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AB 1599 (Kiley) – As Amended  March 1, 2022 

 

 

VOTE ONLY 

 

SUMMARY:  Repeals the Safe Neighborhoods and Schools Act (Proposition 47), except for the 

provisions related to possession of concentrated cannabis, and reduces the value threshold for 

embezzlement of an elder or dependent adult and for grand theft to be punishable as felonies 

from $950 to $400.  

  

EXISTING LAW:   

 

1) Defines “Shoplifting” as entering a commercial establishment with intent to commit theft, 

while that establishment is open during regular business hours, where the value of the 

property that is taken or intended to be taken does not exceed $950. (Pen. Code § 459.5 subd. 

(a).)  

 

2) Specifies that any other entry into a commercial establishment with intent to commit theft is 

burglary. (Pen. Code § 459.5 subd. (a).)  

 

3) States that shoplifting shall be punished as a misdemeanor, except that shoplifting may be 

punished as a felony if a person has a prior “super strike,” or a registerable sex conviction, as 

specified. (Pen. Code, § 459.5, subd. (a).) 

 

4) Requires any act of shoplifting, as defined, to be charged as shoplifting. (Pen. Code, § 459.5, 

subd. (b).) 

 

5) Clarifies that a person who is charged with shoplifting cannot also be charged with burglary 

or theft of the same property. (Pen. Code, § 459.5, subd. (b).) 

 

6) Defines “Forgery” as, any person who, with the intent to defraud, knowing they have no 

authority to do so, signs the name of another person, or of a fictitious person to specified 

items; counterfeits or forges the seal or handwriting of another; and/or falsely makes, alters, 

forges, or counterfeits, utters, publishes, passes or attempts or offers to pass specified 

instruments as true and genuine, knowing that it is false, altered, forged, or counterfeited. 

(Pen. Code, § 473.)  

 

7) Provides that forgery is a wobbler. (Pen. Code, § 473, subd. (a).)  

 

8) States that forgery relating to a check, bond, bank bill, note, cashier’s check, traveler’s check, 

or money order, where the value of the check, bond, bank bill, note, cashier’s check, 

traveler’s check, or money order that does not exceed $950, is a misdemeanor. (Pen. Code, § 
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473, subd. (b).)    

 

9) Specifies that forgery may be charged as a felony if the defendant has a prior “super strike,” 

or a registerable sex conviction, as specified, or is convicted both of forgery and of identity 

theft. (Pen. Code, § 473, subd. (b).)  

 

10) Defines “Identity theft” as willfully obtaining personal identifying information of another 

person, and using that information for any unlawful purpose without the consent of that 

person. (Pen. Code, § 530.5.)  

 

11) Defines the offense of “Writing a bad check” as willfully, with intent to defraud, making, a 

check for the payment of money, knowing at the time of that making that there are 

insufficient funds in the bank for the payment of that check. (Pen. Code, § 476a, subd. (a).) 

 

12) Provides that writing a bad check is a wobbler. (Pen. Code, § 476a, subd. (a).) 

 

13) Provides that if the total amount of all checks that the defendant is charged with and 

convicted of making does not exceed $950, then the offense is a misdemeanor, unless: 

 

a) The defendant a prior “super strike,” or a registerable sex conviction, as specified, in 

which case the offense may be charged as a felony; or 

 

b) The defendant has previously been convicted of three or more violations of forgery as 

specified, or of writing a bad check. (Pen. Code, § 476a, subd. (b).) 

 

14) Defines “Receiving stolen property” as buying or receiving any property that has been stolen 

knowing the property is stolen, or concealing, selling, or withholding any property from the 

owner, knowing the property is stolen. (Pen. Code, § 496, subd. (a).)  

 

15) Provides that receiving stolen property that exceeds $950 is a wobbler. (Pen. Code, § 496, 

subds. (a), (d).) 

 

16) Provides that receiving stolen property that does not exceed $950 is a misdemeanor, but may 

be charged as a felony if a person has a prior “super strike,” or a registerable sex conviction, 

as specified. (Pen. Code, § 49, subd. (a).)  

 

17) Divides theft into two degrees: petty theft and grand theft. (Pen. Code, § 486.) 

 

18) Defines “Grand theft” as theft that is committed when the money, labor, or real or personal 

property taken is of a value exceeding $950, except as specified. (Pen. Code, § 487.) 

 

19) Provides that grand theft is a wobbler. (Pen. Code, § 489, subd. (c).) 

 

20) States that any other case of theft is petty theft. (Pen. Code, § 488.) 

 

21) Defines “Petty theft” as obtaining any property by theft where the value of the money, labor, 

real or personal property taken does not exceed $950. (Pen. Code, § 490.2 subd. (a).) 
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22) Provides that petty theft is a misdemeanor, punishable by a fine not exceeding $1000 or by 

imprisonment in the county jail not exceeding 6 months, or both. (Pen. Code, § 490.)  

 

23) Provides that petty theft shall be punished as a misdemeanor, except that petty theft may be 

punished as a felony, if a person has a prior “super strike,” or a registerable sex conviction, as 

specified. (Pen. Code, § 490.2, subd. (a).) 

 

24) Specifies that petty theft does not include any theft that may be charged as an infraction. 

(Pen. Code, § 490.2, subd. (b).) 

 

25) Specifies that petty theft does not include theft of a firearm. (Pen. Code, § 490.2, subd. (c).)  

 

26) Provides that grand theft of a firearm is punishable as a felony by imprisonment in the state 

prison for 16 months, or two or three years. (Pen. Code, § 489, subd. (a).)  

 

27) Provides that the offense of petty theft with a prior is a wobbler. (Pen. Code, § 666, subd. 

(a).)  

 

28) States that petty theft with a prior may be charged if a defendant has a prior conviction for 

petty theft, grand theft, embezzlement from an elderly person or dependent adult, auto theft 

as specified, burglary, carjacking, robbery, or a felony for receiving stolen property. (Pen. 

Code, § 666, subd. (a).) 

 

29) States that the crime of petty theft with a prior is applicable if a person has a prior “super 

strike,” or a registerable sex conviction, as specified, or a conviction for embezzlement from 

an elderly person or dependent adult. (Pen. Code, § 666, subd. (b).) 

 

30) Provides that the offense of embezzlement of an elderly person or dependent adult is a 

wobbler if the value of the money, labor, goods, services, or real or personal property taken 

exceeds $950. (Pen. Code, § 368, subds. (d)(1) & (e)(1).) 

 

31) Provides that embezzlement of an elderly person of dependent adult is a misdemeanor if the 

value of the money, labor, goods, services, or real or personal property taken does not exceed 

$950. (Pen. Code, § 368, subds. (d)(2) & (e)(2).) 

 

32) Makes it a misdemeanor to possess specified controlled substances that are narcotic drugs, 

unless upon the written prescription of a physician, dentist, podiatrist, or veterinarian 

licensed to practice in California. (Health & Saf. Code, § 11350.)  

 

33) Makes it a misdemeanor to possess specified controlled substances that are non-narcotic 

drugs, unless upon the written prescription of a physician, dentist, podiatrist, or veterinarian 

licensed to practice in California. (Health & Saf. Code, § 11377.)  

 

34) Provides that, except as authorized by law, possession of more than eight grams of 

concentrated cannabis is a misdemeanor. (Health & Saf. Code, § 11357, subd. (b).) 

 

35) Authorizes a person serving a sentence for a felony conviction, who would have been guilty 

of a misdemeanor had Proposition 47 been in effect at the time of the offense, to petition the 

trial court for a recall of their felony sentence and to request resentencing of the offense. 
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(Pen. Code, § 1170.18, subd. (a).)  

 

36) Requires the court to recall a felony sentence and to resentence the felony conviction to a 

misdemeanor, unless the court, in its discretion, determines that resentencing would pose an 

unreasonable risk of danger to public safety. (Pen. Code, § 1170.18, subd. (b).)  

 

37) Authorizes a person who has completed a sentence for a felony conviction, who would have 

been guilty of a misdemeanor had Proposition 47 been in effect at the time of the offense, to 

file an application before the trial court to have the felony conviction designated as 

misdemeanor. (Pen. Code, § 1170.18, subd. (f).) 

 

38) Specifies that the provisions of Proposition 47 that authorize the court to recall and 

resentence or designate a felony conviction as a misdemeanor do not apply to a person who 

has a prior “super strike,” or a registerable sex conviction, as specified. (Pen. Code, § 

1170.18, subd. (i).)  

 

39) Provides that a felony conviction that is recalled and resentenced or designated as a 

misdemeanor shall be considered a misdemeanor for all purposes, except that resentencing 

shall not permit that person to own, possess, or have in their custody or control a firearm. 

(Pen. Code, § 1170.18, subd. (k).)  

 

40) Establishes the “Safe Neighborhoods and Schools Fund” within the state treasury. (Gov’t. 

Code, § 7599.)  

 

41) Requires the Director of Finance, beginning in 2016, to calculate the savings from 

Proposition 47. (Gov. Code, § 7599.1, subd. (a).)  

 

42) Requires the Controller to transfer the amount of savings calculated by the Director of 

Finance from the General Fund to the Safe Neighborhoods and Schools Fund. (Gov. Code, § 

7599.1 subd. (b).) 

 

43) Requires the Controller, by August 15th of each fiscal year, to distribute the money in the 

Safe Neighborhoods and Schools Fund as follows: 

 

a) 25% to the Department of Education for a grant program to public agencies to improve 

outcomes for kindergarten through high school students at risk of dropping out of school 

or are crime victims; 

 

b) 10% to the California Victims Compensation Board (CalVCB) to fund for grants to 

provide services to crime victims; and  

 

c) 65% to the Board of State and Community Corrections (BSCC) for a grant program to 

public agencies for mental health and drug abuse treatment and diversion programs, with 

an emphasis on reducing recidivism.  (Gov. Code, § 7599-7599.2.) 

 

44) Provides that a “misdemeanor” is a crime that is punishable by imprisonment in a county jail, 

not exceeding one year or by fine not exceeding $1,000, or by both. (Pen. Code, §§ 18.5, 19.) 
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45) Provides that a “felony” is a crime that is punishable by death, imprisonment in the state 

prison, or imprisonment in a county jail pursuant to subdivision (h) of section 1170 of the 

Penal Code. Every other crime or public offense is a misdemeanor except those offenses that 

are classified as infractions. (Pen. Code, § 17(a).) 

 

46) Provides that a “wobbler” is a crime that can be can be charged as either a felony or a 

misdemeanor, in the discretion of the prosecutor and the court. (Pen. Code, § 17b.) 

 

FISCAL EFFECT:  Unknown 

 

COMMENTS:   

 

1) Author’s Statement:  According to the author, “Increased crime negatively affects our 

communities, businesses, and most importantly, our constituents. AB 1599 send Proposition 

47 back to California voters.  

 

“While sold to voters as the ‘Safe Neighborhoods and Schools Act,’ Proposition 47 led to 

increased crime and mayhem in California. Increased crime negatively affects our 

communities, businesses, and most importantly, our constituents. Decreased penalties for 

crimes such as retail theft has created an environment pervasive with theft. AB 1599 allows 

voters to repeal this ill-thought measure.” 

 

2) This Bill Would Repeal Criminal Justice Reforms Made by Proposition 47: In the 

November 4, 2014 election, California voters approved Proposition 47, with 59.6% of the 

vote, which became effective the following day. (Statement of the Vote, California Secretary 

of State, at p. 93. Available at: https://elections.cdn.sos.ca.gov/sov/2014-general/pdf/2014-

complete-sov.pdf [as of February 10, 2022].)   

 

The stated purpose of Proposition 47 is to “ensure that spending focused on violent and 

serious offences and to maximize alternatives for nonserious, nonviolent crime” and to invest 

the savings into “prevention and support programs for schools, victims services, and mental 

health and drug treatment.” (Voter Guide, California Secretary of State, Proposition 47, 

Section 2, at p. 70. Available at: https://vig.cdn.sos.ca.gov/2014/general/pdf/text-of-

proposed-laws1.pdf [as of February 10, 2022].)  

 

Proposition 47 amended various provisions of the Government Code, Penal Code and Health 

and Safety Code to reclassify the penalties associated with possessory drug offenses and 

property offenses of less than $950 from felonies or wobblers to misdemeanors. In addition, 

individuals can petition or apply to courts to amend their criminal records. Generally, 

individuals previously convicted of a “super strike,” or a registerable sex offence as 

specified, are not eligible for the reduced penalties and record relief under Proposition 47.  

 

This bill would repeal the provisions of Proposition 47 as follows:  

 

a) Theft Offenses: Proposition 47 reclassified several theft offenses, where the value of the 

property does not exceed $950, from felonies or wobblers to misdemeanors, including:  

 

i) Shoplifting: Proposition 47 created the misdemeanor offense of shoplifting, 

punishable by up to 6 months in county jail. (Pen. Code, § 459.5.) Prior to the 

https://elections.cdn.sos.ca.gov/sov/2014-general/pdf/2014-complete-sov.pdf
https://elections.cdn.sos.ca.gov/sov/2014-general/pdf/2014-complete-sov.pdf
https://vig.cdn.sos.ca.gov/2014/general/pdf/text-of-proposed-laws1.pdf
https://vig.cdn.sos.ca.gov/2014/general/pdf/text-of-proposed-laws1.pdf
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enactment of Proposition 47, shoplifting could be charged as a burglary, a potential 

felony.  

 

This bill would repeal the crime of shoplifting in its entirety.      

 

ii) Petty Theft: Existing law separates the crime of theft into two categories: “petty 

theft,” an infraction/misdemeanor and “grand theft,” a wobbler. (Pen. Code, § 489, 

subd. (c).) Prior to Proposition 47, an offense would be charged as either grand theft 

of petty theft based on the conduct involved, the manner in which the crime was 

committed or the value of the property stolen. (Gomez v. Superior Court of 

Mendocino County (1958), 50 Cal.2d 640.) Proposition 47 expressly provides that 

theft must be charged as petty theft if the value of the property stolen does not exceed 

$950, unless the defendant has a prior “super strike,” or a registerable sex conviction, 

in which case the offence can be charged as a felony. (Ibid.) Theft remains chargeable 

as grand theft if the value of the property taken exceeds $950 and/or is a firearm. (Pen 

Code, §§ 487, 490.2, subd. (a).)   

 

This bill would repeal the provisions of Proposition 47 regarding petty theft.  

 

iii) Receiving Stolen Property: Before Proposition 47, the offense of receiving stolen 

property was a wobbler, and the prosecution had discretion to charge the crime as a 

misdemeanor if the value of the property received did not exceed $950. Proposition 

47 specifies that, if the value of the property received does not exceed $950, then the 

offense shall be a misdemeanor. (Pen. Code, § 496.)  

 

This bill would repeal the changes made by Proposition 47 regarding receiving stolen 

property.   

 

iv) Forgery: Forgery is a wobbler. (Pen. Code, § 473, subd. (a).) Proposition 47 

reclassified forgery related to a check that does not exceed $950 as a misdemeanor. 

(Pen. Code, § 473 subd. (b).)  

 

This bill would repeal all of the changes made by Proposition 47 that reclassified 

forgery related to a check under $950 to a misdemeanor.  

 

v) Writing a Bad Check / Insufficient Funds: Prior to Proposition 47, the offence of 

writing a bad check, was a wobbler, except that the offense was a misdemeanor if the 

total underlying amount did not exceed $450. Proposition 47 increased the total 

threshold amount for writing a bad check to be charged as a misdemeanor from $450 

to $950. (Pen. Code, § 476a.) 

 

This bill would repeal the changes made by Proposition 47, thereby reducing the 

threshold for writing a bad check to be charged as a misdemeanor from $950 to $450. 

 

vi) Petty Theft with a Prior Conviction: Prior to the passage of Proposition 47, a 

defendant could be charged with felony petty theft with a prior, if the defendant had 

three or more prior convictions for specified crimes. Proposition 47 repealed the 

crime of petty theft with a prior, unless the defendant has a prior theft conviction for 

specified auto theft offenses or embezzlement from an elderly person or dependent 
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adult, in which case the offense is chargeable as a wobbler. (Pen. Code, § 666.)  

 

This bill undoes the changes made by Proposition 47, and provides that the offense of 

petty theft with a prior is a wobbler, and applies if a defendant has three or more prior 

convictions for specified crimes, and is required to register pursuant to the Sex 

Offender Registration Act, or has a conviction for a prior felony conviction, as 

specified in Penal Code section 667.5 subdivision (c), or Penal Code section 1192.7 

subdivision (c). This bill would also make petty theft with a prior chargeable as a 

wobbler if a defendant has been convicted three or more times of petty theft, grand 

theft, and other specified crimes. 

 

b) Drug Possession Offenses: Prior to Proposition 47, simple possession of specified 

controlled substances could be charged as a felony, depending on the amount and type of 

drug, and possession of concentrated cannabis was punishable as a wobbler. Proposition 

47 made it a misdemeanor to possess specified drugs, including concentrated cannabis, 

unless the defendant has a “super strike,” or registerable sex offense. (Health & Saf. 

Code, §§ 11350, 11377.) Under current law, possession of more than 8 grams of 

concentrated cannabis is a misdemeanor.1 (Health & Saf. Code, § 11357.) 

 

This bill would repeal the changes made by Proposition 47 and would make possession of 

narcotic drugs a felony; possession of depressants and non-narcotic drugs, a wobbler; 

possession of controlled anabolic steroids, a misdemeanor, provided that the defendant 

has not been previously convicted of possession of a controlled anabolic steroid; and 

possession of Ketamine, and the stimulants Khat, Cathinone, and Cathine misdemeanors. 

This bill does not make any changes to existing law regarding possession of concentrated 

cannabis. 

 

c) Record Changes: Proposition 47 created two distinct procedures for eligible persons 

seeking to resentence and reclassify their convictions for offences reclassified by the 

initiative. Persons serving a felony sentence for an offense that would have been 

classified as a misdemeanor had Proposition 47 been in effect at the time of the offense, 

can petition the court to recall the felony and resentence the offence as a misdemeanor. 

(Pen. Code, § 1170.18, subds. (a)–(e) & (i)–(o).) Likewise, persons who have already 

completed their sentence for a felony that would have been classified as a misdemeanor 

had Proposition 47 been in effect at the time of the offense, can petition the court to 

reclassify the felony conviction as a misdemeanor. (Pen. Code, § 1170.18, subds. (f)–(h).)  

 

Proposition 47 explicitly anticipates that redesignation of an offense as a misdemeanor 

will affect the collateral consequences of a felony conviction. (People v. Khamvongsa 

(2017) 214 Cal Rptr.3d 623, 625.) Thus, Proposition 47 specifies that any recall and 

                                                 

1 The Adult Use of Marijuana Act (Proposition 64), passed by the voters after Proposition 47 in November 9, 2016, 

decriminalized personal level possession and cultivation of cannabis by persons 21 years of age or older, including 

legalizing personal possession of 8 grams or less of concentrated cannabis. (Statement of the Vote, California 

Secretary of State, at p. 76. Available at: https://elections.cdn.sos.ca.gov/sov/2016-general/sov/2016-complete-

sov.pdf [as of February 10, 2022].) 

 

https://elections.cdn.sos.ca.gov/sov/2016-general/sov/2016-complete-sov.pdf
https://elections.cdn.sos.ca.gov/sov/2016-general/sov/2016-complete-sov.pdf
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resenting shall be treated as a misdemeanor for all purposes,2 except the person is not 

permitted to own, possess, or have custody or control of any firearm. (Pen. Code, § 

1170.18, subd. (k).) However, the court may, in its discretion, deny the application for 

resentencing if it determines that resentencing the defendant would pose an unreasonable 

risk of danger to public safety. (Pen. Code, § 1170.18, subd. (b).) Also, persons who have 

one or more prior convictions for a violent, serious or sex offense are not eligible for 

resentencing or reclassification. (Pen. Code, § 1170.18, subd. (i).)  

 

This bill would repeal all of the provisions enacted by Proposition 47 authorizing a 

person to petition the court to resentence and/or reclassify their felony convictions to 

misdemeanors.   

 

d) Safe Neighborhoods and Schools Fund:  Proposition 47 made significant changes to 

the state’s criminal justice system by reducing penalties for drug and property crimes, and 

requiring that the resulting savings be spent on (1) mental health and substance abuse 

treatment services, (2) truancy and dropout prevention, and (3) victim services. (Gov’t. 

Code, § 7599, et seq.)  To carry out its purpose, Proposition 47 created the Safe 

Neighborhoods and Schools Fund, and required that by August 15th of each fiscal year, 

the Controller disburse moneys deposited into the Safe Neighborhoods and Schools Fund 

as follows: 25% to the Department of Education to improve outcomes for pupils by 

reducing truancy and supporting students who are risk of dropping out or are victims of 

crime; 10% to CalVCB to make grants to provide services to victims of crime; and, 65% 

to the BSCC, to administer a grant program to public agencies. (Gov’t. Code, §7599.2.)  

 

The FY 2022-23 Governor’s Budget Summary estimates net General Fund savings of 

$147.3 million from Proposition 47 in FY 2018-19, an increase of $31.1 million over the 

estimated savings in FY 2021-22. This additional funding will bring the total allocated 

for these programs to approximately $555 million General Fund since the passage of 

Proposition 47. (Governor’s Budget Summary 2022-23, at pp. 180-81. Available at 

https://www.ebudget.ca.gov/FullBudgetSummary.pdf [as of March 1, 2022.] 

 

This bill would eliminate the Safe Neighborhoods and Schools Fund. The Legislature 

should consider the impact of the repeal of the Safe Neighborhoods and Schools Fund on 

the State’s General Fund.  

 

3) Proposition 47 and Crime Rates: Opponents of Proposition 47 claim that there is an 

increase in crime which can be attributed to the initiative. However, reports evaluating the 

effects of the initiative have found that Proposition 47 has had little to no effect on 

California’s crime rates overall. (California Prison Reform Didn't Cause Crime Increase, 

Study Finds, KQED. Available at http://www.scpr.org/news/2016/02/18/57729/study-cas-

prison-reform-didnt-cause-crime-increase [as of February 16, 2022]; see also Urban Crime 

Trends Remain Stable Through California’s Policy Reform Era (2010-2016), Center on 

Juvenile and Criminal Justice. Available at 

                                                 

2 However, federal courts have held that reclassified convictions still constitute prior convictions for federal 

sentencing enhancements. Thus, these convictions still trigger felony-based enhancements. (See, United States v. 

Sanders (7th Cir. 2018) 909 F.3d 895, 898–99, cert denied, 139 S. Ct. 2661 (2019).)  

https://www.ebudget.ca.gov/FullBudgetSummary.pdf
http://www.scpr.org/news/2016/02/18/57729/study-cas-prison-reform-didnt-cause-crime-increase
http://www.scpr.org/news/2016/02/18/57729/study-cas-prison-reform-didnt-cause-crime-increase
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http://www.cjcj.org/uploads/cjcj/documents/urban_crime_trends_remain_stable_through_cali

fornias_policy_reform_era_2010-2016.pdf [as of February 16, 2022].)   

 

In fact, there is evidence that recidivism rates have fallen. (Recidivism of Felony Offenders in 

California, Public Police Institute of California. Available at: 

https://www.ppic.org/publication/recidivism-of-felony-offenders-in-california/ [as of 

February 16, 2022].) The 2020 property crime rate of 2,071 per 100,000 residents was down 

8.9% from 2019, the lowest observed since 1960. (Crime Trends in California, Public Policy 

Institute of California. Available at: https://www.ppic.org/publication/crime-trends-in-

california/ [as of February 20, 2022].) Incarceration and crime rates are all down 

substantially compared to their levels in 2006 – shortly before state policymakers and the 

voters began enacting reforms to California’s criminal justice system. (Criminal Justice 

Reform is Working in California, California Budget & Policy Center. Available at: 

https://calbudgetcenter.org/resources/criminal-justice-reform-is-working-in-california/ [as of 

February 20, 2022].)  

 

Further research suggests that Proposition 47 has had no effect on violent crimes, including 

homicide, rape, aggravated assault and robbery and findings of increased property offenses 

such as larceny and motor vehicle theft that blame Proposition 47 as the cause do not 

withstand more rigorous statistical testing. (Bartos, Bradley J. & Kubrin, Charis E., Can We 

Downsize Our Prisons and Jails without Compromising Public Safety? (2018) 17 

Criminology & Public Policy 3. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1111/1745-9133.12378 [as of 

February 16, 2022].)  

 

Moreover, a study by the Pew Research Center found that raising the felony theft threshold in 

other states had no impact on crime; states that increased their thresholds reported roughly 

the same average decrease in crime as the 20 states that did not change their theft laws; and 

the amount of a state’s felony theft threshold—whether it is $500, $1,000, $2,000, or more—

is not correlated with its property crime and larceny rates. (The Effects of Changing Felony 

Theft Thresholds, Pew Research Center, April 2017. Available at: 

https://www.pewtrusts.org/en/research-and-analysis/issue-briefs/2017/04/the-effects-of-

changing-felony-theft-thresholds [as of February 16, 20221].)  

 

4) Threshold Value for Grand Theft Was Raised before Proposition 47: It is a common 

misconception that the current threshold amount to constitute grand theft (a taking or loss in 

excess of $950) was established by Proposition 47.  In fact, the current threshold amount to 

constitute grand theft was established by AB 2372 (Ammiano), Chapter 693, Statutes of 

2010, which raised the amount from $400. The impetus for AB 2372 was the change in the 

value of goods. 

 

The Assembly Public Safety Committee analysis for AB 2372 noted, “The previous amount 

of $200 was established in 1923; up to that time, the threshold amount was $50.  As 

measured by the change in the Consumer Price Index, goods or services with a value of $400 

today were worth only $184 in 1983.  Expressed another way, goods with a value of $400 in 

1983 are worth $870 today. Thus, many crimes that qualify as grand theft today would not 

have been grand theft in 1983.” (Asm. Comm. on Public Safety, Analysis of AB 2372 (2009-

2010 Reg. Sess.) as amended Mar. 11, 2010, p. 2.) 

 

This bill seeks to return the threshold amount to constitute grand theft to 1982 levels.  And 

http://www.cjcj.org/uploads/cjcj/documents/urban_crime_trends_remain_stable_through_californias_policy_reform_era_2010-2016.pdf
http://www.cjcj.org/uploads/cjcj/documents/urban_crime_trends_remain_stable_through_californias_policy_reform_era_2010-2016.pdf
https://www.ppic.org/publication/recidivism-of-felony-offenders-in-california/
https://www.ppic.org/publication/crime-trends-in-california/
https://www.ppic.org/publication/crime-trends-in-california/
https://calbudgetcenter.org/resources/criminal-justice-reform-is-working-in-california/
https://doi.org/10.1111/1745-9133.12378
https://www.pewtrusts.org/en/research-and-analysis/issue-briefs/2017/04/the-effects-of-changing-felony-theft-thresholds
https://www.pewtrusts.org/en/research-and-analysis/issue-briefs/2017/04/the-effects-of-changing-felony-theft-thresholds
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yet, the consumer price index rose 7% in December 2021 from a year earlier, the fastest pace 

since June 1982. (See, U.S. Inflation Hits 39-Year High of 7%, Sets Stage for Fed Hike, 

Pickret. R, Bloomberg. Available at: https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2022-01-

12/inflation-in-u-s-registers-biggest-annual-gain-since-1982 [as of March 1, 2022].) And yet, 

as measured by the Consumer Price Index (CPI), goods or services with a value of $950 

dollars in 2010 are worth $1,222 today based on the CPI inflation calculator of the U.S. 

Bureau of Labor Statistics. 

 

Moreover, it should be noted that California has a low threshold for what constitutes felony 

theft compared to other states nationwide. As noted in the table below3, there are only 11 

states which have lower value thresholds:  

 

State Amount State Amount 

New Jersey $200 Oklahoma $1,000 

Illinois $500 Oregon $1,000 

New Mexico $500 South Dakota $1,000 

Florida $750 Tennessee $1,000 

Hawaii $750 Virginia $1,000 

Indiana $750 West Virginia $1,000 

Missouri $750 Wyoming $1,000 

Washington $750 Massachusetts $1,200 

Vermont $900 Nevada $1,200 

California $950 Alabama $1,500 

Alaska $1,000 Delaware $1,500 

Arizona $1,000 Georgia $1,500 

Arkansas $1,000 Iowa $1,500 

Idaho $1,000 Kansas $1,500 

Kentucky $1,000 Maryland $1,500 

Louisiana $1,000 Montana $1,500 

Maine $1,000 Nebraska $1,500 

Michigan $1,000 Rhode Island $1,500 

Minnesota $1,000 Utah $1,500 

Mississippi $1,000 Colorado $2,000 

New 

Hampshire 

$1,000 Connecticut $2,000 

New York $1,000 Pennsylvania  $2,000 

North 

Carolina 

$1,000 South Carolina $2,000 

North Dakota $1,000+ Texas $2,500 

Ohio $1,000 Wisconsin $2,500 

 

In addition to repealing Proposition 47, this bill proposes to reduce the threshold amount for 

                                                 

3 This table was built from the map on Raise the Threshold (2022), a project by Campaign Zero, available at: 

https://raisethethreshold.org/home, as well as information from States Can Safely Raise Their Felony Theft 

Thresholds, Research Shows (2018) by Pew Charitable Trusts, available at: https://www.pewtrusts.org/en/research-

and-analysis/articles/2018/05/22/states-can-safely-raise-their-felony-theft-thresholds-research-shows.  

https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2022-01-12/inflation-in-u-s-registers-biggest-annual-gain-since-1982
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2022-01-12/inflation-in-u-s-registers-biggest-annual-gain-since-1982
https://raisethethreshold.org/home
https://www.pewtrusts.org/en/research-and-analysis/articles/2018/05/22/states-can-safely-raise-their-felony-theft-thresholds-research-shows
https://www.pewtrusts.org/en/research-and-analysis/articles/2018/05/22/states-can-safely-raise-their-felony-theft-thresholds-research-shows
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grand theft and embezzlement of an elder or dependent adult from $950 to $400. If enacted, 

California would have the second lowest felony threshold for theft in the nation, following 

only New Jersey, which has not updated their threshold amount since 1978. Arguably, 

California should be considering whether to raise the current amount to factor in the rise in 

the CPI.  

 

5) Existing Penalties for Theft Offenses: To the extent this bill is aimed at increasing penalties 

for thefts, there are currently a number of laws that prosecutors can use to charge these 

crimes and call for increased penalties. 

 

Current law permits aggregation of theft offenses in certain circumstances. Repeated acts of 

theft can be aggregated and prosecuted as one felony if they are conducted pursuant to one 

intention, one general impulse, and one plan. (See People v. Bailey (1961) 55 Cal.2d 514, 

518-519 (Bailey); see also Californians for Safety and Justice, Legal Options for Charging 

Chronic Retail Crime in California, pp. 1-3.)  For example, in People v. Columbia Research 

Corp. (1980) 103 Cal.App.3d Supp. 33, the court approved aggregation where the defendant 

was charged with grand theft based on a series of petty thefts that occurred over a 10-month 

period, pursuant to a single plan and intent, and involved different victims. (Id., at p. 40.) In 

People v. Garcia (1990) 224 Cal.App.3d 297, the defendant filed fraudulent bonds at 

different times involving different victims. The court found multiple convictions proper. (Id. 

at pp. 308-309.)  

 

Law enforcement can also use aggregation to pursue felony charges when individuals are in 

possession of stolen items, where multiple items are received on one occasion and the total 

amount exceeds $950, even in instances where a person possesses items stolen from different 

stores. (People v. Lyons (1958) 50 Cal.2d 275; see also People v. Roberts (1960) 182 

Cal.App.2d 431, 436-437; Californians for Safety and Justice, Legal Options for Charging 

Chronic Retail Crime in California, p. 3.) 

 

Under current law, prosecutors can also delay filing single misdemeanor theft charges, in 

order to file multiple misdemeanor charges together. (Pen. Code, § 853.6, subd. (e); see also 

Californians for Safety and Justice, Legal Options for Charging Chronic Retail Crime in 

California, pp. 3-4;.) Current law allows a prosecutor to consolidate similar thefts, after a 

case has already been filed, where the offenses possess common characteristics or attributes. 

(Californians for Safety and Justice, Legal Options for Charging Chronic Retail Crime in 

California, p. 4; Pen. Code, § 954.) Therefore, if an individual commits a similar theft after a 

case has already been filed, a prosecutor can consolidate it with the existing charges in order 

to present the misdemeanor thefts as a series of repeat behavior. (Californians for Safety and 

Justice, Legal Options for Charging Chronic Retail Crime in California, p. 4.) Thus, while a 

defendant’s exposure for one shoplifting might be six months in jail, an individual convicted 

of multiple shoplifting offenses can face multiple six-month terms in the county jail.  

 

Moreover “[u]nder California law, if two or more persons conspire to commit any crime, 

even misdemeanor petty theft or shoplifting, they can be charged with a felony for the 

conspiracy itself. Thus, any time there is more than one person involved in any act of theft, it 

is can [sic.] be charged as felony conspiracy, regardless of the value of the items stolen.” 

(Californians for Safety and Justice, Legal Options for Charging Chronic Retail Crime in 

California, p. 1; Pen. Code, § 182.) 
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Further, under the Street Terrorism Enforcement and Prevention Act, a gang-related theft of 

property valued at $950 or less, is punishable as an alternate misdemeanor or felony. 

(Californians for Safety and Justice, Legal Options for Charging Chronic Retail Crime in 

California, p. 5.) This provision applies where the theft is committed for the benefit of, at the 

direction of, or in association with any criminal street gang, with the specific intent to 

promote, further, or assist in any criminal conduct by gang members. (Pen. Code, § 186.22, 

subd. (b).)   

 

In addition, the Governor’s budget for FY 2022-23 includes a $179,000,000 General Fund 

allocation to support nine different public safety proposals, with a goal of reducing organized 

retail theft and mitigate harm on businesses that have been victims of such crimes. 

(Governor’s Public Safety Package, Legislative Analyst’s Office. Available at: 

https://lao.ca.gov/Publications/Report/4546 [as of March 1, 2022].) 

 

In sum, while Proposition 47 did reduce certain theft offenses to misdemeanors, there are still 

legal options for charging thefts that call for increased penalties.  

 

6) Prior Attempts to Repeal Proposition 47: Since its enactment, there have been numerous 

legislative attempts to repeal and/or amend Proposition 47, most of which failed passage by 

the Legislature, or were vetoed. (See, e.g., SB 333 (Galgiani), of the 2015-2016 Legislative 

Session, [amending Proposition 47 related to drug possession for personal use of specified 

controlled substances, vetoed]; AB 150 (Melendez), AB 1869 (Melendez) and AB 2854 

(Cooper), of the 2015-2016 Legislative Session, [all calling for a special election to amend 

Proposition 47, all failed passage in the Legislature]; AB 2369 (Patterson), of the 2015-2016 

Legislative Session, [limiting  Proposition 47 by making persons convicted of crimes reduced 

to misdemeanors eligible for felony sentencing, as specified, failed passage in the 

Legislature].)  

 

In addition to the failed legislative attempts to repeal and/or amend Proposition 47, a citizen-

initiated measure designed to reverse some reforms made by Proposition 47, the Criminal 

Sentencing, Parole, and DNA Collection Initiative (Proposition 20), was on the ballot in the 

November 2020 election. The voters rejected Proposition 20 by 61.7%. (Statement of the 

Vote, California Secretary of State, at p. 63. Available at: 

https://elections.cdn.sos.ca.gov/sov/2020-general/sov/complete-sov.pdf [as of February 10, 

2022].) Like this bill, Proposition 20 would have would have made specific types of theft, 

shoplifting, and fraud, no matter the value, chargeable as wobblers, rather than 

misdemeanors. (Voter Guide, California Secretary of State, Proposition 20, at pp. 15-26. 

Available at: https://vig.cdn.sos.ca.gov/2020/general/pdf/topl-prop20.pdf [as of February 10, 

2022].) At the ballot box, the California electorate has rejected regressive “tough on crime” 

measures, in favor of criminal justice reforms aimed at reducing incarceration, such as 

Propositions 36, 47, 64, and 57.  

 

7) California Constitutional Limitations on Amending a Voter Initiative:  Because 

Proposition 47 was a voter initiative, the Legislature may not amend the statute without 

subsequent voter approval unless the initiative permits such amendment, and then only upon 

whatever conditions the voters attached to the Legislature’s amendatory powers. (People v. 

Superior Court (Pearson) (2010) 48 Cal.4th 564, 568; see also Cal. Const., art. II, § 10, subd. 

(c).) The California Constitution states, “The Legislature may amend or repeal referendum 

statutes. It may amend or repeal an initiative statute by another statute that becomes effective 

https://lao.ca.gov/Publications/Report/4546
https://elections.cdn.sos.ca.gov/sov/2020-general/sov/complete-sov.pdf
https://vig.cdn.sos.ca.gov/2020/general/pdf/topl-prop20.pdf
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only when approved by the electors unless the initiative statute permits amendment or repeal 

without their approval.” (Cal. Const., art. II, § 10, subd. (c).) Therefore, unless the initiative 

expressly authorizes the Legislature to amend, only the voters may alter statutes created by 

initiative.   

 

The purpose of California’s constitutional limitation on the Legislature’s power to amend 

initiative statutes is to protect the people’s initiative powers by precluding the Legislature 

from undoing what the people have done, without the electorate’s consent.  Courts have a 

duty to jealously guard the people’s initiative power and, hence, to apply a liberal 

construction to this power wherever it is challenged in order that the right to resort to the 

initiative process is not improperly annulled by a legislative body.  (Proposition 103 

Enforcement Project v. Quackenbush (1998) 64 Cal.App.4th 1473.)  Yet, despite the strict 

bar on the Legislature’s authority to amend initiative statutes, judicial decisions have 

recognized that the Legislature is not thereby precluded from enacting laws addressing the 

general subject matter of an initiative. The Legislature remains free to address a “related but 

distinct area” or a matter that an initiative measure “does not specifically authorize or 

prohibit.” (People v. Kelly (2010) 47 Cal.4th 1008, 1025-1026.)  

 

As to the Legislature’s authority to amend the initiative, Proposition 47 states, “This act shall 

be broadly construed to accomplish its purposes. The provisions of this measure may be 

amended by a two-thirds vote of the members of each house of the Legislature and signed by 

the Governor, so long as the amendments are consistent with and further the intent of this act.  

The Legislature may by majority vote amend, add, or repeal provisions to further reduce the 

penalties for any of the offenses addressed by this act.”  (Voter Guide, California Secretary of 

State, Proposition 47, Section 15, at p. 74. Available at: 

https://vig.cdn.sos.ca.gov/2014/general/pdf/text-of-proposed-laws1.pdf [as of February 10, 

2022].) 

 

This bill seeks to restore the penalties for theft and drug-possession to pre-Proposition 47 

status, and would increase penalties for the offenses addressed by the Act. As such, it is 

inconsistent with the purpose of Proposition 47. Therefore, pursuant to the above-referenced 

provisions of the California Constitution, only the voters may authorize the provisions. 

Accordingly, this bill would become effective only upon approval of the voters at the 

statewide general election. 

 

1) Argument in Support:  According to Peace Officers’ Research Association of California, 

“The Safe Neighborhoods and Schools Act, enacted as an initiative statute by Proposition 47, 

as approved by the electors at the November 4, 2014, statewide general election, made 

various changes relating to theft and the possession of controlled substances, including by, 

among other things, generally reducing the penalty for those crimes, including reducing the 

penalty for possession of concentrated cannabis, establishing a procedure by which 

individuals convicted of those crimes prior to the passage of the act may petition for 

resentencing under the act, and creating the crime of shoplifting. This bill would repeal the 

changes and additions made by Proposition 47, except those related to reducing the penalty 

for possession of concentrated cannabis.” 

 

2) Argument in Opposition: According to the Californians for Safety and Justice, “In 2014, 

faced with the mass-incarceration, widespread racial inequity in the justice system, 

https://vig.cdn.sos.ca.gov/2014/general/pdf/text-of-proposed-laws1.pdf
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Californians overwhelmingly voted in favor of Prop. 47, a proposal to keep people accused 

of non-violent offenses out of prison and reduce penalties for drug and minor theft offenses. 

 

“Prop. 47 did not affect serious or violent felonies, but instead targeted low-level property 

and drug offenses for reform. Political rhetoric notwithstanding, since its enactment, property 

crime has decreased in California. (Source: SacBee, Dec, 10, 2021 [“property crime steadily 

decreased in the years after voters approved Proposition 47”].) Not dissuaded, in 2020, 

“tough on crime” advocates tried to persuade the public to repeal Prop. 47 via Prop. 20. 

Again, California voters rejected the attempt to go back to mass incarceration. AB 1599 

proposes to make it easier to charge non-violent Californians with felonies and to go back to 

the same shortsighted “tough on crime” measures that have failed California for the past 

three decades. It is yet another attempt to go down a path that California’s voters have 

already twice rejected. Significantly, reverting these crimes back to felonies would once 

again dramatically increase incarceration rates, leaving the state vulnerable to falling out of 

compliance with the prison system’s population cap mandated by the federal judiciary. 

Increasing incarceration rates would also eliminate the more than $1 billion Prop. 47 is 

expected to save each decade in perpetuity, savings that are required to be reallocated back to 

local, community-based programs proven to more effectively prevent crime and harm, like 

drug treatment, mental health services, re-entry services and programs that help crime 

victims heal. 

 

“AB 1599 nonetheless proposes to impose long prison sentences which are not justified by 

actual crime data, flies in the face of sensible criminal justice reform, and would force the 

state to shoulder the cost of imprisoning more people for years, at great human and fiscal 

expense.” 

 

3) Related Legislation:   

 

a) AB 1597 (Waldron), would amend Proposition 47 by reinstating the offense of petty theft 

with a prior as it existed before it was eliminated by Prop. 47, subject to approval by the 

voters.  AB 1597 will be heard in this Committee today. 

 

b) AB 1603 (Salas), would amend Proposition 47 by reducing the threshold amount for 

petty theft and shoplifting to be punished as a misdemeanor from $950 to $400. AB 1603 

failed passage in in this Committee. 

 

c) AB 2294 (Jones-Sawyer), would authorize the misdemeanor arrest of a person that has a 

prior arrest, citation or conviction for theft, as specified. AB 2294 is pending in Assembly 

Appropriations Committee.  

 

d) AB 2356 (Rodriguez), would expand the definition of “grand theft” to include money, 

labor, or property taken as the result of a prior agreement, in concert with one or more 

other individuals, and where the aggregate amount taken by all participants exceeds $950. 

AB 2356 is pending in Assembly Appropriations Committee. 

 

e) AB 2718 (Cooper), would redefine “shoplifting” and create the new offence of  “serial 

theft” for the theft of property valued over $500 where the offender has two or more prior 

convictions for specified theft offenses. AB 2718 will be heard in this Committee today.  
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f) SB 1108 (Bates), would amend Proposition 47 by reinstating the offense of petty theft 

with a prior. SB 1108 failed passage in Senate Public Safety Committee but was granted 

reconsideration.  

 

4) Prior Legislation:   

 

a) AB 3011 (Chau), of the 2017-2018 Legislative Session, would have specified that if the 

value of the stolen property exceeds $950, then it may be aggregated to a charge of grand 

theft. AB 3011 failed passage in this Committee.  

 

b) AB 1326 (Cooper), of the 2017-2018 Legislative Session, would have enhanced petty 

theft penalties to any person who has three or more prior convictions for crimes such as 

petty theft, grand theft, and burglary. AB 1326 failed passage in this Committee.  

 

c) AB 875 (Cooper), of the 2017-2018 Legislative Session, would have would have 

enhanced petty theft penalties to any person who has three or more prior convictions for 

crimes such as petty theft, grand theft, and burglary. AB 875 failed passage in this 

Committee. 

 

d) AB 392 (Lackey), of the 2017-2018 Legislative Session, would have made conspiracy to 

commit shoplifting punishable as a felony. AB 392 failed passage in this Committee.   

 

e) SB 1345 (Newman), of the 2017-2018 Legislative Session, would have amended 

Proposition 47 to authorize a person who has been convicted of two or more prior 

specified drug offenses, to be charged with either a misdemeanor or a felony. SB 1345 

failed passage in Senate Public Safety. 

 

f) AB 2369 (Patterson), of the 2015-2016 Legislative Session, would have limited 

Proposition 47 by making persons convicted of crimes reduced to misdemeanors eligible 

for felony prosecution and sentencing if convicted of specified offenses two times within 

a three-year period. AB 2369 failed passage in this Committee. 

 

g) AB 150 (Melendez), of the of the 2015-2016 Legislative Session, would have required an 

initiative statute be put before the voters to amend Proposition 47 to make the theft of a 

firearm, valued at $950 or less, a felony. AB 150 failed passage in Assembly 

Appropriations. 

 

h) AB 1869 (Melendez), of the 2015-2016 Legislative Session, called for a special election 

to amend Proposition 47 and make the theft of a firearm grand theft in all cases and 

punishable by a state prison term. AB 1869 failed passage in Senate Appropriations.  

 

i) AB 2854 (Cooper), of the 2015-2016 Legislative Session, was substantially similar to AB 

1869 (Melendez), but called for a special election to be held in June 2016. AB 2854 

failed passage in this Committee.   

 

j) AB 2287 (Lackey), of the 2015-2016 Legislative Session, would have amended 

Proposition 47 by making it grand theft to commit shoplifting if the aggregate value of 

the property taken from a single commercial establishment $950 or more in any 180 day 
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period. AB 2287 failed passage in Assembly Appropriations. 

 

k) AB 46 (Lackey), of the 2015-2016 Legislative Session, would have amended provisions 

of Proposition 47 related to possession for personal use of specified controlled 

substances. AB 46 failed passage in Assembly Appropriations. 

 

l) SB 333 (Galgiani), of the 2015-2016 Legislative Session, would have amended 

provisions enacted by Proposition 47 related to possession for personal use of specified 

controlled substances. SB 333 was vetoed. 

 

m) Proposition 47 of the November 2014 general election, the Safe Neighborhoods and 

Schools Act, reduced the penalties for certain drug and property crimes. 

 

n) AB 2444 (Portantino), of the 2011-2012 Legislative Session, would have provided that 

grand theft occurs where money, labor, or real or personal property in an aggregate 

amount of $950 is taken as a result of an agreement or prior arrangement to take and the 

taking is made in concert with one or more other individuals. After referral to this 

Committee, the hearing was canceled at the author’s request. 

 

o) AB 2372 (Ammiano), Chapter 693, Statutes of 2010, increased the threshold amount that 

constitutes grand theft from $400 to $950. 

 

REGISTERED SUPPORT / OPPOSITION: 

 

Support 
 

Banning; City of 

California Narcotic Officers' Association 

California Peace Officers Association 

California State Sheriffs' Association 

Camarillo; City of 

City of Banning 

City of Camarillo 

City of Indian Wells 

City of Lake Elsinore 

City of Menifee 

City of Murrieta 

City of Rancho Mirage 

City of Santa Clarita 

County of Butte 

County of Kern 

El Dorado County Chamber of Commerce 

Elk Grove Chamber of Commerce 

Folsom Chamber of Commerce 

LA Quinta; City of 

Lasd 

League of California Cities 

Los Angeles County Division, League of California Cities 

Peace Officers Research Association of California (PORAC) 
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Rancho Cordova Chamber of Commerce 

Roseville Chamber of Commerce 

San Bernardino County Sheriff's Department 

Santa Clarita; City of 

United Chamber Advocacy Network 

Yuba Sutter Chamber of Commerce 

 

24 Individuals  

 

Opposition 

 

A New Way of Life Re-entry Project 

ACLU California Action 

All of Us or None Los Angeles 

Alliance San Diego 

Anti Recidivism Coalition 

Aouon Orange County 

Asian Solidarity Collective 

Bend the Arc: Jewish Action 

Blameless and Forever Free Ministries 

California Attorneys for Criminal Justice 

California Calls 

California Catholic Conference 

California Coalition for Women Prisoners 

California Public Defenders Association 

California Religious Action Center of Reform Judaism 

Californians for Safety and Justice 

Californians United for A Responsible Budget 

Center for Living and Learning 

Central Coast Alliance United for A Sustainable Economy 

Chrysalis Center, the 

Communities United for Restorative Youth Justice (CURYJ) 

Congregations Organized for Prophetic Engagement (COPE) 

Courage California 

Democratic Party of The San Fernando Valley 

Dolores Huerta Foundation 

Drug Policy Alliance 

Ella Baker Center for Human Rights 

Faith in The Valley 

Friends Committee on Legislation of California 

Homeboy Industries (UNREG) 

Initiate Justice 

Inland Empire Fair Chance Coalition 

Innercity Struggle 

Legal Aid At Work 

Legal Services for Prisoners With Children 

Los Angeles Regional Reentry Partnership (LARRP) 

Milpa (motivating Individual Leadership for Public Advancement) 

National Association of Social Workers, California Chapter 
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National Institute for Criminal Justice Reform 

Oakland Rising 

Oc Survivors 

Pico California 

Pillars of The Community 

Root & Rebound 

Rubicon Programs 

San Francisco Public Defender 

San Francisco Rising 

Santa Cruz Barrios Unidos INC. 

Showing Up for Racial Justice (SURJ) San Diego 

Showing Up for Racial Justice North County San Diego 

Starting Over, INC. 

Strategic Concepts in Organizing and Policy Education 

Team Justice 

The Hood Incubator 

Think Dignity 

Time Done 

Timedone 

Underground Scholars Initiative (USI) At UC San Diego 

Underground Scholars Initiative At the University of California, Irvine 

Underground Scholars Initiative At UC Riverside 

Underground Scholars Initiative UC Santa Barbara 

Underground Scholars Initiative, University of California Davis 

Underground Scholars Initiative, University of California Los Angeles 

Underground Scholars Initiative, University of California, Berkeley 

United Core Alliance 

Uprise Theatre 

Urban Peace Movement 

Watts Labor Community Action Committee 

We the People - San Diego 

Working Partnerships USA 

 

15 Individuals  

 

Analysis Prepared by: Liah Burnley / PUB. S. / (916) 319-3744 


