county department of social services, the head of the county department of mental
health, the head of the county department of employment, the head of the county
alcohol and substance abuse programs, the head of the county office of education, a
representative from a community-based organization with experience in successfully
providing rehabilitative services to persons who have been convicted of a criminal
offense, an individual who represents the interests of victims.



2. _The Partnership shall have an Executive Committee that will serve as the voting body
of the Partnership and shall be comprised of the following membersdesignated-as
felews: the chief probation officer of the county (chairperson), a chief of police, the

shenff the district attorney, the public defender, the-presiding-judge-orhis-or-her

ne department representative from one of the following, as designated by ~ _ _ - | Comment [a1]: This section is being modified to
the county board of supervisors: (1) the head of the county department of social m%ﬁ;mﬂgfnmfmﬁ

services; (2) the head of the county department of mental health; or (3) the head of the
county department alcohol and substance abuse programs.

<~~~ - Formatted: List Paragraph, No bullets or
numbering

2.3.The Chief Probation Officer of the County shall serve as the Chairperson of the
Partnership pursuant to Penal Code section 1230(b)(2). Should the Chief Probation

Ofﬁcer be unable to attend a meepng, mp_ Chief may declare an alternate to attend in

Comment [a2]: This section replaces Article V
below,

required/relevant as the plan has already been voted

- -| Comment [a3]: This section is no longer
on and approved by the Board of Supervisors,

_ . - -| Comment [M4]: This section should be deleted
as statute does not provide the Executive Commitiee
with the authority to appoint additional non-voting
members to the Partnership.

_ - - Comment [M5]: This section can be deleted as
the voting members are declared by the by-laws; and
for the plan, the voting members were identified by
statute, If the Partnership wants to add voting
members, it can be done in paragraph 2, so there
should not be a separate by-law that addresses the

| ability to appoint a voting member.

_ - -| Comment [M6]: Because the purpose of the
Partnership is to be inclusive and bring together
various stakeholders in the community, having a by-
law that would allow/require termination of a

| member for lack of attendance is not recommended. |

== ‘[Cﬂmmtnt[lﬂ]ﬂ]-uiswcﬂmisnmraquimdm ]
needed.

Comment [M8]: This section is not needed as
there are no “appointed” executive commitiee

¢+ | members except the one designated by the Board of
/| Supervisors from the three possible offices. All of
J the members of the executive committee are not

’ “people” but rather “officers”, thus if a person no
i longer holds the identified office, then the new
person who holds the identified office would
automatically assume the position on the executive
| commiitee.




ab.
meeting of the

If an Executive Committee Partnership member is unable to attend a
Partnership, he or she may designate, in

writing, an alternate who shall attend oin his or her behalf.

be.

Alternates of Executive Ceommittee Partnership members shall not
have a vote on specific issues unless authorized by the Executive
Committee Partnership member in writing.

Comment [M9]: This section is being replaced by
Article IV, Paragraph 3. Because the Executive
Committee is the voting body of the Partnership,
designation of “officers™ is not needed. The Chief of
Probation is the Chair by law, and per the bylaws, as
a member of the executive committee, he is able to
designate an alternate 1o attend and vote in his place.




ARTICLE Vi

MEETINGS AND PROCEDURES

The Partnership and its Committees shall be governed by the Brown Act and all meetings
shall be open to the public.

1.

Regular Meetings

Regular meetings shall be set by the Partnership and are to take place on the
fourth Thursday of the month at 2: 00 p.m. unless an alternate date and time is
announced in advance. The regular meeting location shall be at the Probation
Department training facility, located at 1001 S. Grand Avenue, Santa Ana,
California 92705, unless an alternate location is announced in advance. Any
scheduled meeting may be canceled upon order of the Chair, or a majority of the
Executive Committee members of the Partnership.

Special Meetings

Special meetings may be called at any time by the Committee Chair. Each
member of the Committee shall be given adequate written notice of such
meetings.

Quorum and Voting Procedure

a. A simple majority of the Executive Committee members of the
Partnership shall constitute a quorum for the transaction of business at any
meeting of members.

b. Decisions shall be reached through majority voting which is defined as a
majority of the quorum members present.

c. The Partnership shall use parliamentary procedures (the current edition of
Robert's Rules of Order) to conduct business.

Setting the Agenda

The Chairperson and-VHee-Chairpersen-shall designate items on the agenda.
Anyone wishing to provide input shall request inclusion on the agenda by

contacting the Chairperson and-the-Viee-Chairpersen-no later than one week prior

to the scheduled meeting.

Public Comments




Public comments at meetings are limited to three (3) minutes for each agenda
item for individuals and five (5) minutes for each agenda item for representatives
of organizations. The Chairperson has the discretion to extend the time based on
the complexity of the issue.

| ARTICLE VIi
COUNCILS, COMMITTESS AND TASK FORCES

E Standing Committees may be created by vote of the Partnership Executive
Committee to perform on-going functions. The Chairperson of a Standing
Committee  will be appointed annually by the Partnership Chairperson and must be a
member of the Executive Committee. Each Standing Committee shall report to the

Partnership on a regular basis.

2 Task Forces may be formed to deal with a specific need or issue as approved by

the Partnership. When their objectives are met, they will be disbanded. The Task
Force Chair shall be appointed by the Partnership Chairperson.

3. Membership on Standing Committees and Task Forces may include non-voting
Partnership members, technical consultants and/or citizens from the community at
large.

| ARTICLE VIIX

AMENDMENTS

These By-laws may be adopted, amended or repealed by a majority vote of the
Partnership Executive Committee after written proposal for such action has been in the
hands of the Partnership for thirty (30) days.




5 9.3-13 #Y

Orange County Probation Department

Steven J. Sentman, Chief Probation Officer =
AB109 Realignment Monthly Stats At
April, 2013 ’
PostRelease Community Supervision (PCS)
April, 2013 Cumulative (from October 1, 2011)
Releases from Prison 62 2848

(Based on CDCR's projected release dates and are subject to change.
Cumulative numbers reflect the most current release date information.)

Flash Incarceration 41.2%
Revocations 32.0%
|

Warrants 35.2%

Status of PCS Releases as of April 30, 2013

Actively Supervised (PCS) 1743
On Active Warrant 376 {includes 170 ICE warrants)
{ Discharges Pursuant to 3456(a)(3) 412
Other Discharges/Transfers 317
Total 2848

Profile - All PCS Releases

fl Average Age 37.53
Gender
Male 89%
Female 11%
Ethnicity
Hispanic 41%
White 44%
Black 7%
Asian 5%
Other/Unk 2%
Controlling Offense Category
Person 7%
Property 35%
Drug 43%
Weapons 5%
Other/Unk 9%

Actively Supervised (Released from Jail) 505

On Active Warrant (as of April 30, 2013) 29

Sentenced, but still in custody 530
Total* 1064

Mandatory Supervision ”

*Excludes 137  Mandatory Release individuals who are also on PostRelease Community Supervision

Prepared by Community Programs and Research Division 5/22/2013
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Orange County Probation Department Finigh
Steven J. Sentman, Chief Probation Officer SR e

RECIDIVISM FINDINGS: Bl - DAY REPORTING CENTERS

Bl - Day Reporting Centers Outcomes
New Arrest after DRC Exit
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Franklin County, PA Merced County, CA

BI-DRC '/ Comparison Group

Bl Day Reporting Centers

¢ InFranklin County, PA, standard probation clients (comparison group) are more than twice as likely as BI-DRC clients to be

rearrested one year after exit.
e Compared CDCR parolees released in 2009-10, Merced County BI-DRC participants have significantly lower rates of

rearrest.

Prepared by OC Community Programs & Research May 21, 2013
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Judge Steven Leifman Requests $22.1
Million for Mentally Il in Miami-Dade
County

oy Admin on

January 31, 2013

in Criminal Defense Blog

For his entire career, Miami Dade Criminal Court Judge Steven Leifman has
championed the causes of the mentally ill who find themselves entrenched and
embroiled in the criminal justice system. He has served as their voice, and done
an amazing job of creating visionary programs and spreading awareness through

his passion.

When the public voted almost a decade ago for the massive $2.9 billion Building
Better Communities bonds, a small piece of it — $22.1 million — was to gotoa

http://dbsmiami.com/judge-steven-leiﬁnan—requests—zz- 1-million-for-mentally-ill-in-miami... 4/25/2013
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state-of-the-art facility that would rehabilitate mentally ill criminals back into the
general population.

Now, Miami-Dade County Judge Steven Leifman, one of the most well-respected
advocates for the mentally ill in the nation, plans on asking a county agency to
recommend infusing another $20 million into the project — money that was
intended for new county jails.

That's a tough pill to swallow for Miami-Dade’s Corrections and Rehabilitation
Director Tim Ryan, whose two main jails are more than 50 years old and are
falling apart, and who has for years been trying to build a new facility on 55 acres
adjacent to South Dade’s Krome Service Processing Center.

“We've needed a new stockade for 15 years,” Ryan said by phone from Houston
on Tuesday. “The stockade (Turner Guilford Knight Correctional Center) is at
capacity and needs a new roof, and | need to tear it down because it's old.”

Leifman points out that a new jail will cost more than $300 million, and Ryan has
only $90 million in the bank now from the 2004 bond issue.

“They’re $200 million short to build a jail. They'll have to bond out anyway,” said
Leifman. “The key is not to build a newer dog pound, but to divert them with

treatment back into the community.”

Wednesday morning, Leifman plans to petition the Building Better Communities
Citizens Advisory Council — a task force built out of the 2004 bond that ensures
the public money is spent properly — to transfer $20 million from the jails fund to
help renovate the seven-floor facility at 2200 NW Seventh Ave. I's the old South
Florida Evaluation and Treatment Center, where people who had been charged

with felonies were rehabilitated.

Even before the Seventh Avenue facility closed in 2008, it was targeted in the
bond issue at Leifman’s urging. When it did shut down, the state agreed to the

lease the building to the county for $1 a year.

The plan was to turn the seven-story building into four floors of jail cells, a crisis
unit, support systems for recovery, even short-term residences for those needing

http://dbsmjami.comfjudge-steven-leiﬁnan-requests-22-l—million-for-mentally—ill—in—miami... 4/25/2013
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to be rehabilitated. It would also include a 16-bed crisis stabilization unit, medical
exam area, showers, offices and dining areas.

When Leifman realized the $22.1 million fell well short of what was needed, he
began seeking the remainder, ultimately targeting the jails’ piece of the 2004
General Obligation Bond.

“Every community needs this,” said Leifman. “Itll be the first of its kind in the
country.”

The judge points out that South Florida has the highest percentage of mental
iliness in the country, almost three times the national average, and that 23
percent of the county’s jailed inmates suffer from mental iliness. He also says
building the new facility would save taxpayers money because once the inmate
moves from the corrections section to rehab, the bills are paid through Medicare.

The problems with the legendary ninth floor psychiatric ward of the county's Civic
Center area jail, where mentally ill inmates are currently housed, have been well
documented in books and on film, and have been equally criticized for hellish
conditions as one of the largest repositories of the mentally in Florida.

Ryan recognizes the difficulties in treating inmates suffering mental disorders. He
says he’s got to be equally concerned about filling his department’s needs.

After hearing Leifman’s plea Wednesday, the 17-member advisory council will
send its recommendation to the Miami-Dade County Commission. Advisory
Council Chairwoman Katy Sorenson said at some point the project has to move
forward and that she doesn’t expect much controversy from Wednesday's

hearing.

We love the passion Judge Leifman brings to these issues, and we support his
cause 100 percent. We find the media outrage over certain current events ironic,
while funding to help the very same people who hurt our society goes completely
under the radar.

http://dbsmiami.comﬁudge—steven—leiﬁnan—requésts—ﬁ—l—million—for—mentally—ill—in—miami... 4/25/2013
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