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ALAMEDA COUNTY PROBATION DEPARTMENT 
COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS PARTNERSHIP EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE (CCPEC) 

FISCAL/PROCUREMENT WORKGROUP MEETING 
Hybrid Meeting 

Tuesday, March 3, 2026 ∙ 3:00 PM – 5:00 PM 
 

MEETING MINUTES 

Present: 
Conner, Shauna (Chair) 
Louis, LD (Co-Chair)  
Almandsmith, Sherry  
Aslani, Mehrdad 
Barrett, Tashena  
Belowich, Steven  
Bennett, David  
Berrow, Nicole  
Blue, Donte  
Boyd, LaShante  
Brame, Abayomi  
Brisco, Annette 
Brooks, Rodney  
Bruton, Jenny  
Burton, Clarise  
Chambers, Adrienne 
Chan, Loretta 

Davis, Danishia  
Dettmer, Kate  
Favela, Jaqueline 
Gonzalez, Rezsin  
Grigsby, Janene 
Jackson, Adrienne 
Jerel Armstrong  
Joe, Sarah  
Jourdan, Janine 
Kiana, Alex 
King, Cavosnia 
Laurente, Lovell 
Lee, Corrine  
Long, Ian  
Ma, Jenny  
Madeiros, Barbara 
Martin, Jared 

Matthews, George 
Matthews, Joshua 
McGowan, Timeka  
Mendoza, Amber  
Mitchell, Dominique  
Morgan, Victory  
Oberes, Jabez 
Pascal, Pujya  
Pedrotti, Christian  
Phillips, Anna  
Poe, Shirly  
Quach, Mai 
Saporito, Zarlasht 
Scott, Daniel  
Sege, Adam  
Singleton-Banks, 
Shannon 

Smith, Shadeequa 
Soriano, Connie  
Taylor, Tatiana 
Temporal, Gina  
Tia, Gary  
Tinsley, Naomi 
Vasquez, Pablo  
Wallace, Faris  
Williams, Denesha 
Yi, Jun Chao 
Yoon, Danny  
Other Attendees: 3 
 
 

 
 
1. Call to Order and Introductions – The meeting was called to order at 3:03 PM.  
 
2. Public Comment on Any Item Listed Below as for “Discussion” only – There were no public comments.  
 
3. Allocations Spreadsheet Overview (Discussion) – Janene Grigsby 

A. FY 26/27 Remaining unallocated funds = $42,430,149 (Line 93, Column R)  
B. Funds previously allocated but unused & available to reinvest =$668,326 (Line 93, Column S) 
C. Total available AB 109 Funding for Realignment Clients = $43,098,475 (Line 95, Column S)  
D. Total remaining after potential funding request = $8,449,651 

 
4. Review and Adoption of February 3, 2026 Meeting Minutes (Discussion & Action)  

A. Action: The Chair called for approval of the minutes of the previous meeting; there being no corrections, the minutes 
were approved as presented. 
 

Unfinished Business 
5. Alameda County Health, Alameda County Behavioral Health Department: Recovery Residence Services (Discussion & 
Action) – Yesenia Lott, Shannon Singleton-Banks, and Carolyn Valrey  

A. Request to approve the allocation of $4,943,097 for Alameda County Behavioral Health Department Mental Health & 
Substance Use Treatment Services. 

B. Discussion:  
a. What is the budget breakdown, including how much is going directly to clients versus administrative costs, and was 

there any rollover? Response: Part of the money goes directly to clients, including providing Clipper Cards so they 
can attend treatment, doctor’s appointments, probation, and other personal appointments that support their 
recovery. Funds also cover groceries if they are unable to obtain food stamps. Clients who need clothes, 

chrome-extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https:/alamedacountyca.gov/probation/documents/AllocationsSpreadsheet_FPW_3-3-26.pdf
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underclothes, or other essentials receive Walmart gift cards or are taken shopping by house managers, especially if 
they cannot travel alone or carry items on public transportation. They are also provided hygiene items, towels, 
household supplies such as laundry soap, and free laundry services. These are direct dollars that go to clients. 

b. Comment: Page 7 of the Agenda Item Request (AIR) form shows the budget breakdown.   CURA provided $52,782 
in direct participant support and Options $50,585. , which is approximately $236 per client for CURA and about 
$642 per client for Options.  

c. Is that amount calculated for the life of the program or on a per-month basis? Response: Those are the monthly 
program costs, covering housing, utilities, internet, everything.  

d. For the contract budget, you increased the amount to $858,894 because you are requesting funding for FY 25/26 
and FY 26/27, correct? Response: Correct.  

e. You went to the Board for a 3-year contract—does Behavioral Health cover the cost of the contract upfront from 
Behavioral Health’s budget? If you are just now asking for this existing fiscal year’s budget in March, how are you 
paying invoices? Response: We’re not clear whether this is being funded with General Fund dollars, because 
recovery residences arenot treatment, so we can’t use Medicaid dollars to cover them.  We’re also not clear on how 
Finance has structured this, whether they used General Fund dollars initially, and plan to replace those once this is 
issued. That’s a question we would need to take back to Finance, as they were not able to join us today.  

f. Comment: I understand why you are now asking for double funding because you are requesting funds for the 
existing fiscal year and the next fiscal year. However, you mentioned you would not come back next fiscal year, but 
if you intend to extend the contract past June 2027, you will need to return next March to request funding for FY 
27/28.  

g. Does the vendor get paid annually? Response: No. They bill monthly.  
h. Isn’t the comparison using different timeframes, looking at a person’s entire history before entering recovery 

residences, but only one year after exiting, and shouldn’t the periods be matched to make it a true comparison? 
Response: We selected 2024 because we were able to obtain 12 months of follow-up data, which is why we chose 
that year. For any year before that, we can collect this specific data; however, for any period after that point, we 
would only have about six months of follow-up or a shorter timeframe. We wanted to ensure a consistent, solid 
one-year period after treatment in order to present recidivism data. 

i. So, for example, if a client spent six months in Cura, and you’re providing one year of data after they exited Cura, 
are we looking at one year of recidivism data before they entered the recovery bed, or are we looking at their entire 
pre-existing recidivism record found in behavioral health records prior to the Cura bed? In other words, are we 
comparing 12 months to 12 months, or are we comparing 12 months post-exit to the individual’s entire history 
before entering? Response: One year before and one year after.  

j. Are operational costs different from personnel costs? Response: Yes.  
k. How are the operational costs itemized? Response: The operational cost includes equipment, food, training, 

operating expenses, depreciation of equipment, maintenance, rent and leases.  
l. Of the 130 individuals who completed the program, did you pull data on how many of them were reincarcerated at 

Santa Rita Jail? Response: No. We’re putting processes in place with our provider partners, Cura and Options, to 
better track this data, because right now there are no specific plans or strategies in place. What you saw was the 
bigger picture we’re able to report from Yellowfin data, cross-referenced with Santa Rita data. We don’t yet have 
data at the individual client level, but we’re working to determine how to truly track each individual client, for 
example, what happens after someone leaves Options and whether they return to jail. 

m. Comment: I’m trying to understand whether you’re able to track days in jail, since that requires knowing who 
actually returned to jail after treatment. If you can report 201 bookings before treatment and 119 bookings after 
treatment, then you must know how many individuals were booked. What’s unclear is whether a small number of 
people were booked multiple times, or whether many individuals had a new booking event and spent time in 
custody. It would be helpful to understand whether recidivism reflects a handful of people reoffending frequently 
or a larger number reoffending once or twice after receiving Cura treatment, and to know the overall recidivism 
rate, meaning what percentage of individuals had a new booking incident. 

n. In terms of the ask around recidivism, is the interest for individual level data, for example, that John came into Cura, 
stayed for 16 months, left, and then went back six months later? Response: I’m trying to understand, of the 130 
individuals who completed Cura and Options treatment combined, how many returned to jail within that 12-month 
period. Based on the data provided, we don’t have that answer. We know there were 119 booking incidents, but 
we don’t know how many of the 130 individuals reoffended, which would provide a true recidivism rate for the 



3 
 

group. I understand that when individuals recidivate, they have fewer days of incarceration, but there are many 
factors that influence whether someone is kept in custody. 

o. I understand there may be limitations to the data, but I’m trying to clarify what level of detail is available. Do you 
track or have access to what individuals were re-arrested for through your connection to the jail data, or are you 
only able to see that they were re-arrested? Response: That is a question that I need to take back and ask our data 
team. 

p. Comment: Another important data point would be the severity of the offense. For example, if someone originally 
entered on a felony but was later rearrested for a misdemeanor, that distinction matters. It’s not just about the 
booking itself, but whether the severity or threat level of the new offense is lower than what brought them in 
originally. It matters whether individuals were initially presenting with misdemeanors and later returned with 
felonies, or vice versa. I’m not sure whether you have access to that level of detail, but that would be meaningful 
to the community, particularly if, in addition to serving fewer days, the new offenses are less dangerous. 

q. ACPO Conner thanked the team for their legwork and expressed appreciation for the plan to pull data from both 
systems.  

r. Action Item: Provide data on the profile of clients returning to the system, including arrest charges, level of severity 
and acuity, if available, and clear recidivism data during your presentation to the Community Corrections 
Partnership Executive Committee (CCPEC) meeting. 

s. Action Item: Also, provide a clearer explanation of the rollover funds in the budget.  
C. Action  

a. This item will move forward to be heard by the Community Advisory Board (CAB) and the Community Corrections 
Partnership Executive Committee (CCPEC).  
 

New Business: Annual AB 1096 CBO Funding Requests  
6. Alameda County Health, Housing and Homelessness Services: Realignment Housing Program (Discussion & Action) – Daniel 
Scott and Sherry Almandsmith  

A. Request to approve the renewal funding for the Realignment Housing Program for FY 26-27 in the amount of $3,521,737. 
B. Discussion 

a. For clarification, was the information shared related to activities during Fiscal Year 2024-25? Response: Yes.  
b. You started a new program in September 2025. Do you have any data or updates covering the period from 

September to now? Response: The Realignment Housing Program (RHP) has  served about 60 people per month 
over the last few months. There is also a new service provider, Restorative Pathways, that has just started and is still 
in the startup phase. We anticipate that they will serve approximately 40 to 50 individuals by the end of this fiscal 
year. 

c. Are most of the clients being served through the shelter program, or through Abode or EOCP? Response: Rapid Re-
Housing (RRH). All three providers now offer both RRH and urgent shelter.  

d. Can you clarify why the budget listed under contract information in the AIR differs from the budget listed under fiscal 
impact, $2.9 million versus $3.5 million? Response: The $2.9 million was our actual spending for the last Fiscal Year, 
and then the $3.5 million is our budget for FY 25/26 which is the same as what we are proposing for FY 26/27.  

e. Who is the new provider? Response: The new provider is Restorative Pathways, previously known as Ruby’s Place. 
They are providing both rapid rehousing and urgent and temporary housing.  

f. What is the distinction between the admin line item and the H&H line item? Response: The admin line reflects 
administrative costs for the contractors, meaning their indirect costs. Personnel is included under staff and 
operating costs. H&H covers Alameda County Health’s costs for administering the program. 

g. Comment: It is probably better to see the demographic comparisons to ratios of a justice-impacted population in 
the county (e.g., probation, jail, prosecutions) rather than against the general population (although both might be 
valuable).  For instance, 36% women tells a different story when compared against 50% of women in the county vs. 
10% in the justice system. 

h. Comment: You are requesting funding to extend your existing contract, but your Agenda Item Request (AIR) 
references the previous program that ended. You should complete Section 2 based on the current contract you 
want to extend. The CCPEC will evaluate whether the contract should be extended and whether providers are 
meeting expectations, so the AIR must reflect the existing contract. Each provider’s budget and performance should 
be clearly broken out so the CCPEC can compare Vendor A, B, and C. In your case, with three providers, all questions, 
such as cost per client and staffing (including highest paid staff), should be answered separately for each provider 
under the current contract. Response: Understood.  

chrome-extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https:/alamedacountyca.gov/probation/documents/AIR_ska_RHP_final_022526.pdf
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i. For the salaries section, are you highlighting H&H staff, or are you highlighting the providers’ staff? Response: The 
program overall, not each provider separately.  

j. Comment: The CCPEC is meeting in two weeks. It’s very difficult to make a decision when the information provided 
is likely no longer relevant to this project. However, it is understood that the procurement is being run by GSA, and 
there is a timeline that must be adhered to in order for the program to be funded. The impact of this program in 
transitioning individuals from homelessness to permanent housing once they are no longer connected to the justice 
system is also recognized.  

k. Does your current contract expire on June 30th? Response: Correct.  
l. Comment: GSA does not go to the Board after a contract expires. GSA is very clear that it wants to go to the Board 

to obtain approval for an extension before the contract expires. If this is delayed until May, that would not give GSA 
sufficient time, especially since the Board now requires board letters to be submitted well in advance. 

m. What, if any, data do you gather to track recidivism, and what capacity do you have to assess whether the 373 
individuals served, or referred into the program, are returning to jail or reentering the criminal justice system after 
being connected to your housing services? Response: Our primary way of identifying recidivism is when a participant 
exits the program due to returning to jail or violating their probation. 

n. Do you have the number of how many individuals, based on your current data, exited the program due to returning 
to jail, compared to how many did not? Response: Yes, of the 130 individuals who exited the program, four returned 
to jail due to new arrests or probation violations. The data is primarily self-reported, but we are also able to review 
the Enterprise Case Management database, which serves as an additional source of information. 

o. Is there a scoring and ranking rubric for RHP program selection available? Response: Yes, a Public Records Act (PRA) 
request can be used to request this data from GSA.  

p. Action Item: Because the request for funding is based on activities in FY 24–25, it is recommended the AIR is 
updated to include actuals for the current fiscal year. 

q. Action item: Provide a breakdown of the budget by provider at the CCPEC meeting.  
C. Action 

a. This item will move forward to be heard by the CAB and the CCPEC.  
 

7. Early Intervention Court (Discussion & Action) – Gina Temporal and Janene Grigsby  
A. Request to approve the allocation of $1,364,506 for the Early Intervention Court program. 
B. Discussion 

a. Assistant DA LD Louis comments: “I would like to say thank you on behalf of the District Attorney’s Office, both 
publicly and privately. I consistently thank our Probation partners for their collaboration on this effort. I want to 
note that this is the only program in Alameda County that directly serves the Prop 36 population. Prosecutors were 
the only entity the State declined to fund for Prop 36 services, and this program has been a longstanding effort of 
the DA’s Office to meet the needs of this population. We hope you will support these dollars to allow us to continue 
and expand this work. We have had individuals on a waitlist for quite some time, and we are planning to merge this 
with another existing program that also serves this population to strengthen and broaden our impact. I also want 
to note that publicly available data shows our County’s general recidivism rate is approximately 25.8%. This program 
is outperforming that rate, with lower recidivism among participants than what we see countywide. We hope we 
can continue this good work with the ongoing support and funding from this body.” 

b. There is a difference in the program cost. What is it for? Response: There is a $17,000 increase in the training line 
item, split over two years, and that is the only change in the program budget. 

c. Is this training for clients? Response: No, it’s for staff.  
d. Comment: Program Costs cover a broad range of costs. Most often, we are billed for rent, staff training, and other 

operational items necessary to run the program, separate from personnel expenses. Any costs necessary to operate 
the program, outside of personnel, are covered under that line item. 

e. They indicated challenges in managing the volume of referrals they receive. Was there any discussion about whether 
the contract needs to be revisited or expanded to address that? What was the conversation around that issue? 
Response: Yes, that’s why you’ll see an increase in the personnel line item. They are adding a case manager so they 
can handle a higher volume of clients moving forward. 

f. Would that cover the number of referrals they are currently getting? Response: Yes, there may be a change in the 
number of referrals the DA’s Office plans to make, but the budget was not built around projected future increases. 
It is based on the demand over the past year and current trends, not on future referral prospects. 

chrome-extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https:/alamedacountyca.gov/probation/documents/AIR_EIC_2026.pdf
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g. Comment from LCA staff: We receive referrals from every court, and currently, there are two case managers. We 
are requesting to add another case manager because, at times, we receive more referrals than we can reasonably 
manage. Ideally, I try to keep each case manager’s caseload at around 30 clients. Once they reach that capacity, we 
place additional referrals on a waitlist until space becomes available. Clients remain in the program for one year, 
though they graduate at different times, and some have their time extended, so the number of active clients 
fluctuates. As a result, the waitlist also varies—sometimes we have one, and other times we do not. However, when 
referrals exceed our capacity, it becomes too much to manage effectively. We attend court twice a month and 
closely track each client’s progress throughout their participation in the program. Adding another case manager 
would help ensure better oversight of clients, allow for more meaningful engagement, and support stronger 
relationships. Maintaining caseloads closer to 30 clients per case manager enables us to provide higher-quality, 
more consistent support. 

h. Comment from LCA Staff: The direct client support being discussed may only reflect what LCA provides in terms of 
barrier removal and other support services. However, ABC NorCal also provides direct client support as part of this 
program. Specifically, ABC NorCal helps equip clients with the tools necessary for the trade they are pursuing. This 
can include items such as work clothing, boots, and other materials needed for success in their apprenticeship 
programs. I don’t believe that level of direct support was fully captured in what we previously provided to you. 
While we reported our numbers, we did not clearly include ABC NorCal’s portion of direct client support. 

C. Action 
a. ACPO Conner and Assistant LD Louis recommended this item to move forward to the CAB and the CCPEC.   

 
8. Housing Vendor Pool (Discussion & Action) – Gina Temporal and Corrine Lee 

A. Request for $9,000,000 to extend the Housing Vendor Pool for one year.  
B. Discussion: 

a. What is client vs vendor cost percentage? Response: The percentages you seerepresent the portion of funding that 
goes directly to clients. For example, with Kingdom Builders, 4% of the funding goes directly to the client. However, 
as mentioned, much of what we are covering are operational costs, such as beds and other program expenses. They 
also provide food to clients, which reduces the need for a higher percentage of direct client assistance. 

b. What is the average stay for a client? Response: Participants are generally allowed to remain in the program for up 
to 12 months. We also have extensions available for up to six additional months, typically granted in three-month 
increments. These extensions are used to assess whether participants are making progress toward their other goals. 

c. Of the approximately 500 individuals who were housed, given that about 60 were rearrested, how many are 
remaining in the program, and do we know whether they are staying for the full 12 months or the maximum allowed 
time? Response: The majority are staying for 12 months. 

d. Do those earlier referenced percentages represent the portion of funding allocated to barrier removal, 
transportation, and food? Response: Yes. Genesis and BOSS both provide gift cards to each client for food. The other 
programs provide food/meals.  Lao’s 5% covers food as well as matching funds. If a participant in the housing 
program commits to additional program requirements, Lao Family offers matching funds—up to $4,000—for 
expenses such as first and last month’s rent. Clients must open a bank account and verify that they have been saving 
while in the program, and Lao Family will match their funds. 

e. What are you envisioning for this RFP, if we’re maintaining 83% occupancy (sometimes close to 100%) and keeping 
recidivism around 10%, are you planning to keep the program as is and expand partners, or are you proposing a 
different direction? Response: We want to supportively break up with this process, because the goal is to tie it into 
the larger County homelessness strategy. What happens now is that we’re serving people, and as soon as they get 
off probation, they have to reestablish themselves in some instances. That’s why we wanted to combine it with 
H&H. 

f. Comment: Yes, it will encompass elements similar to this. Without getting too far into procurement details, we are 
still working through some of the specifics. The goal is to align it with the larger system while retaining key elements 
of this program. 

g. Will these beds be accessed through the County bed system, or will there be a different referral process? Response: 
These beds, along with the new process, will continue to be accessed through probation referral, so we will still 
have direct access to the housing beds. The intention, however, is to align with the larger system to ensure greater 
equity in how we fund housing and how clients transition to longer-term housing after probation ends. 

chrome-extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https:/alamedacountyca.gov/probation/documents/AIR_HousingVendorPool_ACPD_2026.pdf
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h. Comment: With a better understanding of the recidivism outcomes, I want to make sure we don’t lose the value of 
this program through the merger with the broader housing programming, because there is clearly significant value 
to it. 

i. Comment: It will still remain its own program, but the goal is to gain access to the larger system. This will allow more 
eligible individuals to use the beds we offer, especially those we currently cannot accommodate, such as people 
with pets or men with families. Through this expansion, we aim to serve more people and continue achieving lower 
recidivism outcomes. 

C. Action  
a. ACPO Conner and Assistant LD Louis recommended this item to move forward to the CAB and the CCPEC.   

 

9. Sex Offender Treatment (Discussion & Action) – Gina Temporal and Tashena Barrett 
A. Request for $550,000 to extend the Sex Offender Management Treatment Program for one year.  
B. Discussion: 

a. Comment: Since this is a new contract ,  only three participants have successfully completed the program as most 
are still in treatment.  

b. Did the service provider report whether any participants had sustained arrests while in the program, from entry to 
now, and, if so, whether any of those arrests were for sex offenses? Response: Three participants  were terminated 
and closed out due to re-arrest. However, we do not have data indicating whether those re-arrests were for sex 
offenses. 

c. Comment: A lot of clients term-out of Probation before completing their treatment goals.  
d. Comment: Penal Code 1203.067 requires participation in treatment for a minimum of one year. Frequently, 

treatment continues throughout the full term of supervision and is often recommended beyond the supervision 
period, which would be voluntary. 

e. Comment: It would be helpful to know whether the re-arrests were for sex offenses. That said, the number is low, 
and given the risk factors for this population, it appears you and the treatment providers are doing a great job 
engaging and retaining participants. That’s genuinely a strong outcome, because in other jurisdictions working with 
sex offenders, the numbers are often not nearly as good. Thank you for sharing that. 

C. Action 
a. ACPO Conner and Assistant LD Louis recommended this item to move forward to the CAB and the CCPEC.   

 
10. Vendor Engagement, Workshops, and Stipends (Discussion & Action) – Gina Temporal  

A. Request to approve the allocation of $150,000 from FY 26/27 AB 109 funding for Vendor Engagement, Workshops, and 
Stipends.  

B. Discussion: 
a. Comment: In doing community outreach for Alameda County Probation, I meet many businesses that are not 

contracted providers but want to be involved and known for the services they provide. I think this would be a great 
way to welcome them into the space. 

b. Will vendors that are not currently under contract with the County have access to the events, and will this be shared 
with them and other CCPEC partners so we can distribute it through our channels to potential vendors? Response: 
We’ve created a Coffee Chat flyer and, as we develop the sessions, we’ll share it with you to distribute to your 
network. We’ll also reach out about engagement activities we’re planning, including the reentry simulation, which 
could be an opportunity for participation. Additionally, if you know of vendors we’re not aware of who you’d like 
highlighted at the reentry forum, we’d be glad to consider them. 

c. How exactly will the stipends work? Response: . A set amount has not been determined yet, but non-contracted 
providers would be eligible to request a stipend. Confirmation with our fiscal team on how they will be disbursed is 
still pending, though it will likely be through a direct claim process, to help offset participant expenses, e.g., costs 
associated with taking staff offline for two-days and costs associated with attending the event, such as 
transportation and parking expenses. 

d. I just want to confirm my understanding: this is a series of activities that Probation will coordinate to serve the CBOs, 
and the funding would come from the CBOs’ 50% allocation, is that correct? Response: Yes.  

e. Comment: This is an opportunity to level the playing field by ensuring people are educated and trained on how to 
bid for contracts, increase networking, and strengthen client case management. You have to invest in order to get 
results. 

chrome-extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https:/alamedacountyca.gov/probation/documents/AIR_SOMTP_2026.pdf
chrome-extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https:/alamedacountyca.gov/probation/documents/AIR_VendorEngagementWorkshopStipends_2026.pdf
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C. Action 
a. ACPO Conner and Assistant LD Louis recommended this item to move forward to the CAB and the CCPEC.   
 

11. Probation Client Support Resources (Discussion and Action) – Corrine Lee  
A. Request for $300,000 to fund Direct Client Support.  
B. Discussion:  

a. Have you always spent the funds down in the past, or has any of it rolled over? Response: There has been rollover. 
We currently have a plan to update how we’re spending the funds, and we anticipate an increase in the number of 
clients we’ll be able to serve as a result.  

b. How much is left over? Response: We’re currently reconciling funds because some initial expenditures were billed 
under the wrong code and charged to the general fund instead of this fund. As a result, we don’t have an accurate 
balance right now. As mentioned in the presentation, we’re also working to revamp how we use these funds to 
create a more formalized process. Currently, a significant portion of the funds is distributed as gift cards to support 
families. 

c. Comment: It would also be helpful to understand the breakdown of how the interventions are being deployed. It 
sounds like a majority of the funding goes toward gift cards, but is it also being used for first and last month’s rent 
to support permanent housing, for children and families, or in other ways? I’d like a clearer picture of how the funds 
are flowing. 

d. Comment: It would also be helpful to understand how referrals are accepted. Are they solely from Probation, or do 
you also receive referrals from the courts—for example, when a judge, public defender, or DA identifies a client in 
need? How well-known is this resource within the courts? I’ve seen situations where Probation may not be aware 
of a need, but others in the court system are. So, how is this resource being marketed to ensure the courts can 
notify the department of a client’s need, regardless of whether Probation or the client is aware? I’d like to better 
understand how access is promoted, because if the funds are underutilized, it may be due to limited awareness of 
the resource and how it can be used. 

e. Comment: We don’t currently have a formalized process for how these resources are distributed, but we’re working 
on developing one. I attempted to gather data on the number of gift cards distributed; however, it’s a significant 
undertaking. For example, we purchase Safeway gift cards and provide them to supervisors, who are then 
responsible for tracking and distributing them. As a result, it’s difficult to determine how many have been issued 
over a given period. We are working on putting a tracking system in place and hope to provide more accurate 
information in the near future. 

f. Comment: One thing to note is that this program serves thousands of individuals, and the process is entirely manual. 
We purchase the gift cards, receive them, and log them on paper. With many DPOs handling this process daily—
and a high volume of individuals coming into probation offices for assistance, such as food gift cards—it becomes 
difficult to quickly assess impact. We need to find a way to streamline this manual process so we can more efficiently 
track and understand outcomes. 

g. Action Item: Identify by the CCPEC Meeting what the actual balance is, whether, for example, $50,000 has been 
used and $250,000 remains. 

 
C. Action 

a. ACPO Conner and Assistant LD Louis recommended this item to move forward to the CAB and the CCPEC.   
 
Announcements 
12. Next Meeting: Tuesday, April 7, 2026, from 3:00 PM to 5:00 PM (Discussion)  
 
13. Public Comment 

A. The new Brown Act requirements will be reviewed at the next meeting. A copy of the Brown Act will be available in the 
room at each meeting, and a copy will also be included in the meeting documents posted online. 

14. Adjournment – The meeting was adjourned at 5:10 pm.  

chrome-extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https:/alamedacountyca.gov/probation/documents/AIR_ProbClientSupport_FY26.27.pdf

