The San Francisco Sentencing Commission

City & County of San Francisco
(Administrative Code 5.250 through 5.250-3)

San Francisco Sentencing Commission

AGENDA
Wednesday October 7, 2020, 10:00 am
REMOTE MEETING VIA VIDEOCONFERENCE
Watch via Zoom: https://sfdistrictattorney.zoom.us/j/92979802106
Meeting ID: 929 7980 2106
Public Comment Call-In: 1-877 -853- 5247 US Toll-free

In accordance with Governor Gavin Newsom’s statewide order for all residents to “Stay at Home”
— and with the numerous local and state proclamations, orders and supplemental directions —
aggressive directives have been issued to slow down and reduce the spread of the COVID-19 virus.

The Sentencing Commission meetings held through videoconferencing will allow remote public
comment via the videoconference or through the number noted above. Members of the public are
encouraged to participate remotely by submitting written comments electronically to josie.halpern-
finnerty@sfgov.org. These comments will be made part of the official public record in these matters
and shall be brought to the attention of the members of the Subcommittee. Explanatory and/or
Supporting Documents, if any, will be posted at: https://sfdistrictattorney.org/sentencing-commission-
relevant-documents

1. Call to Order; Roll call.
2. Public Comment on Any Item Listed Below (discussion only).

3. Review and Adoption of Meeting Minutes from July 15, 2019 (discussion & possible
action).

4. Staff Report on Sentencing Commission Activities (discussion & possible action).

5. Staff Report on Criminal Justice Racial Equity Workgroup (discussion & possible
action).

6. Safety and Justice Challenge Updates by Josie Halpern-Finnerty, Safety and Justice
Challenge Director (discussion & possible action).

7. Presentation on Toward Shared Safety: The First-Ever National Survey of America's
Safety Gaps by Tinish Hollins, Associate Director and Marisa Arrona Local Safety
Solutions Project Director, Californians for Safety and Justice (discussion & possible
action).

8. CA 2020 Victim Impact Survey Update by Paige Allmendinger, Acting Deputy Chief,
Victim Services Division, San Francisco District Attorney’s Office (discussion).
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9. Presentation on Victim Services During COVID-19 by Dr. Gena Castro-Rodriguez, Chief
of Victim Services Division, San Francisco District Attorney’s Office (discussion &
possible action).

10. Members’ Comments, Questions, Requests for Future Agenda Items (discussion &
possible action).

11. Public Comment on Any Item Listed Above, as well as Items not Listed on the Agenda.

12. Adjournment.
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SUBMITTING WRITTEN PUBLIC COMMENT TO THE SAN FRANCISCO SAFETY AND JUSTICE SUBCOMMITTEE
Persons who are unable to attend the public meeting may submit to the San Francisco Safety and Justice Challenge Subcommittee,
by the time the proceedings begin, written comments regarding the subject of the meeting. These comments will be made a part of
the official public record and brought to the attention of the Subcommittee. Written comments should be submitted to: Josie
Halpern-Finnerty, San Francisco District Attorney’s Office, via email: josie.halpern-finnerty@sfgov.org

MEETING MATERIALS

Copies of agendas, minutes, and explanatory documents are available through the Sentencing Commission website at
http://www.sfdistrictattorney.org or by emailing josie.halpern-finnerty@sfgov.org. The material can be faxed or mailed to you upon
request.

ACCOMMODATIONS
To obtain a disability-related modification or accommodation, including auxiliary aids or services, to participate in the meeting,
please contact Josie Halpern-Finnerty at josie.halpern-finnerty@sfgov.org at least two business days before the meeting.

TRANSLATION

Interpreters for languages other than English are available on request. Sign language interpreters are also available on request. For
either accommodation, please contact Josie Halpern-Finnerty at josie.halpern-finnerty@sfgov.org at least two business days before
the meeting.

CHEMICAL SENSITIVITIES

To assist the City in its efforts to accommodate persons with severe allergies, environmental illness, multiple chemical sensitivity or
related disabilities, attendees at public meetings are reminded that other attendees may be sensitive to various chemical based
products. Please help the City accommodate these individuals.

KNOW YOUR RIGHTS UNDER THE SUNSHINE ORDINANCE (Chapter 67 of the San Francisco Administrative Code)

Government's duty is to serve the public, reaching its decisions in full view of the public. Commissions, boards, councils and other
agencies of the City and County exist to conduct the people's business. This ordinance assures that deliberations are conducted
before the people and that City operations are open to the people's review. Copies of the Sunshine Ordinance can be obtained from
the Clerk of the Sunshine Task Force, the San Francisco Public Library, and on the City's web site at: www.sfgov.org/sunshine.

FOR MORE INFORMATION ON YOUR RIGHTS UNDER THE SUNSHINE ORDINANCE OR TO REPORT A VIOLATION
OF THE ORDINANCE, CONTACT THE SUNSHINE ORDINANCE TASK FORCE:

Administrator

Sunshine Ordinance Task Force

City Hall, Room 244

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place,

San Francisco, CA 94102-4683.

Telephone: (415) 554-7724

E-Mail: soft@sfgov.org

CELL PHONES

The ringing of and use of cell phones, pagers and similar sound-producing electronic devices are prohibited at this meeting. Please
be advised that the Co-Chairs may order the removal from the meeting room of any person(s) responsible for the ringing or use of a
cell phone, pager, or other similar sound-producing electronic devices.

LOBBYIST ORDINANCE

Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action may be required by San
Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance (SF Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code sections 2.100-2.160) to register and report lobbying
activity. For more information about the Lobbyist Ordinance, please contact the Ethics Commission at 30 Van Ness Avenue, Suite
3900, San Francisco CA 94102, telephone (415) 581-2300, FAX (415) 581-2317, and web site http://www.sfgov.org/ethics/
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Agenda Item 3

The San Francisco Sentencing Commission

City & County of San Francisco
(Administrative Code 5.250 through 5.250-3)

MEETING MINUTES

July 15, 2020
10:00 am — 12:00 pm
REMOTE MEETING VIA VIDEOCONFERENCE

Members in Attendance:

District Attorney Chesa Boudin, San Francisco District Attorney’s Office; Deputy Chief David
Lazar (Left: 11:00 am) and Captain Trenia Wearing (Arrived: 10:59 am), San Francisco Police
Department; Chief Adult Probation Officer Karen Fletcher (Arrived: 11:03) and Tara Agnese,
Adult Probation Department; Chief Juvenile Probation Officer Katherine Miller (Left: 12:01),
Juvenile Probation Department; Public Defender Manohar Raju and Carolyn Goossen, Public
Defender’s Office; Deputy Director Dr. Naveena Bobba (Left: 11:00 am) and Melanie Kushner,
Department of Public Health; Sheriff Paul Miyamoto and Assistant Sheriff Joseph Engler, San
Francisco Sheriff’s Department; Mark Culkins, Superior Court of California (Arrived: 10:45 am;
Left: 11:45); Karen Roye, Reentry Council Appointee; Jerel McCrary, Family Violence Council
Appointee; Theshia Naidoo (Left: 12:02), Board of Supervisors Appointee; and Steven Raphael,
Mayoral Appointee.

1. Call to Order; Roll call.

San Francisco District Attorney Chesa Boudin welcomes everyone to the 30th Sentencing
Commission Meeting and calls the meeting to order at 10:07 am. Members introduced
themselves.

Tara Anderson, San Francisco District Attorney’s Office Director of Policy, recognized the
Department of Police Accountability and San Francisco Pretrial Diversion as partners in
attendance. Sharon Woo of the Department of Police Accountability and David Mauroff of San
Francisco Pretrial Diversion introduced themselves.

2. Public Comment on Any Item Listed Below (discussion only).
No Public Comments received.

3. Review and Adoption of Meeting Minutes from September 18, 2019 (discussion &
possible action).

District Attorney Boudin asked Commission members to review minutes from the previous

Sentencing Commission meeting. Director Karen Roye made the motion to approve the minutes,

Thesia Naidoo and Sheriff Miyamoto seconded the motion. Minutes from September 18, 2019

approved unanimously in a Roll Call vote.

4. Staff Report on Sentencing Commission Activities (discussion & possible action).
Mrs. Anderson provided an update on Commission activities and meeting schedule. Mrs.
Anderson stated the reasons for canceling the Sentencing Commission meetings in December
2019 and March 2020. Mrs. Anderson informed members that the Commission is on track to
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meet the requirement under the Administrative Code that the Commission must meet at least 3
times in a given calendar year.

Mrs. Anderson provided membership updates. Members were informed that Eric Henderson has
vacated his seat on the Sentencing Commission. Members were informed that the District
Attorney’s Office is working with the Adult Probation Department and the Reentry Council to
ensure that the vacancy is filled as soon as possible. Members were informed that the vacancy
must be filled by a person working for an agency that works directly with individuals returning
to community from incarcerated settings.

Mrs. Anderson reminded the members that the Sentencing Commission is scheduled to meet on a
modified schedule.

Karen Roye, Director of Child Support Services, expressed appreciation for the staff time, effort,
and collaboration that has gone into the Safety and Justice Challenge. Director Roye provided an
update on Reentry Council activities and meeting schedule. The next meeting of the Reentry
Council has been scheduled for Thursday July 23, 2020 from 10 am - 12 pm.

Jerel McCrary provided an update on behalf of the Family Violence Council. Family Violence
Countil meetings have been suspended due to Covid-19. Jerel McCrary will provide written
notification of the next Family Violence Council meeting.

Chief Juvenile Probation Officer Katherine Miller provided an update on behalf of the Juvenile
Justice Coordinating Council and the Juvenile Probation Commission. Chief Miller informed the
members that the Juvenile Justice Coordinating Council has met once since the Shelter in Place
order to approve the allocation of Juvenile Crime Prevention Act funds. Chief Miller informed
the members that 100% of those funds were allocated to grants for non-profits that serve young
people. The grants are administered by DCYF. The Juvenile Justice Coordinating Council voted
to continue the funding through the coming fiscal year. Chief Miller informed the members that
the Juvenile Probation Commission met in June and July to discuss essential functions. The
Juvenile Probation Commission will meet again in August after the regular Commission break.

Geoffrea Morris, Director of the Reentry Council, informed the members that the agenda for the
next Reentry Council meeting will be posted online on Friday July 17, 2020. The members were
informed that the Reentry Council is planning to discuss the Sentencing Commission vacancy
during their next meeting. Jose Bernal has expressed his desire to join the Sentencing
Commission and will be speaking on the matter during the next Reentry Council meeting.

The next meeting of the Sentencing Commission is scheduled for October 7, 2020 from 10-
12pm.

The following meeting of the Sentencing Commission is scheduled for December 6, 2020 from
10-12pm.
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No questions or Public Comments received.

5. Staff Report on Criminal Justice Racial Equity Workgroup (discussion & possible
action).

Mrs. Morris provided an update on the Criminal Justice Racial Equity Workgroup activities. She
directed the members to the materials in the packet.

Mrs. Morris reminded members about the Criminal Justice Racial Equity Statement and the Draft
Agenda for Action. She encouraged members to refer to the Agenda for Action when composing
their departmental Racial Equity Action Plans. A copy of the Agenda is included in the meeting
materials packet. In addition, members were encouraged to send designees to the next meeting of
the Racial Equity Workgroup on Friday July 31, 2020 at 1 pm. The Workgroup is planning to
vote on the date of the Racial Equity Forum during this meeting.

Mrs. Anderson encouraged members to incorporate the Criminal Justice Racial Equity Statement
into department responses to surveys and queries from the Office of Racial Equity. Members
were also encouraged to include the Racial Equity Statement in the reports that each department
must submit to the Office of Racial Equity in December 2020.

Director Roye expressed gratitude for the work that the Workgroup is doing to address racial
equity. Director Roye requested that the Workgroup continue to work on issues of racial equity
and provide regular updates to the Sentencing Commission.

Chief Miller informed members that the Juvenile Probation Department will be voting on the
Racial Equity Statement during their September meeting.

The next meeting of the Racial Equity Workgroup is scheduled for Friday July 31, 2020 at 1 pm.
No questions or Public Comments received.

6. Safety and Justice Challenge Updates by Josie Halpern-Finnerty, Safety and Justice
Challenge Director (discussion & possible action).
Josie Halpern-Finnerty provided an update on the Safety and Justice Challenge. She directed
members to the materials in the packet. Ms. Halpern-Finnerty provided an overview of the main
strategies of the Safety and Justice Challenge in San Francisco. Ms. Halpern-Finnerty reminded
the members that the original goal of the Safety and Justice Challenge was to achieve an average
daily jail population to 1,044 people or fewer to allow for the closure of County Jail #4. These
goals were revised in light of safety protocols for Covid-19. As of July 14, 2020, 793 people
were in jail in San Francisco. Ms. Halpern-Finnerty informed the members that in May of 2020,
the Board of Supervisors passed legislation regarding the closure of County Jail #4 and assigned
responsibility for the closure to the Safety and Justice Challenge Subcommittee, a newly formed
subcommittee of the Sentencing Commission. The legislation that formed the Safety and Justice
Challenge Subcommittee went into effect on June 21, 2020. A progress report is due to the Board
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of Supervisors on August 1, 2020. The Board of Supervisors has set a closure deadline of
November 1, 2020.

Sheriff Miyamoto provided an update on the closure of County Jail #4 on behalf of the Sheriff’s
Office. Sheriff Miyamoto informed the members that County Jail #4 contains kitchen facilities
that serve all the entire San Francisco County jail system. The Sheriff’s Office has received
approval for the renovation of County Jail #2 which will include a new kitchen facility. The
renovation of County Jail #2 will begin on July 20, 2020. The majority of the people housed in
County Jail #4 will be relocated by September 2020. Originally, the Sheriff’s Office planned to
leave 25 incarcerated people housed at County Jail #4 to staff the kitchen and laundry facilities.
Sheriff Miyamoto informed the members that they have reduced that number to 20.

Director Roye asked if the AB 1058 Child Support Family Law Facilitator Program state funding
reductions are expected to impact the San Francisco jail programs. In addition, Director Roye
inquired about possible transfers from state prison to local jail custody. Sheriff Miyamoto stated
that he does not anticipate an impact on jail program funding for that specific funding source and
does not anticipate that anyone in the custody of the California Department of Corrections and
Rehabilitation will enter the San Francisco county jail population.

Melissa Hernandez, speaking on behalf of the No New SF Jail Coalition, asked if the people who
will be kept at County Jail #4 to work in the laundry and kitchen facilities will be moved out of
County Jail #4 by the November 1, 2020 deadline. Sheriff Miyamoto confirmed that the current
plan is to keep the incarcerated workers in County Jail #4 until the November 1, 2020 with a goal
to move everybody out by the deadline.

DA Boudin asked if the Sheriff’s Office could house the incarcerated workers elsewhere and
transport them to County Jail #4 for the purposes of work. Sheriff Miyamoto stated that County
Jail #1 is not equipped for congregate living and that the Sheriff’s Office is working to make
space in County Jail #2 for all 20 incarcerated workers in compliance with Covid-19 physical
distancing protocols. He stated that the 20 incarcerated workers will be housed in a wing at the
back of County Jail #4, away from the plumbing issues that led to recent litigation.

The next meeting of the Safety and Justice Committee Subcommittee is scheduled for Tuesday,
July 21, 2020 from 12 — 2 pm.

No questions or Public Comments received.

7. Review and Approval of Safety and Justice Challenge By-Laws (discussion & possible
action).

DA Boudin announced the formation of the Safety and Justice Challenge Subcommittee, an

official subcommittee of the Sentencing Commission. DA Boudin directed the members’

attention to Safety and Justice Challenge (SJC) Subcommittee by-laws provided in the packet.
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Josie Halpern-Finnerty provided an overview of the SJC Subcommittee by-laws. Mrs. Halpern
Finnerty noted that the SIC Subcommittee by-laws mirror the legislation forming the SJC
Subcommittee and were modeled off of the overarching Sentencing Commission by-laws. The
by-laws specify that the Subcommittee must submit two reports on the closure of County Jail #4
to the Sentencing Commission. The first report is due on August 1, 2020 and the second report is
due October 1, 2020. Additionally, Ms. Halpern-Finnerty noted that the voting members of the
Subcommittee are outlined in the legislation that formed the Subcommittee as well as the
Subcommittee by-laws. Anyone interested in being added to the SJC Subcommittee distribution
list can email Josie Halpern-Finnerty at Josie.Halpern-Finnerty(@sfgov.org. Finally, Ms.
Halpern-Finnerty informed the members that the SIC Subcommittee by-laws will remain in
effect until the work of the Subcommittee is complete. The legislation states that completion
occurs when the Sheriff’s Office certifies in writing that County Jail #4 has closed.

No questions or Public Comments were received before action was taken.

Chief Karen Fletcher made the motion to approve the SJC Subcommittee by-laws, Director
Karen Roye seconded the motion. The Safety and Justice Subcommittee by-laws passed
unanimously in a Roll Call vote.

8. Annual Review of Sentencing Trends and Legislative Update by Tara Anderson
(discussion).
Mrs. Anderson reported on State legislative matters. As of July 15, 2020, there were 700 bills up
for consideration at the State Capitol. The State legislative cycle was truncated due to Covid-19.
Recently, the return from legislative recess was delayed due to positive Covid-19 cases among
several members and staff in the Assembly. The State Senate and Assembly are likely to return
around July 27, 2020 after a deep cleaning of the Capitol building takes place. After the recess,
the remaining bills will only have one hearing. All bills must be out of the policy body and in
appropriations by July 31, 2020. The last day to hear any bill-related matter is August 31, 2020.
It is unclear whether it will be possible to postpone those deadlines.

Mrs. Anderson encouraged the members to review AB 88, SB 118, AB 2542, SB 66, and SB
767. Mrs. Anderson informed the members that the Committee on the Revision of the Penal
Code will be meeting virtually on July 23, 2020 and July 24, 2020. Dr. Mia Bird, who advised
the San Francisco District Attorney’s Office on the development of the Justice Dashboard, is
scheduled to speak during the meeting on July 23, 2020.

Mrs. Anderson presented on Superior Court and District Attorney’s Office data on incoming
caseloads, filings, trial conviction rates by year, and crime type. Slides were provided. No
questions or Public Comments received.
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Chief Karen Fletcher, Tara Agnese, and Steve Adami provided an update on behalf of the Adult
Probation Department. Slides were presented. Captain Trenia Wearing asked for the Adult
Probation Department’s presentation slides to be included in the post-agenda packet.

DA Boudin requested that Sentencing Commission staff conduct an analysis of the impact of
Zero Bail on the jail population in San Francisco.

9. Presentation on Case Processing Technical Assistance with specific emphasis on
COVID by Tim Dibble, Vice President, Justice Management Institute (discussion &
possible action).

Tim Dibble presented on the Justice Management Institute’s key findings regarding case

processing in San Francisco, technical assistance methods, and approaches adopted in other

jurisdictions. Slides were provided in the packet. Additionally, Mr. Dibble overviewed the case
processing resources provided in the packet.

DA Boudin directed the SJC Subcommittee staff to draft a memo on case processing and present
it to the SJC Subcommittee at the July 21, 2020 SJC Subcommittee meeting.

No questions or Public Comments received.

10. Discussion on Crisis Response (discussion & possible action).
This item was taken out of order and heard after Agenda Item 6 to accommodate presenter

schedule.

Dr. Naveena Bobba provided an update on behalf of the Department of Public Health. Dr. Bobba
informed the members that the Board of Supervisors passed legislation last year calling for the
formation of a crisis response team to address street conditions related to behavioral health. The
Department of Public Health is working on standing up a preliminary crisis response team this
year. Dr. Bobba informed the members that Ivy Lee of the Mayor’s Office will be convening a
workgroup to talk about crisis response as an alternative to the police presence for low-level 911
calls. The Department of Public Health will be represented at the convening. The Department of
Public health will be working closely with EMS 6 and the Public Health/Behavioral Health
teams to design a crisis response team model that can be scaled up as resource become available.

The Urban Strategies Council presentation on crisis response was postponed to a future meeting
of the Sentencing Commission.

No questions or Public Comments received.
11. Members’ Comments, Questions, Requests for Future Agenda Items (discussion &

possible action).
No comments.
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12. Public Comment on Any Item Listed Above, as well as Items not Listed on the Agenda.
No Public Comments received.

13. Adjournment.
Jerel McCrary made a motion to adjourn the 30™ meeting of the Sentencing Commission. No
Public Comments received. Steve Raphael seconded the motion. All approved. Motion passed

unanimously in a Roll Call vote.

Adjourned at 12:07.
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Executive Summary

Toward Shared Safety: The First-Ever National Survey of America’s Safety Gaps is a
first-of-its-kind national study of Americans’ unmet safety needs and public safety
policy preferences. In a moment of unprecedented change - and growing consensus

on the need for new approaches to public safety - this report aims to fill critical gaps in
information, to help point decision-makers toward a new set of safety solutions that can
better serve vulnerable Americans, improve public safety and stop the cycle of crime.

Despite dramatic increases in safety and justice spending over the last several

decades, few of those expenditures are informed by the needs of Americans lacking
safety or consistently aligned with Americans’ policy preferences. As concerns about
spending and criminal justice grow, there’s never been a more important time to ask
some fundamental questions about safety. What are the gaps in safety that people
impacted by crime, violence and criminal justice experience? What are the priority safety
investments that matter the most to Americans of all walks of life?

In June of 2020, over 4,000 Americans were surveyed about their experiences with
safety and attitudes about safety policy. In particular, the survey engaged with people
vulnerable to the cycle of crime, including crime victims, people experiencing mental
health or substance abuse challenges, and those living with past convictions, as well as
voters of all backgrounds, regardless of experience.

As the report details, there is remarkable alignment between gaps in safety that
vulnerable people face and the public safety policy preferences that most all Americans
support - policy preferences that would address those very gaps. Broad consensus
exists at the neighborhood level and across different demographics: public safety
policies and investments should prioritize violence prevention, recovery, mental

health, reentry and the most effective strategies to stop the cycle of crime, more than
incarceration. It's time for federal, state and local expenditures to match these urgently
needed and popularly supported priorities. It's time for Shared Safety.

Key Findings

Crime Victims Lack Recovery Support

Crime impacts large numbers of people in the U.S. each year and people who survive
a violent crime can face devastating lifelong consequences from the traumatic event. If
unaddressed, trauma can contribute to instability, including mental health or addiction




issues, challenges returning to work, maintaining housing or
caring for loved ones, and can even lead to someone being re-
victimized.

e One in five Americans have been crime victims in the past
10 years.

e Victims of crime experience significant challenges
recovering and healing. Seventy-eight percent said their life
had been affected by the crime.

e Less than one in three crime survivors report receiving help
to recover. This includes lacking help attaining financial
assistance, mental health support or counseling, medical
assistance, or other supports that help with recovery and
stability.

e Seventy three percent of violent crime victims have been
victims of crime more than once. Repeat victimization is
concentrated.

e When crime survivors did receive help, it was generally not
from the criminal justice system. They were more likely to
receive it from family and friends (43 percent), hospitals
and health care providers (33 percent) and community-
based organizations (22 percent) rather than police (18
percent) or prosecutors (16 percent).

People with Mental Health and Substance Abuse Needs Do
Not Attain Treatment

As experts in crime, violence and safety affirm, untreated mental
health and substance abuse issues, particularly combined

with economic instability, are among common drivers of crime
involvement and recidivism. Given the link to crime drivers, it's
critical to examine whether people experiencing these challenges
can attain help. People that have experienced mental health and
substance abuse needs report a stark lack of capacity to attain
effective treatment to address mental health or addiction. This
presents many risks to safety. Prioritizing treatment for those in
need is a critical prevention gap.

Among people suffering from mental health challenges:

e Nearly 4 in 10 Americans report they have experienced
a mental health issue, but less than half of those with
mental health needs received treatment.

e Nearly 9 out of 10 people experiencing mental health
issues said their life had been affected by this health
issue.
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e Americans with mental health issues that sought but did
not receive treatment reported not being able to find,
afford or access treatment as the major reasons.

e Across race, ethnicity and political party, four out of ten
similarly said they could not access treatment because
it was too hard to access, too far away or because they
faced waiting lists.

People struggling with addiction faced similar challenges:

e Fifteen percent of Americans report they have
experienced substance abuse or addiction issues.

e More than 8 in 10 people experiencing substance abuse
issues said their life had been affected by this health
issue.

e Nearly 1in 3 with substance abuse issues said it affected
their ability to work.

e Less than half (43 percent) of people with substance
abuse issues received treatment.

e Among the reasons those who did not receive treatment
gave for not accessing it, nearly half said it was hard to
access, that treatment options were too far away or had
waiting lists. Forty percent said they could not afford it or
insurance did not cover it.

People With Past Convictions Face Lifelong Barriers
to Stability

There are at least 70 million people in the United States that have
a past arrest or criminal record, and an estimated 20 million have
a past felony conviction. These records have hidden but long-
lasting effects, long after sentence completion: people with past
convictions face over 40,000 prohibitions on eligibility for jobs,
housing or other stabilizers to productively move forward in their
lives.

Any criminal record can have an effect, but the most substantial
barriers come from having a prior felony conviction. Among those
surveyed living with a past felony conviction:

e Nearly seven in ten said they have had difficulty finding a
job;

e Six in ten said they had struggled to pay criminal justice
debts, such as fines and fees;

e Nearly six in ten said they had difficulty finding housing.

Fifteen percent of
Americans responding to
the survey indicated they
had experienced substance
abuse or addiction issues.
Less than half received
treatment.

Among those whose most
serious conviction was a
felony, nearly
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Voters Support New Public Safety Priorities

There is strong overlap between what is needed to close the
safety gaps people impacted by the current public safety system
experience and the priorities voters want to see in public safety

policy.

Voters Say Don’t Prioritize Prisons and Jails

In the context of growing budget deficits, state and local
governments will face trade-offs in determining from where
to trim. Voters prefer protecting nearly every other aspect of
government over prisons and jails.

e When asked which areas of government spending
should be protected from cuts, nearly all voters surveyed
- 98 percent - do not want prisons and jails protected
from cuts. By comparison, 4 out of 10 voters prefer
protecting health care and public services from spending
cuts.

Voters Say Prioritize Prevention, Mental Health and
Reentry

Specifically as it relates to investments made to advance public
safety, voters also want revised priorities.

Voters say that the most important public safety programs to
fund are:

e Mental health and crisis response treatment (45 percent);

e Job training and placement programs for people released
from prison (40 percent);

e Community-based violence prevention (33 percent).

Voters Support Local Public Safety Reforms to Better
Address Crime

Voters also support local efforts to shift responses to crime at the
community level, before people enter prisons or jails.

e Nearly eight out of ten voters support expanding the 911
system so that calls for mental health and substance abuse
issues are directed to trained mental health professionals to
respond instead of police.

e Nearly six in ten voters support shifting local funds from
police to community organizations that use relevant experts

Nearly

810

voters support federal
investments for increasing
the use of community-
based violence prevention
workers to help prevent
young people from getting
involved in crime.

Nearly

2'3

voters support federal
investments for expanding
and hiring hospital-based

violence prevention workers

to help prevent retaliation
for gun violence.




to address issues such as domestic violence, de-escalation,
mental health, and violence interruption programs.

Voters support federal investments to scale up new safety
priorities.

Federal resources are a significant source of funding for a wide
range of public safety programming across the United States.
Voters have strong preferences favoring expanded federal
support for new approaches to public safety.

Overwhelming majorities of voters prefer federal funding priorities
that would shift our nation’s approach to public safety:

Nearly eight out of ten voters support federal investments
for increasing the use of community-based violence
prevention workers to help prevent young people from
getting involved in crime.

Nearly two in three voters support federal investments
for expanding and hiring hospital-based violence
prevention workers to help prevent retaliation for gun
violence.

More than eight out of ten voters support federal
investments for expanding victims’ services to help more
victims of violence get access to programs that help them
with financial recovery and recovery from trauma.

More than eight out of ten voters support federal
investments for expanding emotional support and
recovery services for children who have been exposed to
violence.

More than seven out of ten voters support federal
investments for expanding mental health crisis responses
so that emergency calls about psychiatric crises are
handled by mental health experts.

More than seven out of ten voters support federal
investments for expanding alternatives to incarceration
such as diversion, mental health treatment, restorative
justice, or community service.

More than six out of ten voters support federal
investments for improving state criminal justice data
systems to allow qualifying old convictions to be
automatically cleared once they are eligible for removal.

A majority of voters support lifting bans on eligibility for
emergency aid, housing assistance and food stamps for
people with past convictions.

%

/

voters support expanding
the 911 system so that

calls for mental health and
substance abuse issues are
directed to trained mental
health professionals to
respond instead of police.

/

out of
/

voters support authorizing
alternatives to incarceration
such as community service
or electronic monitoring for
individuals arrested for low-
level crimes.

/

out of

/

support alternatives to
incarceration for someone
who has participated in
rehabilitation programs or
maintained good behavior
in prison and has been
assessed as a low risk to
public safety.




These types of policies have bipartisan majority support, and
majority support across gender, geography, race and age.

Voters Say Safely Reduce Incarceration.

At the same time that voters strongly support expanded
investments into prevention, victim services, mental health
treatment and reentry, voters also support decreasing
incarceration.

Support for reduced incarceration is particularly prominent in the
current context of a global pandemic that has brought into view
the ways in which over-incarceration contributes to poor health
outcomes for everyone.

Voter support for reduced incarceration provides an opportunity
to alleviate the financial burden unnecessary over-incarceration
places on budgets to reallocate those resources toward
addressing the safety gaps voters are most concerned about.

Eight out of 10 voters are concerned about COVID-19’s impact on
prisons and jails.

Voters support a wide range of strategies to safety reduce
incarceration:

e Nearly three out of four voters support authorizing
alternatives to incarceration such as community service
or electronic monitoring for individuals arrested for low-
level crimes. More than six out of ten voters across party,
race, age, and gender support this policy.

e Nearly three out of four support alternatives to
incarceration for someone who has participated in
rehabilitation programs or maintained good behavior
in prison and has been assessed as a low risk to public
safety. More than six out of ten voters across party, race,
age and gender support this policy.

e Two out of three voters support authorizing the release

of some people who are already set to be released in the /
near future, or who are elderly or sick. More than six out Surer
of ten voters across party, race, age and gender support
this policy. /
e Six out of ten voters support alternatives to incarceration voters support authorizing
for someone convicted of a crime who did not seriously the release of some people

injure someone else or risk community safety. A majority
of voters across party, race, age and gender support this
policy.

who are already set to be
released in the near future,
or who are elderly or sick.
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e More than 6 out of 10 voters support authorizing the release of someone that
has already served 10 or more years of their sentence and has been assessed
as a low risk to public safety.

e Nearly six out of ten voters support alternatives to incarceration for someone
who is medically vulnerable. A majority of voters across party, race, age and
gender support this policy.

e More than half of voters support alternatives to incarceration for someone
serving a sentence of less than 12 months.

e Half of voters support alternatives to incarceration for someone 60 years old
or older.

Summary Recommendations

These findings paint a critically important picture for decision-makers. Vulnerable
Americans lack many important basics when it comes to increasing safety and stopping
the cycle of crime. Difficulty attaining treatment, trauma recovery support or eligibility
for jobs and housing keep many Americans experiencing crime, behavioral health
needs or living with past convictions from safety and stability. The solutions to address
these gaps exist -- and voters prefer addressing these gaps over current public safety
expenditure priorities.

Voters overwhelmingly support substantial reductions in unnecessary incarceration and
significant increases in violence prevention, mental health crisis response and treatment,
support for victims of violence, and reentry so people leaving the justice system
stabilize.

Achieving this vision for safety is possible. It requires asking new questions about public
safety policies and expenditures, requiring a set of different stakeholders to design and
plan safety strategies and a reallocation of resources. The public overwhelmingly wants

- and needs - public resources for safety to go toward addressing safety gaps. As long
as the lion'sshare of public safety money is supporting unnecessary incarceration,
making the shift the public wants will remain elusive. This report contains three summary
recommendations that policy-makers can take toward achieving Shared Safety.

1. Reassess

Local, state and federal jurisdictions assessing criminal justice and public safety policy
proposals and expenditures need to ask new questions to discern the capacity of
what's being proposed to address safety gaps. Decision-makers need to start requiring
assessment of impact and regular data collection to understand safety gaps.

e Require Shared Safety Impact Statements. Just as state and federal bills are
assessed for their fiscal impact to inform decision-makers, pieces of
legislation relating to safety and justice should be subject to a “Shared Safety
Impact Statement” to evaluate how the proposal addresses safety gaps. The
impact statement can describe what is known about the safety impacts of
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the proposed law change or expenditure, with an emphasis on data-driven
strategies to prevent and stop the cycle of crime, reduce recidivism and
increase fairness.

e Conduct Annual Reporting on Safety Gaps. To reduce wasteful expenditures
and increase safety, federal, state and local government should annually
report on holistic safety-related data points including:

e |dentifying who is experiencing crime and violence and the impacts;

e Assessing the capacity of violence prevention, trauma recovery,
addiction, mental health treatment and reentry resources to meet
community needs.

By understanding the core vulnerabilities communities face, cost-saving and safety-
improving investments can be made to close the gaps and increase safety.

2. Redesign

Decision-makers need to require more of local, state and federal agencies: more
collaboration, data sharing and more community partnership. Criminal justice, health,
behavioral health, foster care, housing and education systems must be required to work
together - and with communities - to leverage resources, evaluate outcomes, and hold
each other accountable:

e Require Joint Responsibility: Achieving community safety cannot be, and
should not be, considered the responsibility of law enforcement alone.
Decision-makers need to require more of local, state and federal agencies,
more collaboration and community partnership. Criminal justice, health,
behavioral health, foster care, housing and education systems must be
required to work together to leverage resources, evaluate outcomes, and hold
each other accountable.

e Require Community Partnership: Making the system work starts with trust
and partnerships. Decision-makers need to require that local, state and federal
policies and investments in safety are informed by community need and
designed in partnership with communities. Communities that co-design with
governments can attain safety for all.

3. Reallocate

There is no constituency for protecting prison and jail spending. Alternatively, there is
strong popular support for reducing unnecessary incarceration and those same dollars
can be reallocated to the priorities Americans of all walks of life want and need. Voter
priorities such as trauma recovery, child well-being, youth violence prevention, mental
health crisis response, family crisis assistance and drug addiction treatment are the
most important investments that can be scaled to protect more people and stop the
cycle of crime.




Use Relief Funding to Spur New Safety Priorities. Federal funding support to
states and local jurisdictions during the COVID-19 pandemic for public safety
should prioritize prevention, treatment and recovery services over spending on
incarceration. New dollars can build new, smarter approaches such as:

e Emergency mental health crisis response;
e Community-based and hospital-based violence prevention;
e Trauma recovery for victims and children exposed to violence;

e Removing bans on eligibility for aid for people with past convictions.

Build in Incentives for Reallocating to New Safety Priorities. Federal
and state officials should build incentives into funding streams for safety,
rewarding approaches that reduce unnecessary incarceration and expand
violence prevention, trauma recovery and victim services, mental health
and addiction treatment and reentry. Incentives can spur state and local
jurisdictions by requiring policies such as:

e Alternatives to incarceration such as community service or electronic
monitoring for individuals arrested for low-level crimes;

e Authorizing the release of some people who are elderly or sick or
individuals that have already served 10 or more years of their sentence
and have been assessed as low-risk;

e Alternatives to incarceration for someone convicted of a crime who did
not seriously injure someone else or risk community safety;

e Alternatives to incarceration for someone serving a sentence of less than
12 months.

12
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Introduction and Background

Recently, states across the nation have been grappling with the need for changes in
our criminal justice and public safety systems. There has been an increasing recognition
that over-reliance on incarceration without enough prevention and treatment locks
communities into an ineffective criminal justice system that cannot make all of us safer.

Events of 2020 have increased the urgent need for change. The unprecedented health
crisis brought on by the COVID-19 pandemic, as well as the national outcry for a fairer,
more racially just criminal justice system have increased attention to two unavoidable
facts:

e The justice system spreads poor health. Prisons and jails are the most acute
example, with extremely close quarters where illness spreads like wildfire
among people that live and work there;

e The justice system is rife with disparities. Americans want a safety and justice
system that treats everyone equally regardless of race and works to keep
everyone safe.

In the context of this unprecedented need for change, there has never been a better time
to build consensus around the solutions needed for a healthier, safer and fairer approach
to public safety.

Moving from safety for some to safety for all is more possible than ever before.
Anchored by Alliance for Safety and Justice, and with support from the National
Coalition for Shared Safety,* expert public opinion researchers conducted extensive
research on the experiences and opinions of Americans impacted by crime and
incarceration to understand who they are and what they need, and surveyed voters
about their preferences as it relates to policies and investments into public safety.

*

The National Coalition for Shared Safety represents leading organizations that are advancing
community safety solutions and joining together to promote the most effective strategies to
achieve public safety for all. It includes critical assistance providers supporting crime survivors
and people living with past convictions, as well as public health providers and business leaders.
The organizations in the coalition specialize in trauma recovery, health, mental health, violence
prevention, and reentry support. A full list of members is acknowledged later in the survey.
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What is Shared Safety?

Our nation has an opportunity to build consensus around the public safety solutions needed to
achieve safety for all. Moving from safety for some to safety for all through smart investments and
new partnerships is what Shared Safety is about. Shared Safety envisions a world where everyone
can attain safety, and everyone takes responsibility for it.

Shared Safety begins with joint responsibility—across different government entities and in
partnerships with communities—for deepening our understanding of who is vulnerable, for investing
in effective prevention, health and recovery and for breaking the cycle of harm.

Shared Safety means looking beyond arrests and incarceration—and beyond the justice system
—to cultivate safety at the family and neighborhood level. The more we can focus our metrics,
investments, partnerships and attention on what works to improve safety and stop the cycle of
crime, the better for our budgets, communities and families.

The five principles that drive the Shared Safety approach are:

Public health. Only responding to crime after the fact is akin to an emergency-room-only
response to illness. The public health field has much to teach about how to address epidemics:
prevention, detection and treatment. Threats to personal and community safety worsen when
knowable root causes are left unaddressed.

Well-being. The strongest communities are the safest communities. Well-being means
community conditions promote mental and physical health and resilience. Measuring safety
with crime data alone misses the opportunity to measure well-being, the most important
metric. By defining, measuring and tracking well-being, we can invest in prevention scaled to
community needs and foster safety.

Survivors at the center. For too long, justice policy and investment decisions have not been
informed by the experiences of most crime victims. Those that bear the disproportionate
burden of harm need a voice. Placing survivors at the center means recognizing who victims
are; amplifying investments in protection, trauma recovery and restorative justice; and
partnering with survivors to stop the cycle of harm.

Breaking the cycle of harm. A growing number of experts agree: Incarceration as a one-
size-fits-all response to crime is ineffective and unsafe. Breaking the cycle of harm requires
a problem-solving approach. Alternatives and graduated responses can hold people
accountable, address the drivers of crime to reduce recidivism, and prepare people for stable
reentry to the community.

Making the system work. The historic over-reliance on the criminal justice responses has
created a system that cannot solve most of the root causes of crime. Shared Safety relies on
collaboration across communities, bringing together health experts, crime survivors and other
community leaders together with representatives from law enforcement and the courts. And,
making the system work starts with trust. Communities that share a connection and mutual
trust with local government have what it takes to attain safety for all.

Today, public safety financial and policy priorities cannot achieve Shared Safety. It is possible to
transform those priorities. We already know what works and how to get there — it's about building
consensus on the solutions and scaling them up to meet community need.
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Toward Shared Safety: The First-Ever National Survey of America’s Safety Gaps
(hereinafter referred to as the National Safety Gaps Survey) is a first-of-its-kind national
study focused on the experiences of people impacted by criminal justice and safety
policies: crime survivors, people suffering mental health or substance abuse challenges
and people living with past convictions. It also measured the opinions of voters on key
safety and justice policy priorities and choices.

The survey uncovers the key gaps in safety experienced by those most commonly
harmed by crime and/or those cycling into our justice system. By identifying the safety
needs that are frequently unmet we aim to help decision-makers understand the
priorities that matter the most to prevent and address crime. The survey also points to
some clear voter policy preferences in reforming safety and justice.

The survey found remarkable overlap between the gaps in safety experienced by those
most vulnerable to the cycle of crime and the policy preferences of voters in shifting
public safety priorities.

Voters overwhelmingly support shifting funding from an emphasis on incarceration to
an emphasis on prevention, treatment and recovery.

We hope this survey contributes to a greater understanding of the core safety gaps
facing our nation and helps transform this moment for change into a long-lasting new
approach to safety that works for everyone.

Spending on criminal justice and corrections.

Total justice system spending on corrections, policing and the courts is now as high
as $300 billion, up from about $40 billion in 1982—when this type of financial
information was first tracked by the federal government. That’s a more than a 600
percent increase since these spending patterns were first tracked by the federal
government.?

About a third of all criminal justice spending is just corrections, the largest portion of
which is spending on prisons and jails.? Between 1985 and 2019:

e Corrections spending by states grew 6 times faster than spending on higher
education.?

Corrections spending at the state level grew twice as fast as spending on
primary and secondary school education.




Prevention, rehabilitation and
treatment.

A Shared Safety approach would reallocate public safety
resources from traditional public safety approaches that fail
to stop the cycle of crime to promising new solutions that
are demonstrating success at the local level, but have not
been scaled up to meet the need. If Shared Safety solutions
were scaled to meet the need that exists, it would expand
safety for all - and save money.

Shared Safety solutions include:

Prevention. Exposure to violence, especially among
young people, can cause short- and long-term
physical and behavioral health consequences,
including difficulty in school, instability, and risk

of future victimization. It is crucial to invest in
supporting people exposed to violence and other
strategies to prevent harm. Violence prevention
programs that prevent young people from falling
through the cracks and break the cycle are effective
yet woefully under utilized.

Treatment. Behavioral health programs such as
mental health and substance abuse treatment have a
strong track record of supporting those that suffer
toward recovery and stability. Too many people that
suffer cannot attain treatment. For some, this leads to
crime involvement. When people commit crimes with
these underlying challenges, communities will reap
much greater returns on investment through
treatment rather than lengthy prison sentences.

Rehabilitation. Rehabilitation includes holding people
accountable and providing a pathway for redemption.
The most effective sentences for public safety are
those that are focused on rehabilitation. Once
someone completes a sentence, resurrecting
additional barriers to stability prevents redemption
and community repair. Reentry programs and policies
that support redemption and stability improve
families and communities.
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What are the safety gaps
in preventing and stopping
the cycle of crime?

Crime victims lack recovery support.

Crime in the United States impacts large numbers of people every year. In 2018 alone,
federal data show there were more than 6.3 million violent victimizations of 3.2 million
people, and 13.5 million property victimization of 9 million households in the United
States. In other words, 7 percent of all households experienced a property crime and
more than 3 million people were the victim of at least one violent crime.*

People who survive a violent crime can face devastating, lifelong consequences from
such a traumatic event.

Unaddressed, trauma can lead to a wide range of consequences, including chronic

fear, depression or other mental health challenges, substance abuse or addiction
challenges, difficulties returning to work or maintaining housed, or it can also lead to
someone becoming a victim again or turning to crime themselves, with costly long-term
consequences for the individual and the community.

Every year, violent crime exacts a high financial toll in medical and mental health care
expenses, lost productivity, and property damage. Victims often face exorbitant out-
of-pocket costs, as well as more intangible costs, such as reduced quality of life, pain
and suffering. Victimization also costs employers, insurers, and government programs
that pay for some type of service, or indirectly through lost revenues. In total, estimates
published by the federal government have shown these violent crime costs run into the
hundreds of billions of dollars.®

To go beyond a one-year snapshot in available federal victimization data, the National

Safety Gaps Survey used a longer 10-year reference period to understand people who
are repeatedly victimized, as well as a broader cross-section of those who experience

crime.

In the past decade, one in five people has been a victim of crime.

The National Safety Gaps Survey shows 1 in 5 people have been crime victims in the
past decade, whether or not it was reported to the police. Forty-five percent of those
who were crime victims in that time period the past ten years reported they had also
been a victim of violent crime.




Nearly 8 out of 10 crime survivors said they were affected
by the crime.

Among those who reported being a victim, 78 percent said their
life had been very, somewhat or slightly affected by the crime.

About 7 out of 10 violent crime survivors have been
repeatedly victimized.

According to national data, the strongest predictor of victimization
is having previously been a victim of crime—something known as
repeat victimization.

According to the National Safety Gaps Survey, repeat crime
victims bear a sharply disproportionate share of the impact of
crime and violence. It is concentrated.

Twenty percent of victims of violent crime have been victimized
six or more times. Seventy-three percent of victims of a violent
crime have been repeatedly victimized. About 7 out of 10 (69
percent) of those who report being the victim of a violent crime
also report being the victim of a property crime. Only about 1in 5
victims of violent crime (21 percent) report experiencing only one
violent crime.

Black Americans are more impacted by violent crime.

Both federal data and the National Safety Gaps Survey show
higher rates of victimization for people of color. The National
Survey shows that Black Americans are more likely to be the
victims of serious violent crimes. This finding is supported by the
federal data—in 2018, Black Americans were nearly 25 percent
more likely to have been victims of serious violent crime than
white Americans.®

Younger people experience the most crime.

Some of the largest disparities in victimization relate to a person’s
age.

According to federal data, younger people are more likely to be
violent crime victims.” These findings align with the National
Safety Gaps Survey results showing that people under the age
of 45 are 3 times more likely to be victims of violent crime than
people over age 45.

Fewer than 1 in 3 crime survivors who sought support
from multiple sources received it.

Despite these high levels of victimization, only about 1 in

/

out of

/

violent crime survivors has
been repeatedly victimized
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10 survivors of a violent crime report receiving any services from a victim services
agency.® Federal reporting shows that, at best, of the millions of people who reported
being victimized, only 243,000 people across the country had victim compensation
applications approved through federal Victims of Crime Act-funded services in 2018.°

When crime is reported to law enforcement, the criminal justice system is tasked with
playing a critical role in facilitating medical, economic, and emotional recovery for the
crime victim.

Despite this, most victims are not receiving treatment or support.

Fewer than 1 in 3 crime survivors report receiving either financial assistance,
counseling, medical assistance, or other types of recovery support. Within each type of
assistance victims would have wanted, but never received, fewer than 1 in 3 received it.

The survey found a large gap between victims’ needs and their access to support.
Among those supports survivors would have wanted, but never received were:

e Financial assistance to help with damaged property and monetary losses (49
percent);

e Financial assistance with medical costs (46 percent);

e Help understanding the legal system (46 percent);

Crime survivors would have wanted specific
services but did not receive them.

Below is a list of the types of support that victims of crime may receive. Have Received
For each, please indicate if it is something you have ever received, and if

3 : 5 ! S : Never Received,
you never received it please indicate if you would want it if it were available. Would.ayiate

)
i) 46% 46%

FINANCIAL HELP FINANCIAL INFORMATION MEDICAL COUNSELING OR EMERGENCY OR
ASSISTANCE UNDERSTANDING ASSISTANCE ABOUT AVAILABLE ASSISTANCE, OR OTHER MENTAL TEMPORARY
TO HELP WITH THE COURTS AND TO HELP WITH  SUPPORT SERVICES PHYSICAL THERAPY HEALTH SUPPORT HOUSING
DAMAGED LEGAL SYSTEM MEDICAL COSTS
PROPERTY OR
MONETARY LOSSES
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¢ Information about available support and services (44 percent);
e Medical assistance, or physical therapy (38 percent);
e Emergency or temporary housing (36 percent).

Of the victims that do report receiving help, the majority received it from family and
friends or hospitals, not the criminal justice system:

e 43 percent received help or support from family and friends;
e 35 percent received help or support from hospitals or health care providers;

e 22 percent received help or support from a community-based program or
organization;

e 20 percent received help or support from a church or other house of worship;
e 18 percent received help or support from the police;
e 17 percent received help or support from a school or college;

e 16 percent received help or support from a District Attorney or prosecutor’s
office;

e 15 percent received help or support from a private company.

Most erime survivors do not receive support
from the criminal justice system.

If you received any of the previous services, from which of the following
did you receive that help or support? Please choose all that apply.

43%

FAMILY & HOSPITALS A COMMUNITY- A CHURCH OR THE POLICE A SCHOOL A DISTRICT A PRIVATE
FRIENDS AND BASED OTHER HOUSE OR COLLEGE ATTORNEY OR COMPANY
HEALTH CARE PROGRAM OR OF WORSHIP PROSECUTOR'’S

PROVIDER ORGANIZATION OFFICE




Kimesha
Dallas, Texas
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“I received no support or counseling in
the aftermath.”

| grew up in a two-bedroom home in Oak Cliff, Texas, with
my stepfather, mother and two sisters. At the age of five, my
stepfather’s brother—my favorite uncle—began to molest me.
| received no support or counseling in the aftermath. Years
later, a prosecutor came to ask me questions about the crime,
but nothing was done. A cycle of trauma and violence began—
at 14 my boyfriend put a gun to my head, strangled me and
kidnapped me, and in my adult years my boyfriend beat me.
Still, | received no support or counseling from the criminal
justice system, the police or my community. Nobody asked,
“Are you okay?” The weight of unaddressed trauma began to
impact my mental health severely—causing me to question

if life was worth living. | turned to self-medication and heavy
drinking, but | was still unable to numb the pain.

| don’t feel that the criminal justice system is working. As a
crime survivor, | had to find my own space for healing and
discover the path to inner strength, mental health and self-
worth, but nobody should have to walk that path alone. A lot
of times, survivors aren’t even diagnosed or treated. What's
needed is real help—mental health treatment, substance abuse
treatment and trauma recovery centers—to get people to
safety and change the dynamic of hopelessness that so many
survivors feel. This kind of help also decreases future crime
by giving people with unaddressed mental health challenges
an alternative to self-medication. We need ways to address
trauma so that we can all heal.

Now I'm an award-winning author and a self-esteem coach.
Coming from a place where | wasn't heard or seen, | like to
build up other leaders—I focus on each person’s strengths and
try to put them in a position where they can grow. | definitely
feel that as a society, our main focus should be on “seeing”
survivors and helping people get mental health support and
the other support they need to recover. We shouldn’t have to
wonder what’s going to happen next. The system should work
for us.
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People with mental health and
substance abuse issues do not
attain treatment.

Police, corrections leaders and the courts report that untreated mental health and
substance abuse issues are core drivers of the cycle of crime. Federal data show that 37
percent of people sentenced to prison, and 44 percent of people arrested and jailed have
experienced a mental health issue.’® At least 1 in 10 police service calls are responding
to an untreated mental health issue.'! Research suggests that certain types of drug-
related crime, like violence related to the distribution of drugs, offenses related to an
altered state, and offenses committed to pay for drugs are largely fueled by addiction.?

The impact of these health issues is costly, and significant. Untreated serious mental
health illnesses have been estimated to cost the U.S. economy $193.2 billion in lost
earnings each year,'® and substance abuse issues over $532 billion a year.*

The National Safety Gaps Survey found that 38 percent of respondents said they had
experienced some mental health issue, and 15 percent said they had experienced a
substance abuse issue.

Mental health issues.

Nearly 4 out of 10 people surveyed experienced a mental health issue.

Nearly 4 out of 10 respondents (38 percent) said they had experienced some mental
health issue. Nearly 9 out of 10 people (87 percent) said their life had been very,
somewhat or slightly affected by their issues with mental health.

Thirty eight percent of adults said they had
experienced mental health issues, and 15 percent said
they had experienced a substance abuse issue.

Below is a list of specific life experiences. For each, please indicate if you had experienced it:

Anxiety, depression or another mental health 38%
issue that interfered with your well-being

Substance abuse or addiction issues, including
alcohol, prescription medication or other drugs

16%




Nearly 4 out of 10 with a mental health issue said it affected
daily activities.

When asked, in general (including time before the coronavirus
outbreak), if the following applied to their personal experience
with this health issue, and given a chance to offer multiple
responses:

e About 4 out of 10 people (39 percent) said their mental
health affected their ability to develop or maintain close
relationships;

e About 4 out of 10 (39 percent) said their mental
health interfered with daily life activities, like cleaning,
shopping, or basic functioning;

e About 3 out of 10 (31 percent) said their mental health
interfered with their ability to work.

Mental health issues affected younger people and crime
victims more significantly.

Challenges in developing or maintaining close relationships, and
interferences with daily activities and the ability to work were
much more likely among adults with mental health issues under
age 45 than among those 45 or older. These challenges were
also much more common to be reported by those who identify as
crime survivors.

Less than half of those with a mental health issue said they
attained treatment.

When asked (including the time before and after the coronavirus)
which of the following best applied to their experience with
professional treatment or support for mental health treatment,
less than half (46 percent) of those reporting issues with mental
health said they received professional treatment or support.

Those with incomes under $75,000 (43 percent), those under
age 35 (42 percent) and Latinos (36 percent) are among the least
likely to have received professional support.

Black Americans and younger adults seeking mental
health treatment are less likely to receive it.

Just about 1 out of 5 (18 percent) respondents sought mental
health treatment, but did not receive it. Adults under 35 (26
percent) and Black adults (24 percent) seeking treatment are less
likely to receive mental health treatment.

/

out of

/

people said their life had been
affected by issues with mental
health.




Nearly 4 out of 10 that sought, but did not receive mental health treatment said
they could not afford it —or insurance did not cover it.

Among those that sought but did not receive treatment, they reported many reasons.
When asked which of the following reasons they did not receive the professional
treatment or support:

e 44 percent said it was hard to access treatment or support, or that the
treatment options were too far away, or had waiting lists;

37 percent said they could not afford treatment or support, or insurance did
not cover it;

e 3in 10 (30 percent) said they could not find treatment or support.

Four out of ten that sought, but did not receive mental health
treatment said it was hard to access treatment or support.

For which of the following reasons did you not receive the professional
treatment or support you wanted? You can select as many as you like.

44%
37%
30%
6%
5%
I
HARD TO ACCESS COULD NOT COULD NOT FIND OTHER DON'T KNOW PREFER NOT
TREATMENT OR AFFORD TREATMENT TO SAY
SUPPORT, OR THEY ~ TREATMENT OR OR SUPPORT

WERE TOO FAR SUPPORT OR
AWAY, OR HAD NSV o]

WAITING LISTS NOT COVER IT
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Across race, ethnicity, party, and age, similar
proportions said they could not attain mental health
treatment because it was hard to access treatment or
support.

, 44%
TOTAL

Female

\EIEE 45%

Crime survivors

People who had experienced a
substance abuse issue

Someone with a past conviction

Democrat
Independent

Republican

Under age 45
Age 45 or older [is)74

White

Latino

Black

Urban
Suburban

Small towns and rural

Under $75,000
Over $75,000 [51054
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Yasmin
Orlando, Florida
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“I was suicidal, but it could have taken
months before I could see a therapist.”

| decided that | wanted to be a mental health advocate from

a young age, after watching a loved one struggle with mental
health challenges. In 2016 my advocacy became personal. |
was in school for psychology and working with survivors from
Orlando’s Pulse nightclub shooting when | experienced a series
of traumas of my own. In one night, | became a survivor of
sexual assault, robbery and gun violence.

Afterward, | contacted my local victim service center and

told them that | was suicidal. It took almost a month before
anyone got back to me. They said | would need to see a victim
advocate five times before | could see a therapist, with weeks
between each time. That meant it would be months before

| could speak to a therapist, even after reporting that | felt
suicidal.

In the meantime, | was experiencing a whole different level of
trauma. | was completely overwhelmed. | needed to speak to
someone. If | didn't have professional experience of my own, |
would have not known to advocate for myself. But | did, and it
meant | got to see a therapist sooner than the original timeline
I'd been given. | got special treatment because of my privilege.
That's not right. If it weren’t for my knowledge of the mental
health field, | really don’t know if | would be here today.

It is not enough to have victim services if they are not readily
accessible and well supported. Individuals need to be able

to get help right away after trauma, not be put on a waiting
list. That is a life-threatening mistake. Treatment should be
individualized. |, like many others and particularly those from
communities of color, have a complicated trauma history on top
of day-to-day stressors.

People shouldn’t be expected to know how to navigate a
broken system when they’re not doing well. Overcoming
trauma requires long-term, culturally competent therapy
that’s responsive and individualized. My experience with my
local victim service center and with other local organizations
led me to co-found Peer Support Space. Inc., a grassroots

organization that offers a system of support for people

who need it, led by and for people with lived experiences
overcoming obstacles to mental wellness. My own life
experiences motivate me to make sure everyone gets real help
in real time and that everyone is treated like someone who
deserves safety.



https://peersupportspace.org/

Substance abuse issues.

Fifteen percent of those responding to the National Safety Gap
Survey said they had experienced substance abuse or addiction
issues, with alcohol, prescription medication or other drugs.

Over 8 out of 10 (86 percent) of those who indicated they had
experienced substance abuse or addiction said their life had been
very, somewhat or slightly affected by it.

People who are low income, had a past conviction or who
were crime survivors were more affected by substance
abuse.

Those more likely to say their life had been “very affected”
included people with incomes under $25,000 (41 percent), people
with a past conviction (45 percent), and victims of crime (43
percent).

Three out of 10 with substance abuse issues said it affected
their ability to work.

When asked, in general (including before the coronavirus
outbreak), if the following applied to their personal experience
with substance abuse issues:

e 4in 10 (38 percent) said it affected their ability to
develop or maintain close relationships;

e 1in 3 (33 percent) said it interfered with their ability to
work;

e About lin 3 (32 percent) said it interfered with daily life
activities, like cleaning, shopping, or basic functioning.

Crime survivors and people with past convictions were more
likely than others to report that their personal experience with
substance abuse issues affected their ability to develop or
maintain close relationships, or that interfered with their ability to
work or daily life activities.

Black Americans and younger adults seeking substance
treatment are less likely to receive it.

One out of five (23 percent) respondents sought substance
abuse treatment, but did not receive it. Adults under 35 (34
percent) and Black adults (38 percent) seeking treatment are less
likely to receive substance abuse treatment.

/

out of

/

who did not receive
treatment said they could not
afford it, or insurance did
not cover it.




Less than half of those with substance abuse issues obtain treatment.
Less than half (43 percent) of people with substance abuse issues received treatment.

When those who sought but did not receive treatment were asked, which of the
following reasons they did not receive the professional treatment or support they
wanted:

e Nearly half (47 percent) said it was hard to access treatment or support, or
that the treatment options were too far away, or had waiting lists;

e 4 out of 10 (40 percent) said they could not afford treatment or support, or
their insurance did not cover it;

e Nearly a third (32 percent) could not find treatment or support.

When people did receive treatment, about 9 out of 10 said it was helpful.

There is now a growing chorus of voices, particularly within law enforcement,
corrections and the justice system that treatment is more likely to break the cycle of
addiction and crime that affects so many communities than traditional responses like
incarceration. And among those who responded to the National Safety Gaps Survey
who said they received either mental health or substance abuse treatment, about 9 out
of 10 reported it was helpful.

Among those who sought treatment but did not
receive it, the most common reasons were treatment
being hard to access or unaffordable.

For which of the following reasons did you not receive the professional
treatment or support you wanted? You can select as many as you like.

47%
40%

HARD TO ACCESS COULD NOT COULD NOT FIND DON'T KNOW PREFER NOT
TREATMENT OR AFFORD TREATMENT TO SAY
SUPPORT, OR THEY TREATMENT OR OR SUPPORT
WERE TOO FAR SUPPORT OR
AWAY, OR HAD INSURANCE DID
WAITING LISTS NOT COVER IT
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Cherita
Euclid, Ohio
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“Start addressing the root
causes of addiction and crime
so we can stop the cycle.”

As a child, I lived a double life. | was a quiet student during

the day, then | returned home to a life of turmoil and trauma. |
switched schools almost every year. When | was just a young
girl, | was sexually molested. As a young person | had no way
of processing all of that. | was introduced to drugs very young
and turned to them as a way to cope because help was not
offered to me. If someone would have checked on me as a child
or asked questions about me, maybe | would have had a better
chance. | suffered from drug addiction as a teen and an adult,
and | was incarcerated for drug possession.

It wasn’t until 44-years-old that | got access to treatment and
help. That saved my life. It wasn’t from the justice system,

but | finally got the treatment | needed to get clean. Today, |
am a peer support specialist, working with people on their
various pathways to recovery from addiction and mental health
challenges. | myself am celebrating five years clean and sober.

My experience is not unigue. So many people | met in jail had
similar life stories. All too often, unaddressed trauma leads to
drug use, and drug use leads to incarceration. As in my case,
what was needed from the start was support. We need to look
at these things differently as a society. Incarceration isn’t the
way to treat addiction. People need treatment, and with limited
public safety dollars, we can’t afford to keep short-changing
treatment programs while we spend billions on prisons and
jails.

Stigmas need to be lifted so that people feel like they can ask
for help without feeling ashamed or being labeled as bad. We
need more programs in place to check in with young people
and increase access to treatment they need.

Anyone that is drowning deserves a lifeline. Treatment gives
people that lifeline. That is why shifting funding away from
incarceration and towards treatment is so important for those
dealing with drug addiction. We need to start addressing the
root causes of addiction and crime so we can stop the cycle.
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People with past convictions face
lifelong barriers to stability.

There are at least 70 million in the United States who have a past arrest or criminal
record, and an estimated 20 million have a past felony conviction.'® Long after

their sentences are completed, many people with past convictions face a rarely
acknowledged second sentence: over 40,000 legal prohibitions on eligibility to many
jobs, professional licenses, housing and more, and these prohibitions often thwart their
best efforts to stabilize and move forward in their lives.t®

The barriers people with past convictions face that undermine safety and stability
include:”

e Prohibitions on eligibility to employment. Occupations can prohibit people
with past convictions from eligibility depending on the state and the law,
including career options that require licenses, like a cosmetologist, or massage
therapist;®

e Prohibitions on eligibility to education. People with past convictions are
excluded from eligibility for financial aid options, representing a barrier to their
advancing in the job market;

e Prohibitions on eligibility to stable housing. Private landlords and public
housing limit the eligibility of people with past convictions to housing, who are
not a protected class under the Fair Housing Act, destabilizing individuals and
whole families.

In California, for example, of the restrictions facing people with past convictions, 58
percent limit employment and occupational licenses that open the door to critical
workforce sectors like healthcare and finance. Almost three-quarters (73 percent) of
these restrictions are lifetime bans.®

Meaningful redemption allows people that complete their sentences to fully
reintegrate into the economy, our communities and civil society. Despite growing
support for rehabilitation as a primary goal of corrections, few Americans with past
convictions are afforded that opportunity, because criminal records prevent
inclusion long after sentence completion.

The National Safety Gaps Survey interviewed people with past convictions to get
a better understanding of the types of barriers they face in achieving meaningful
rehabilitation.




Nearly 8 out of 10 people said being convicted of a crime
affected their lives.

The survey showed that tens of millions of people with prior
convictions struggle for a fair chance at rebuilding their lives.
Among those who reported having a past conviction, the
overwhelming majority (79 percent) said their life had been either
very, somewhat or slightly affected. Those under age 45 were
much more likely to say their lives have been very affected (40
percent) than those 45 and older (23 percent).

Any criminal record can represent a barrier to someone being able
to get a job, housing, or even obtaining custody or visitation rights
to their children. But the most severe barriers come from having a
felony conviction.

Those convicted of a felony are more than twice as likely to say
their lives have been “very affected” (56 percent) compared to
those whose most serious conviction was a misdemeanor (24
percent) or infraction (22 percent).

Nearly 7 out 10 people with a past felony conviction had
difficulty finding a job.

Nearly half (48 percent) of respondents with past convictions said
they had struggled to pay fines and fees, and more than 4 out of
10 said they had difficulty finding a job (46 percent) or housing
(43 percent).

Respondents with past convictions who were under 45, or who
also reported having had a substance abuse issue, a mental
health issue or having previously been a crime victim were more
likely to report difficulties. A majority of those who fit at least two
of those criteria said they had difficulty finding a job, housing and
struggling to pay fines and fees.

Among those whose living with prior felony convictions:

e Nearly 7 in 10 (69 percent) adults said they have had
difficulty finding a job after sentence completion;

e Sixin 10 (63 percent) said they had struggled to pay
fines and fees after sentence completion;

e More than half (58 percent) said they had difficulty
finding housing after sentence completion.

People with past felony
convictions.

Below is a list of experiences that
some people have faced due to a
conviction.

For each one, please indicate
whether or not you have
experienced it.

difficulty
finding a job

struggling to pay
fines and fees

difficulty finding
housing
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Four out of 10 people living with past convictions experienced difficulty feeling
safe.

Respondents with convictions indicated they experienced a wide range of barriers to
stability and safety, including:

e Four out of 10 said they experienced difficulty participating in organized
activities such as sports or school programs with their children or family (40
percent), difficulty feeling safe (41 percent), or were victimized by crime but
unable to obtain help (41 percent);

e More than a third (36 percent) said they had difficulty gaining admission to
school, training, or other education. A third said they experienced difficulty
getting student or professional loans (33 percent), and losing custody of or
visitation rights with their children (33 percent).

Four out of five people with any type of conviction reported experiencing one of the
barriers discussed.

Half of those with past convictions sentenced to prison or jail did not receive
rehabilitation while incarcerated.

A wide range of studies from criminologists and the federal government demonstrate
that reliance on incarceration as the primary sentence for people convicted of crime
does not effectively stop crime cycles - far too many people released from incarceration
are not prepared for reentry. Federal data show 68 percent of people sentenced to
prison are arrested for a new crime within three years of release.?’

As part of the National Safety Gaps Survey, people living with past convictions that
have completed their sentences were surveyed on a variety of issues related to the
barriers they face obtaining jobs, housing, and other efforts to stabilize and attain
meaningful rehabilitation.

The study also sought information related to their experiences with rehabilitation during
their sentence. Eight out of 10 people surveyed with a past conviction indicated they
were sentenced to prison or jail as part of their sentence.

Despite data showing that many people sentenced to prison and jail enter with mental
health or substance abuse challenges, nearly half of respondents sentenced to prison or
jail did not participate in treatment or rehabilitation as part of their sentence.

When asked if they received rehabilitation, such as trauma recovery or mental health
treatment while completing their sentence, 47 percent said yes, and 49 percent said no
(3 percent said they did not know).?!




Dario
San Diego, California
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“My past conviction prevents me
from getting a California Emergency
Medical Technician License.”

When | was younger, | was with a rough crowd. | got in trouble
with the law and spent time in juvenile hall. | was 16 years old.

| learned how to fight fires in youth detention facilities. A fire
captain once told me that “If you ever change your life around,
firefighting is something you can do.” | am so grateful for
learning that skill. Since then, my vision has always been to
be a public servant. Right now, I'm a seasonal firefighter, and

| have the goal of getting my Emergency Medical Technician
(EMT) license so | can become a full-time firefighter with a city
department. But my past convictions stand in the way.

When | was released a decade ago, it was very hard to get

a job. | was denied jobs at tow-truck companies and places
like Wal-Mart. | began working construction through a temp
agency and took a lot of fire-science classes with money that |
had saved. | knew that | would face barriers. EMT certification
is required to become a full-time licensed firefighter, but
many people living with past criminal records are barred from
obtaining this occupational license. Across the country, in
fact, over 40,000 legal restrictions prevent people with past
convictions from getting good jobs or housing, and put up
other barriers to living a normal life.

| kept taking classes, and | got hired with the U.S. Forest
Service, Cal Pines and then at the fire academy in San Diego
County.

| love my job as a seasonal firefighter, and | feel like God gave
me a second chance, and | show my gratitude by continuing to
serve. A couple days ago, | responded to a traffic accident with
my colleagues, where we rescued two adults, two children and
an infant.

| hope to be able to continue to serve as a fully licensed EMT.

There are so many people like me, with the passion and skills to
work and contribute to society, but an old conviction limits that
possibility. It's time to eliminate restrictions that prevent people
with convictions from being able to take so many types of jobs.
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Voters strongly support safety
investments and policies that would
address America’s safety gaps.

The National Safety Gaps Survey offers two critical data points for local, state and
national leaders in discerning how to revamp public safety policy and practice. First,
what can the people most impacted by crime and criminal justice tell us about pervasive
gaps in local and state crime-prevention strategies? And, second, as the nation changes
its approach to public safety, what do voters want public officials to prioritize?

The National Safety Gaps Survey points to some urgent needs. Vulnerable Americans
struggling with mental health and substance abuse challenges are not receiving timely
help. Survivors experience violence and crime without support for their recovery. People
with convictions face near-insurmountable barriers to achieving stability and getting
back to work. Those gaps in crime prevention, behavioral health treatment, trauma
recovery and reentry assistance make us all less safe.

There is strong overlap between the safety gaps that impacted people’s experience
and voters’ policy preferences for public safety. Voter support for closing these gaps is
strong.

For too long, the dramatic growth of criminal justice spending has come at the expense
of investing in more effective public safety strategies, such as crime prevention,
treatment and community health. With the information provided in the National Safety
Gaps Survey decision-makers have a roadmap to a new set of safety priorities that will
more effectively protect families and communities from harm.

Voters say the justice system isn’t working.
The majority of voters don’t think the criminal justice system is working.

When asked, how well do you think the criminal justice system is working, more than
half of voters (55 percent) said, not very well or not well at all.

Majorities of voters across racial demographics as well as across urban, suburban, rural
areas and small towns say the system is not working well.

Voters say, don’t prioritize prisons and jails.

Many states are facing budget shortfalls that could require cuts in government
spending, and Congress is debating what spending to prioritize over others.

When asked which of the following areas should be protected from spending cuts, very
few (2 percent) voters prioritized prisons or jails, while most prioritized protecting other




areas, such as health care and public services (43 percent), emergency aid for families
(13 percent), education (11 percent), and roads and bridges (5 percent).

Across party, age, race, and gender, and in urban, suburban, and rural areas and
small towns, no more than 5 percent of voters chose to protect prisons and jails from
spending cuts.

Ninety-eight percent of voters would not prioritize
protecting prisons and jails from spending cuts.

As a result of the coronavirus, many states are facing budget shortfalls that could
require cuts in government spending.

Which of the following areas should be protected from any spending cuts?

—

LAW
ENFORCEMENT

43%
(o)
HEALTH CARE AND

PUBLIC SERVICES

13%

EMERGENCY AID
FOR FAMILIES

N 11%

EDUCATION

2%

PRISONS AND JAILS

8%

ROADS AND BRIDGES DON'T KNOW
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Fewer than five percent across party,
age and income chose to protect
prisons and jails from spending cuts.

As a result of the coronavirus, many states are facing
budget shortfalls that could require cuts in government
spending. Which of the following areas should be
protected from any spending cuts?

2% TOTAL

PRISON
AND JAILS

PROTECT HEALTH CARE
AND PUBLIC SERVICES

52%
48%
44% 43% 45%
38%
31%
2% 2% 2% 3% i) 4% 1%

FEMALE MALE DEMOCRAT REPUBLICAN INDEPENDENT UNDER AGE 45 OVER AGE 45
50%
47%
45%
41% 41% 41% 41%
39%
2% 3% 2% 2% 2% 2% 3% 2%
WHITE LATINO BLACK UNDER $75,000 OVER $75,000  URBAN AREAS SUBURBS  SMALL TOWNS &

RURAL AREAS
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Voters say: invest in mental health, post-incarceration
jobs, violence prevention and trauma recovery.

Beyond generalized budgetary priorities, the National Safety Gaps Survey also inquired
about specific public safety priority investments. Voters overwhelmingly choose options
beyond incarceration as priorities for public safety dollars. When asked, “When it comes
specifically to public safety, which two of the following are most important to fund?”
voters preferences are:

e 45 percent of voters said mental health crisis response and treatment;

e 40 percent of voters said job training and placement programs for people
released from prison;

e 33 percent of voters said community-based violence prevention;
e 31 percent of voters said trauma recovery and other services for victims.

e Only 16 percent said prisons and jails were among the two areas they would
prioritize for funding for public safety.

Across party, age, race, ethnicity, region, and income, the vast majority of voters chose
mental health crisis response and treatment, job training and placement for people
coming home from prison, violence prevention or trauma recovery as the top priorities
for public safety funding.

More than four out of five voters prefer public safety
investments focused on mental health reentry prevention
and victims services, over prisons and jails.

When it comes specifically to public safety, which two of the following are most important to fund?

45%

MENTAL HEALTH JOB TRAINING COMMUNITY- TRAUMA PRISONS DON'T KNOW
CRISIS RESPONSE AND PLACEMENT BASED VIOLENCE RECOVERY AND AND JAILS
AND TREATMENT PROGRAMS FOR PREVENTION OTHER SERVICES
PEOPLE RELEASED FOR VICTIMS
FROM PRISON




Voters support local public safety reforms == (ndicate whether you
support or oppose: expanding

the 911 system so that calls for

to better address crime.

Voters also support local efforts to shift responses to crime at the mental health and substance
community level, before people enter prisons or jails. Some local abuse issues are directed
jurisdictions have started developing responses to crime that to trained mental health

are tailored to the issue presented, such as mental health crisis professionals instead of police.

responders, to reduce police department burdens and increase
the effectiveness of the response. Voters support a variety of
these alternatives:

e An overwhelming majority of voters - 79 percent -
and majorities across party lines—support expanding
the 911 system so that calls for mental health and o
substance abuse issues are directed to trained mental 79/0
health professionals instead of police. At least 7 in 10 SUPPORT
voters across party, age, race, ethnicity, and income,
from urban, suburban, and rural areas and small towns,
support using federal funding for this proposal.

e Nearly 6in 10 - 58 percent - voters support shifting
funds from police to community organizations that use
relevant experts to address such issues as domestic
violence, de-escalation, mental health and violence
interruption.

Majorities of voters across different races, ethnicities and in
urban, suburban, and rural areas and small towns support this
prevention proposal.

e By over a 3-to-1 margin (69 percent to 22 percent)
voters said they support prioritizing the health and safety
of the public over prioritizing arrests and incarceration.
Majorities of voters across party, race, ethnicity, in urban,
suburban, and rural areas and small towns support this
priority.

Voters support federal investments to
scale up new safety priorities.

Federal resources are a significant source of funding for a wide
range of public safety programming across the United States.

As the federal government grapples with responding to the
devastating fiscal and economic impact of COVID-19 across the
country as well as the protests to advance racial equality and
criminal justice, voters have strong preferences favoring expanded
federal support for new approaches to public safety.
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At least 7 in 10 voters across party, age, race, ethnicity
and income support expanding the 911 system to direct
calls to trained mental health professionals.

Please indicate whether you support or oppose: expanding the 911 system
so that calls for mental health and substance abuse issues are directed
to trained mental health professionals instead of police.

Female

Male

Democrat
Republican

Independent

Under age 45
Age 45 or older

White
Latino

Black

Urban
Suburban

Small towns and rural

Under $75,000
Over $75,000

' ¥9%
I TOTAL
I SUPPORT

0%

7
79%

80%




Voters overwhelmingly support federal public
investments on prevention, treatment and reentry.

Please indicate whether you support or oppose using federal government funding for each of the
following proposals.

Expanding
alternatives to

incarceration such .710/ Expanding mental

as diversion, mental o health crisis response

health treatment, 29 so that emergency 770/
restorative justice, or calls about psychiatric o
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crisis are handled by
mental health experts
instead of police

community service

Improving state
criminal justice
data systems to
allow qualifying old 63% Lifting bans on
conv1et1?ns to be SUPPORT eligibility for. a
automatically cleared emergency aid, 58 /0

once they are eligible housing assistance or SUPPORT
for removal food stamps for people

with prior convictions

Expanding vietim
services to help more

victims of violence get 81% Increasing hospital-
access to programs Lasadvimenoe
SUPPORT

B with prevention workers 64%

financial recovery and
£ t to help prevent SUPPORT
g COVeryRy auma retaliation for gun

violence

Increasing
community-based
violence prevention ,7 9 0/ . .
workers to help (o) Expanding emotional
prevent young people SUPPORT support and recovery 810/
from getting involved services for children o
in crime who have been
exposed to violence

SUPPORT
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Voters support federal investments into violence prevention.

Two critical approaches to violence prevention are showing strong positive results but
have not been scaled up to meet the community need and have a lasting impact on
stopping crime cycles.

e Community-based violence Prevention: One model employs people from the
places most impacted by crime and violence as community-based violence
prevention workers or interventionists who can conduct outreach, build
relationships with vulnerable youth and young adults, connect them to
stabilizing supports, intervene on potential violence, and de-escalate issues
before violence occurs.

e Hospital-based Violence Prevention: Another model staffs hospitals with
individuals who can support people who have been victims of gun violence,
providing information and support to help these survivors stabilize, gain
critical recovery services and reduce the likelihood of retaliatory violence.

Both models seek to hire community-based workers who may themselves be crime
survivors and have a past conviction: individuals who have direct experience with crime
know their neighborhoods better than others, and are better able to provide credible
messages about alternatives to violence. While these models may be a new or different
way of addressing cycles of crime, they are broadly popular with voters.

Nearly eight out of ten voters - 79 percent - support using federal funding to increase
the number of community-based violence prevention workers to help prevent young
people from getting involved in crime. More than five times as many voters surveyed
support this proposal as oppose it.

Increasing community-based violence
prevention workers to help prevent young
people from getting involved in crime

79%

SUPPORT

Nearly two-thirds of voters (64 percent) support using federal funding to expand and
hire hospital-based violence prevention workers to help prevent retaliation for gun
violence. Only 16 percent of voters oppose this proposal.

Majorities of voters across party lines support this proposal.

Increasing hospital-based violence prevention
workers to help prevent retaliation for gun
violence

64%

SUPPORT
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At least 7 in 10 voters support using federal funding
for increasing community-based violence prevention.

Please indicate whether you support or oppose using federal government funding
for each of the following proposals: increasing community-based violence
prevention workers to help prevent young people from getting involved in crime.

Female

Male

Democrat
Republican

Independent

Under age 45
Age 45 or older

Urban
Suburban

Small towns and rural

Under $75,000
Over $75,000

, 79%
| TOTAL
| SUPPORT

78%

74%
76%




Mahquill
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

43

“After getting shot, the intervention
stopped the crime cycle.”

| grew up in south Philadelphia with my mom, and was the
oldest of four children. My family has experienced loss before:
| lost one brother who was only twenty-three-years old to gun
violence in 2017.

Last year, when | was 29, | was shot by a fifteen-year-old
after trying to break up a fight. Afterward | experienced post-
traumatic stress disorder and | became fixated on getting
revenge. Then Charnele from Healing Hurt People, a
community-based intervention program here in Philadelphia
that helps people address the roots of trauma, came to talk to
me in the hospital. They helped me realize that “getting even”
would mean continuing to be involved in a cycle that would
never stop. For me, that intervention stopped the crime cycle
and saved my life

The outreach workers connected me to the Community Health
Worker Peer (CHWP) Training Academy through Drexel
University, where | became certified as a peer specialist and a
community health worker.

| learned a lot about trauma there—including my own. So
many people are going through it. We're all a product of our
environments. We ignore the harm it's causing. When | was on
the streets | didn’t care, but the experience being a victim, and
then working with victims woke me up.

Now | work with kids in the juvenile justice system and young
people with mental health issues navigating trauma. | work
with these young people through a program called High
Fidelity Wraparound at Resources for Human Development,
making sure that youth have the mental health support they
need and helping them achieve their goals. Changing your life
isn't easy—you get so used to living it one way—but | love my
job and | get to live the rest of my life helping people get out
of the cycle of crime and on this healing journey. | used to have
so much anger, now I’'m not angry anymore. | just needed to
talk to somebody, | learned that about myself. And | see that in
the people | work with every day. | think to end things like gun
violence more tough conversations need to be had. We need
to be educated and we need to get rid of the boxes we live in,
because at the end of the day we're all human.



https://www.rhd.org/program/high-fidelity-wraparound/
https://www.rhd.org/program/high-fidelity-wraparound/
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Voters support federal investments into trauma recovery
and victim services.

Having been a crime victim in the past is the strongest predictor that someone will be
one in the future. Yet, the vast majority of crime victims do not receive recovery support
in the aftermath of crime. Those that do receive support do not attain it through the
criminal justice system. Unaddressed trauma can have a lifetime of consequences.
When children and youth are victims of violence, those consequences are even greater.

Victim services, including trauma recovery support, help navigating the justice system
and compensation process, and support regaining employment, stability, relocating
or getting to safety, is evidenced to have a substantial positive impact in helping
victims to heal physically, improve mental health and increase safety. Healing trauma
also produces ripple effects that benefit the safety and health of loved ones and
communities.

Model programs to help victims of crime recover are growing across the country. Many
lack long-term funding or capacity to reach the wide range of victims that need help.
Voters strongly support expanded help for victims of crime. The National Safety Gaps
Survey found strong public support for increasing federal investments in approaches
that would support healing for crime survivors.

More than 8 out of 10 voters surveyed support using federal funding to expand
recovery support for crime victims.

An overwhelming majority - 81 percent - of voters support using federal government
funding to expand victim services to help more victims of violence get access to
programs that help them with financial recovery and recovery from trauma.

Expanding victim services to help more victims

81% of violence get access to programs that help
SUPPORT them with financial recovery and recovery from
trauma

An overwhelming majority -81 percent- of voters surveyed support using federal
funding to expand emotional support and recovery services for children who have been
exposed to violence

Expanding emotional support and recovery
services for children who have been exposed to
violence

81%

SUPPORT
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Overwhelming majorities of voters across demographics support
federal investments to expand recovery support for victims.

Total support for expanding victim

services to help more victims of

81% violence get access to programs 81%
that help them with financial

recovery and recovery from trauma.

82% 82% 81% 83% 84%

79%

—

FEMALE MALE DEMOCRAT
86% 87%
. g1y 84%
75% 75%
UNDER AGE 45 OVER AGE 45 WHITE
83% gi19 82% 80% 80%

78%

-

UNDER $75,000 OVER $75,000

URBAN AREAS

Total support for expanding
emotional support and recovery
services for children who have been
exposed to violence.

78% 79% 79% 80%
REPUBLICAN INDEPENDENT
80% 80% -
- 74%
LATINO BLACK
82% 84% 80% 80%
SUBURBS SMALL TOWNS AND

RURAL AREAS
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Voters support federal investments into mental health
treatment.

Unaddressed mental health needs contribute to family and community instability

and the cycle of crime. Yet, many people that experience mental health challenges do
not attain treatment, and those that enter the justice system often worsen instead of
recover. Criminal justice leaders have repeatedly reported that untreated mental health
issues are core drivers of crime and recidivism.??

Solutions to address mental health through expanded treatment demonstrate strong
positive impacts on improved stability and life outcomes for those that suffer as well as
reduced crime involvement. Mental health treatment can also be a successful alternative
to incarceration that reduces recidivism, reduces justice system costs and improves
public safety.

Voters strongly support marshalling more federal resources to address the unmet
treatment needs and expand alternatives to incarceration.

More than 7 out of 10 voters support using federal funding to expand mental
health crisis response.

Seven out of 10 voters (77 percent) support using federal funding to expand mental
health crisis responses so that emergency calls about psychiatric crises are handled by
mental health experts instead of police. Five times as many voters support this proposal
than oppose it (16 percent).

Expanding mental health crisis response so
that emergency calls about psychiatric crisis
are handled by mental health experts instead of
police

77%

SUPPORT

Seven out of 10 voters (71 percent) also support using federal funding to expand
alternatives to incarceration such as diversion, mental health treatment, restorative
justice or community service. Three times as many voters support this proposal than
oppose it (21 percent).

Expanding alternatives to incarceration such as
diversion, mental health treatment, restorative
justice or community service

71%

SUPPORT

More than 6 out of 10 voters across party, race, age and income support these policies.
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At least seven in ten voters support using federal
funding to expand mental health crisis response.

' 9%
I TOTAL
I SUPPORT

Female

Male

Democrat
EYIIEIN 70%
[N 78%

Under age 45
Age 45 or older

White
Latino

Black

Urban
Suburban

Small towns and rural

Under $75,000




Voters support federal investments into reentry.

When people living with past convictions are ineligible for jobs, housing, loans and
more, long after their sentences are completed, attaining stability and reintegration is
near impossible. This has a lifetime of impacts on families, communities, the economy
and public safety.

Despite strong public support for redemption, legal barriers remain in place that prevent
second chances.

Expunging criminal records and lifting bans on eligibility from jobs, housing and other
stabilizing supports are two critical mechanisms to improve reentry for people exiting
the justice system.

e Record expungement provides people that have completed their sentences
and remain crime-free with the opportunity to have the old criminal record
removed and alleviates that record from being a barrier to gainful employment,
housing and more. Most states have expungement options but the process is
costly, onerous or opaque, and data systems are not updated or do not have
capacity to automate the procedure.

e Federal law still allows states to prevent people with past convictions from
enrolling in food stamp and cash assistance programs, despite the fact that
these programs are often critical to helping people attain or maintain housing,
and prevent homelessness. Lifting this barrier to reentry would improve
stability for people exiting the justice system.??

A majority of voters surveyed (63 percent) support using federal funding for improving
state criminal justice data systems to allow qualifying old convictions to be automatically
cleared once they are eligible for removal. A majority of voters across party and race
support this policy.

Improving state criminal justice data systems
to allow qualifying old convictions to be
automatically cleared once they are eligible for
removal

63%

SUPPORT
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Majorities across party, age and income support using
federal funding to allow qualifying old convictions to be
automatically cleared once they are eligible for removal.

. 83%
| TOTAL
| SUPPORT

Female

Male

Democrat

EYIIEI 56%
NEECERC S 60%

Under age 45
Age 45 or older

White

Latino

Black

Urban
Suburban

Small towns and rural

Under $75,000




Along with support for overall changes to the system that would allow more people to
attain relief from past criminal records, voters also support changes that would remove
the immediate barriers individuals may face because of a past conviction.

Lifting bans on eligibility for emergency aid,
housing assistance or food stamps for people with
prior convictions

88%

SUPPORT

A majority of voters surveyed (58 percent) support lifting bans on eligibility for
emergency aid, housing assistance or food stamps for people with prior convictions.

Majorities of voters across race, income groups, and in urban, suburban, and rural
areas and small towns support this proposal.
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Voters support lifting bans on eligibility for
emergency aid, housing assistance or food
stamps for people with prior convictions.

. 58%

| TOTAL

| SUPPORT
1
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Male
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Voters say safely reduce incarceration.

At the same time that voters strongly support expanded investments into prevention,
victim services, mental health treatment and reentry, voters also support decreasing
incarceration.

The broad and diverse support for reduced incarceration provides a notable opportunity
to alleviate the financial burden unnecessary over-incarceration places on local, state
and federal budgets to reallocate those resources to address the safety gaps voters are
most concerned about.

Support for reduced incarceration is particularly prominent in the current context of

a global pandemic that has brought into view the ways in which over-incarceration
contributes to poor health outcomes for everyone. Prisons and jails are places that can
more easily spread illnesses like COVID-19, and the challenges of keeping everyone in
such facilities safe has become a pressing policy issue.

The National Safety Gaps Survey explored these issues with voters and found strong
support for continued reductions in incarceration and making permanent the short-term
changes enacted in some states to reduce the spread of COVID-19 in prisons and jails
to reduce the spread of illness.

Eight out of 10 voters are concerned about COVID-19’s impact on prisons and
jails.

When asked whether they were concerned about the fact that, because of close living
conditions inside cells, jails and prisons have seen some of the largest outbreaks of
COVID-19 in the country, 8 out of 10 voters (80 percent) said they were concerned

about this. At least 7 in 10 voters across party lines, gender, age, race, ethnicity, region
said they were concerned.

Voters support actions taken to reduce incarceration in light of the pandemic.

Some states and localities have taken actions to reduce the risk of coronavirus spreading
inside jails and prisons and then into the community. Voters support various actions
taken thus far, including:

e Nearly 3 out of 4 voters - 73 percent - support actions taken to authorize
alternatives to incarceration such as community service or electronic
monitoring for individuals arrested for low-level crimes.

Some states have authorized alternatives to
incarceration such as community service or
electronic monitoring for individuals arrested for
low-level crimes with a low risk to public safety.
Do you support or oppose this change?

73%

SUPPORT
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More than six out of ten voters support alternatives to
incarceration such as community or electronic monitoring
for individuals arrested for low-level crimes.

Female

Male

Democrat
Republican

Independent

Under age 45
Age 45 or older

White
Latino

Black

Urban
Suburban

Small towns and rural

Under $75,000
Over $75,000

73%
TOTAL
SUPPORT

63%
76%




e Two out of three voters - 66 percent - support actions taken to authorize the
release of some people who are already set to be released in the near future,
or those who are elderly and sick.

Support for releases and alternatives to incarceration included at least six in ten voters
across party lines, gender, age, and in urban, suburban, and rural areas and small towns.

Voters support making reduced incarceration strategies permanent after the
pandemic.

As some jurisdictions start to seek to return to normalcy, there is an opportunity

to consider the impacts of the changes made in the criminal justice system. Some

have suggested that reducing incarceration of people that pose little risk to public
safety through options such as community supervision, rehabilitation, and electronic
monitoring should continue after the coronavirus crisis passes. Voters strongly support
making a variety of options that have emerged during the pandemic permanent.

Some have suggested that reducing incarceration of people that pose little risk to public
safety through options such as community supervision, rehabilitation, and electronic
monitoring should continue after the coronavirus crisis passes.

Please indicate whether you think each of the following should be eligible for
alternatives to incarceration after the coronavirus crisis.

Someone who has participated in rehabilitation
programs or maintained good behavior in prison and has
been assessed as a low risk to public safety

Someone convicted of a crime that did not seriously
injure someone else or risk community safety
Someone who is medically vulnerable

Someone that has already served 10 or more
years of their sentence and has been assessed
to be low risk to public safety.

Someone serving a sentence of less than 12 months

Someone 60 years old or older
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Strong majorities of voters believe the following populations should be eligible for
alternatives to incarceration or release even after the pandemic ends:

Someone who has participated in rehabilitation programs or maintained good
behavior in prison and has been assessed as a low risk to public safety (74
percent supported). Across party lines, at least 2 in 3 support this policy;

Someone convicted of a crime that did not seriously injure someone else or
risk community safety (62 percent supported);

Someone who is medically vulnerable (58 percent supported);

Someone that has already served 10 or more years of their sentence and has
been assessed to be low risk to public safety (58 percent support);

Someone serving a sentence of less than 12 months (55 percent supported);

Someone 60 years old or older (50 percent).




56

Recommendations and Conclusion:
Resource Shared Safety Solutions to
Break the Cycle of Crime.

The National Safety Gaps Survey demonstrates remarkable alignment between gaps in
safety that vulnerable Americans face and the public safety policy preferences that most
all Americans support - policy preferences that would address those very gaps.

Broad consensus exists at the neighborhood level and across different demographics:
public safety policies and investments should prioritize violence prevention, recovery,
mental health, reentry and the most effective strategies to stop the cycle of crime, more
than incarceration. This support cuts across demographic groups, with majorities across
party lines supporting most of the Shared Safety solutions.

It's time for federal, state and local expenditures to match these urgently needed, and
popularly supported priorities. Right now, there’s an imbalance. Too much incarceration
means too little attention or investment in prevention, recovery and treatment. The
solutions needed to be safe exist all over the country. They're just not prioritized,
invested in, or operating at scale to meet the need.

Taking action to scale up these Shared Safety solutions will require a new approach

to developing public safety priorities. Local and state governments will need to ask
different questions about safety, bring more stakeholders into the process of designing
public safety priorities and assess the impacts of investments on crime, recidivism,
community health and fairness.

Federal and state governments can play a critical role in incentivizing these changes. By
requiring new data, collaboration across health and safety systems and in partnership
with communities, and reallocating from unnecessary incarceration to new models of
safety that work better to protect communities, we can move from safety for some to
safety for all.

Collectively, these findings point to three policy recommendations.

1. REASSESS: Require Shared Safety impact statements and annual reporting
on safety gaps.

To help decision-makers better assess the impact of safety spending, they should
require Shared Safety impact statements be conducted. Just as state and federal
bills are assessed for their fiscal impact to inform decision-makers, pieces of
legislation relating to safety and justice should be subject to a Shared Safety Impact
Statement to evaluate how the proposal addresses safety gaps. The impact statement
can describe what is known about the safety impacts of the proposed law change or
expenditure,
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with an emphasis on data-driven strategies to prevent and stop the cycle of crime,
reduce recidivism and increase fairness. Policymakers should also require annual
reporting on safety gaps to reduce wasteful expenditures and increase safety: these
assessments should report on holistic safety-related data points that Identify who is
experiencing crime and violence and the impacts, and assess the capacity of violence
prevention, trauma recovery, addiction, mental health treatment and reentry resources
to meet community needs. By understanding the core vulnerabilities communities
face, cost-saving and safety-improving investments can be made to close the gaps and
increase safety.

2. REDESIGN: Require joint responsibility and community partnerships in
safety planning.

Decision-makers need to require joint responsibility by local, state and federal
agencies in safety planning. This means more collaboration, more data sharing and
more community partnership. Criminal justice, health, behavioral health, foster care,
housing and education systems must be required to work together - and with
communities - to leverage resources, evaluate outcomes, and hold each other
accountable. Achieving community safety cannot be, and should not be, considered
the responsibility of law enforcement alone. Criminal justice, health, behavioral health,
foster care, housing and education systems must be required to work together to
leverage resources, evaluate outcomes, and hold each other accountable.

Decision-makers also need to require community partnerships. Local, state and federal
policies and investments in safety must be informed by community need and designed
in partnership with communities. Communities that co-design with governments can
attain safety for all.

3. REALLOCATE: Use incentives and relief to reallocate resources to new safety
priorities.

There is no constituency for protecting prison and jail spending. Yet, there is strong
popular support for reducing unnecessary incarceration and those same dollars can be
reallocated to the priorities Americans of all walks of life want and need.

Federal policymakers must direct relief funding to spur new safety priorities: Federal
funding support to states and local jurisdictions during the COVID-19 pandemic

for public safety should prioritize prevention, treatment and recovery services over
spending on incarceration. New dollars can build new, smarter approaches such as
emergency mental health crisis response, community-based and hospital-based
violence prevention, trauma recovery for victims and children exposed to violence, and
removing bans on eligibility for aid for people with past convictions.

Federal, state and local policymakers also need to use incentives to reallocate
resources to new safety priorities. Policymakers should build incentives into funding
streams for safety, rewarding approaches that reduce unnecessary incarceration and
expand violence prevention, trauma recovery and victim services, mental health and
addiction treatment and reentry. Incentives can spur state and local jurisdictions to use




alternatives to incarceration such as community service or electronic monitoring for
individuals arrested for low-level crimes, and authorize the release of some people who
are elderly or sick. Incentives can also be used to encourage alternatives to incarceration
for someone convicted of a crime who did not seriously injure someone else or risk
community safety, and for someone serving a sentence of less than 12 months.
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Data and Methodology

Alliance for Safety and Justice commissioned the National Safety Gaps Survey to fill in
gaps in knowledge about crime victims, people with past convictions, and people with
mental health and substance abuse challenges—who they are, what their experiences
are with various systems, and their views on public policy. The survey also fills in gaps
on what likely voters think about these issues, the policies they would want enacted,
and assesses voters’ support for policy change.

David Binder Research and GS Strategy Group conducted the survey in English and
Spanish June 20-26, 2020. The poll was administered through an online panel, a sample
of persons who have agreed to complete surveys via the internet. Using demographic
benchmarks from Census data, sample quotas and weights were used to create a
survey sample that is representative of the U.S. adult population. Results reported for
affected populations are based on respondents’ self-reported experiences in this survey.
Likely voters are also identified based on survey responses, and voter questions were
asked among a representative subsample of the likely voters identified.

The overall margin of error among the 4,000 adults interviewed for the National Safety
Gaps Survey of Affected Populations and Voters is 1.6 percent. The margin of error
among the 1,527 with mental health issues is 2.5 percent, among the 752 crime victims
it is 3.6 percent, among the 747 likely voters it is 3.6 percent, among the 597 with
substance abuse issues it is 4.0 percent, and among the 511 convicted of crimes it is 4.3
percent. The margin of error is larger for demographic subgroups.
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Agenda Item 8

California 2020 Victim Impact Survey

Content warning: the survey will ask you some questions about the crime you
experienced. As a reminder, the survey is completely voluntary.

The Victim Services Division of the San Francisco District Attorney's Office is
asking for your input about your experience as a victim of crime or the loved one of
a victim of crime in our 2020 survey. The goal of this survey is to collect important
information from you about your experience, challenges, needs and feedback so
that we can continue to improve the work we do with victims of crime. This survey
is anonymous, completely confidential and all data collected will be part of a public
report released on our website www.sfdistrictattorney.org in late 2020.

This survey will take approximately 15 minutes to complete. At the end of the
survey, you will have the option to submit your email address to be entered
in a giveaway for SFDA items, including SFDA water bottles, tote bags, and
more.

Thank you in advance for your time, participation and assistance in helping us
provide the best services possible to victims of crime.

Click here to take the survey



http://www.bit.ly/2020victimimpact

AA & forms.office.com ¢, The survey is available in English,
Spanish, and Chinese.

& English (United States)

La encuesta esta disponible en

Victim Input Survey inglés, espafiol y chino.

oL IRAT LA SRR, P EEA Rh B P SO T
Please complete this form in order to help us learn more about

N
how to effectively support victims of crime. This survey will take ﬁ:ﬁ%o
approximately 15 minutes to complete.

At the end of the survey, you will have the option to submit your
email address to be entered in a giveaway for SFDA items,
including SFDA water bottles, tote bags, and more.

California 2020 Encuesta sobre el impacto de
crimen en victimas

Advertencia de Contenido: Esta encuesta contiene preguntas relacionadas con el
crimen del cual usted fue victima. Como recordatorio, la encuesta es
completamente voluntaria.

La divisidon de servicios para victimas de la fiscalia de San Francisco solicita su
opinidn sobre su experiencia como victima de un crimen o el ser querido de una
victima de un crimen en nuestra encuesta de 2020. El objetivo de esta encuesta
es obtener informacion importante sobre su experiencia, desafios, necesidades y
comentarios para que podamos continuar mejorando el trabajo que hacemos con
las victimas de crimen en san Francisco. Esta encuesta es an6nima,
completamente confidencial y todos los datos obtenidos seran parte de un informe
publicado en nuestro sitio web www.sfdistrictattorney.org a fines del afio 2020.

Esta encuesta tomara aproximadamente 15 minutos en completarse. Al final
de la encuesta, tendra la opcion de enviar su correo electréonico para que se
ingrese en un sorteo de articulos De la Fiscalia de San Francisco (SFDA).
Estos articulos incluyen botellas de agua SFDA, bolsas de mano y mas.


http://www.sfdistrictattorney.org/

Gracias de antemano por su tiempo, participacién y ayuda para mejorar los
servicios para las victimas de crimen.

Haga click agui para comenzar la encuesta
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