		

Process and Evaluation Workgroup
Meeting Minutes
April 2, 2025


In attendance:  
· Rodney Brooks, Alameda County Public Defenders 
· Gina Temporal, Alameda County Probation Department 
· Janica Wilson, Alameda County Probation Department 
· Naseem Badiey, Alameda County Probation Department 
· Charles Turner, Alameda County Workforce Development Board
· Shawn Rowland, Our Road Prison Project 
· Rick Wood, Rubicon Programs 
· Robert Bowden, All of us or None 
· Jean Moses, Interfaith Coalition for Justice in our Jails 
· Taqwaa Bonner, All of Us or None 
· Dan Murphy, Alameda County Sheriff’s Office
· Doug Butler, The Alameda County Community Advisory Board
· Charlie Eddy, Urban Strategies Council 
· Janene Grigsby, Alameda County Probation Department 
· Darryl Stewart, Alameda County Supervisor Nate Miley’s Office
· James Douglas, Community Member
· Denise Moody, Building Opportunities for Self-Sufficiency 
· Ann Jenks, The Urban Strategies Council
The meeting opened with a description of the responsibilities of the Process and Evaluation Workgroup.  Next was a review of some of the previous Workgroup successes including, amending the Sheriff’s clearance policy for people with lived experience who are working on AB 109 contracts, and creating the Agenda Information Request form which organizations use to provide details related to their AB 109 funding requests. 
The participants reviewed and approved the February meeting minutes.
Seargent Dan Murphy gave a brief update about the implementation of the revised clearance process. A summary of the discussion and presentation is below. 
· During the initial implementation of public safety realignment, community-based organizations (CBOs) applying for funding were encouraged to hire people with lived experience. Many organizations agreed and assigned their staff with lived experience to enter Santa Rita jail and begin the intake process with new clients. The Sheriff was rejecting numerous clearance requests by the CBO staff. Community members, probation staff and the sheriff’s staff worked through the Process and Evaluation Workgroup to amend the intake form, which now allows applicants to disclose if they are working on an AB 109 contract. 

· Seargent Murphy explained that each application is looked at individually. Someone with a prior conviction from a number of years ago, may receive an “override” from the Captain, and be granted clearance.  The Sheriff’s Agency takes it into consideration if you are cleared to enter a the jail in another county. There are many individuals with prior convictions who are cleared to enter Santa Rita and are providing services in the jail. 

· A meeting participant who was denied clearance approximately a year ago, was asked if they could re-apply, and was told yes.

· It was asked if any prior convictions or other issues are considered non-starters. Individuals currently on probation and parole are not given clearance nor are people who were recently in Santa Rita.  People who are not honest on the application about prior convictions are not granted clearance; specially if they are not truthful about the scope and nature of the convictions. 

· Question: People who were in Santa Rita whose cases have been dismissed, are they denied clearance? Answer: Clearances are decided on a case by case basis. Question: Does the denial letter include a reason. Answer: Unclear, but it does explain the appeal process.  

· Question: Are there things individuals can do to mitigate factors that would result in their denial of clearance. Answer: There is not a clear yes or no, but it would be taken under consideration.  

· Question: How do you apply for clearance: Answer: First, filling out the request form; next the Sheriff would need to decide which “umbrella” is appropriate, if it is not AB 109.

· Parole is not punishment, but a pathway to re-entry. Civic engagement is part of successful re-entry. Since being released, I have worked to change laws, started businesses and advocated for the rights of returning citizens.  The Sheriff understands the validity of having formerly incarcerated people inside as instructors, at times a deputy has escorted some individuals who would not have been cleared to enter the facility otherwise. 

· It is most beneficial for employers to have a conversation with our staff, before an employee with lived experience makes a request for clearance, an open dialogue helps to improve the an individual’s chance to gain entry.

· Question: How long does it take for an applicant to find out if they are cleared or denied? Are there special one-time clearances for special events? Answer: It takes 7-10 days for an applicant to be cleared. 

· Question: How is a person’s character and impact of their work considered in the clearance process? How can employes provide input during the initial application process?  Answer: That is part of the appeals process. Question: Can training be provided for AB 109 providers to assist them in hiring individuals who are more likely to receive clearance? Answer: There are two challenges that often arise around a person with lived experience receiving clearance, one, is honesty about their past. Second, the high turnover of CBO staff. Often newly hired people who have been cleared to enter the jail will take a new position with another organization. 

· Queston: Do you track how many people are cleared and denied who are working on AB 109 contracts? Answer: The person tracking that information is currently not working, I can follow up when he returns. Question: Please clarify how character is considered?  Answer: The issue of character is reviewed by Captains during the appeals process. Question: Not listing the prior arrests may not be an attempt to deceive the Sheriff’s staff. Answer: We look to see if people are way off base in what they report. 

· Calling a form incomplete may not be accurate. People may not fill out past convictions for a number of reasons, can they be initially called incomplete, and asked to re-submit. Omitting information and addressing incompleteness are addressed in the appeals process. 

· Question: Are the people who initially reject clearances the same people who review the appeals. Answer: No, the people who review the appeals are of a higher rank.

Next was a presentation about the current Agenda Information Request form and the proposed changes. A summary of the discussion and questions are below:
· Sections in the form with bullets have been replaced with numbers.

· Some of the contracts have multiple providers, the new form allows for the identification of multiple providers and the respective Board of Supervisors District of the applicant.  

· How or when is the form used. There are a few ways that the form is used. If someone is requesting direct funding (which is usually discouraged) the vendor would fill out the form. The form is also used to get renewal funding requests on the agenda for the Fiscal and Procurement Workgroup and the CCP EC Executive Committee. 

· Some questions were moved to the program section.  There was some clarity provided to the questions about the number of contract extensions. The new form also provides a place to show expenditures, the dates of individual expenditures and the cost per client. Finally, the form notes if the request is a contract extension.  Contract extensions are limited under the county procurement practices; services must go out to bid after five years.

· The form adds a new question about staff salaries compared to the salary of the Executive Director/Senior organization staff. 

· Is the question about the salaries for the staff working in the particular contract, or the salaries for everyone in the agency? It depends if the contract pays for a portion of the Executive Director’s salary. It would be helpful to collect the salary of the Executive Director/CEO and the line staff of the organization, since the discrepancy is often so vast. There are many laws about transparency in salaries.  If the contract is approved by the Board, all the salaries need to be public. While many probation staff are pushing for livable wages, the department may not be successful in requesting or receiving all that information.  

· As the meeting closed, there were questions about the next steps for assessing the clearance process, it was suggested that CBO staff with lived experience who have applied for clearance come to the next meeting. 

The meeting adjourned at 12:18 PM



