		

Process and Evaluation Workgroup
Meeting Minutes
February 4, 2026


In attendance:  
· Rodney Brooks, Alameda County Public Defenders 
· Shawn Rowland, Our Road Prison Project 
· Rezsin Gonzalez, Alameda County Probation Department 
· Kelly Glossup, The Alameda County Sheriff’s Office
· Janene Grigsby, Alameda County Probation Department
· Sylvia Gipson, Alameda County Probation Department 
· Jaye Woolery, Building Opportunities for Self-Sufficiency
· Christina LaForcarde, Building Opportunities for Self-Sufficiency
· Gina Temporal, Alameda County Probation Department
· Doug Butler, The Cypress Mandela Training Center 
· Darryl Stewart, Alameda County Supervisor Nate Miley
The meeting opened with an explanation of the purpose of the workgroup, then attendees introduced themselves; next the participants reviewed the meeting materials. 
After reviewing the meeting materials an explanation was provided about the Community Corrections Partnership Workgroups, and which workgroups report directly to the Community Corrections Partnership Executive Committee.  
The meeting materials were designed to help the attendees develop recommendations about what to do when a committee and workgroup are unable to come to a majority when making a decision. 
There was a brief “level setting conversation” to make sure everyone understood the topics of discussion for the day. 
A summary of the discussion is below
· Questions were raised about the difficulty of developing recommendations when the Workgroups function differently.
· Some of the participants noted that the Community Corrections Partnership Policies and Procedures Manual does not address how the workgroups operate. The policies also do not reference how the information flows from the Workgroups to the Executive Committee. 
· The way the Workgroups are functioning, if a vote ends in a tie, the issue is not forwarded to the Community Corrections Partnership Executive Committee (CCP-EC). Therefore, the no vote essentially counts as 50% +1
· The question was raised whether a workgroup can (should) consist of two people. 
· It was suggested that the CCP-EC may be unwilling to accept changing the idea of having the Workgroups operate differently. 
· It was also noted that there are workgroups, sub-committees and the Community Advisory Board (CAB). The workgroups and sub-committees  were created by the CCP Executive Committee, and the CAB was created by the Board of Supervisors; the entity that created the body (workgroup, sub-committee, CAB etc.) has the authority to decide how they operate.  
· Since the CCP EC has seven members, the  maximum number for a workgroup  is three. 
· Furthermore, there has been some discussion between the Probation Department and  County Counsel questioning whether the four workgroups created by the CCP EC are standing committees or ad-hoc committees.  Standing committees meet regularly, have a defined scope of work and are required to follow the Brown Act. County Counsel has stated the workgroups function as ad-hoc committees. Ad-Hoc Committees are formed to address a specific issue and disband once the task is complete; and they are not required to follow the Brown Act. 
· One proposed recommendation was to have the CCP EC decide if the workgroups are standing committees or ad-hoc committees.  A suggestion might be that the workgroups continue to function as they have over the years and the CCP EC continuously monitor their activities. 
· It was noted, if part of the purpose of the workgroups is to provide a space for community members to share their perspectives, perhaps we can create something like the agenda review process, and the community can request to have an issue taken up by an ad-hoc workgroup. 
· It was suggested that some workgroups could be considered standing committees and others could be considered ad-hoc committees. 
· A response was that a standing committee is the best way to keep community involved because of the regularity of the meetings. 
· A follow up suggestion was that the groups that meet regularly should be standing committees while others should be ad-hoc. 
It was agreed that at the next meeting to discuss potential solutions for workgroups vs. standing committees. 
After a brief summary of the challenges that occurred at the September Fiscal and Procurement Meeting which uncovered the issues being discussed at Process and Evaluation, the group flushed out some initial ideas to discuss in March.
· Developing alternatives to a tie vote meaning a motion fails, specifically if the workgroup only has two members. 
· Developing some clarifications about how the workgroups operate.
The meeting adjourned at 12:02
