		

Process and Evaluation Workgroup
Meeting Minutes
November 5, 2025


In attendance:  
· Rodney Brooks, Alameda County Public Defenders 
· John Lam, Founder, Cre8Innovations 
· Shawn Rowland, Our Road Prison Project 
· Charlie Eddy, Urban Strategies Council  
· Janene Grigsby, Alameda County Probation Department  
· Kelly R. Glossup, Alameda County Sheriff’s Office 
· Jean Moses, Interfaith Coalition for Justice in Our Jails 
· Rezsin Gonzalez, Alameda County Probation Department 
· John Jones III, Urban Strategies Council 
· Darryl Stewart, Alameda County Supervisor Nate Miley’s Office 
· Annette Brisco, Alameda County Probation Department 
The meeting started with an explanation of the first topic for discussion, data detailing how many people with lived experience working on AB 109 contracts were able to gain access to the jail to perform the required services for the contract. 
Meeting attendees reviewed the documentation prior to the Sheriff’s staff’s explanation of the data. 
A Summary of the Explanation of the Data and Related Discussion is Below:
· The Sheriff’s staff decided to look at the applications starting from January 2025 through October 2025.
· There was a total of 352 site clearance requests overall,( not just AB 109 service providers) which included individuals providing educational support, Chaplin services, AA, NA etc. 
· Of the 352, 35 had lived experience and were initially approved in accordance with the Sheriff’s policy.
· There were 32 who were initially denied, 13 of those were forwarded to a Captain  for further review and granted entry into Santa Rita.   
· The remaining 19 of the 32 did not submit an appeal; upon further review it was determined that applicants who did not submit an appeal were requesting to enter for a one day event.  The Sheriff questioned whether everyone working on an AB 109 contract checked that box on the application.
· There were 9 people with lived experience who were working on AB 109 contracts who applied for entry, 2 were initially approved and 7 were initially denied. Four of the initial denials were forwarded to a Captain for further review and were cleared to enter. 
· The three remaining cases were requesting entry for a one day event, and one of those people has recently appealed the denial and now wants to enter the jail.
· Meeting participants thanked the Sheriff’s staff for their work in providing the information.
· One meeting participant questioned – and it was confirmed that everyone who was denied  and later reviewed by a Captain was granted entry into the jail.
· The Sheriff is attempting to allow entry to individuals initially denied based on prior convictions.  Part of the practice is to have the applications initially denied by classifications sent to a Captain for further review, before the denial letter is sent, giving the Captain the opportunity to “override’ the denial.
· One meeting participant noted that the appeal letter is sent by “snail mail” which many no longer utilize. The Sheriff’s staff acknowledged the issue and are working internally to  develop a solution.
· There needs to be a way to indicate if people are applying for a one day event, so if they are initially denied the application can be forwarded to a Captain and potentially receive and override. 
· None of the AB 109 related applicants appealed; it was noted, the denial letter does not mention there is an appeal process. The Sheriff is having internal discussions about amendments to the denial letter and the overall appeal process.
· The data shows a very small number of AB 109 contract staff with lived experience requesting  clearance to enter the jail. This raised the question as to why AB 109 contractors have so few staff with lived experience who are requesting entry into the jail, is it because of the barrier to entry?
· The Sheriff’s research also uncovered that organizations with AB 109 contracts are attempting to use that status to secure entry to the jail to  provide non-AB 109 related services. 
· Probation is currently employing a triage strategy to reduce the number of contractors who are requesting entry to the Jail.
· Probation and the Sheriff are working to identify a weekly time slot for AB 109 contractors to enter the jail to onboard clients as needed.
· The goal of the pre-screening is to create a more appropriate match between the client and the service provider; and only have AB 109 service providers in the jail at the appropriate time. 
· The question was raised whether the new screening policy may prevent providers from making an initial connection with clients prior to exiting the jail, which is key to success.
· An additional question was asked, can we request data prior to January 2025. Additional data requests were discussed later in the meeting. 
· Applicants are “denied as a result of their criminal history” after the Sheriff  reviews prior convictions. It should be noted, there were no other issues that came up which  triggered a denial other than prior convictions.
· How long does the override process take? – At times a few months due to staff changes and current practices which are being addressed internally by the Sheriff.
· The classification Seargent reviewing the applications is not part of the re-entry team, so Sheriff’s re-entry team staff are helping them to understand the practices and Sheriff’s intentions. 
A Summary of the Discussion About Next Steps is Listed Below:
· Based on what was said, attendees contemplated the following issues before making an updated data request:

· The small number of AB 109 providers who are requesting entry into the jail, which is not expected to change in the near future. 
· The difficulty of pulling the data.

· Probation and Sheriff’s staff raised some questions about how the data is collected, which may skew the total number of AB 109 contractors higher. 
· No applicants who have received a denial letter have appealed – the current denial letter does not  inform people of the appeal process. 
· If after the internal review the applicant is denied, does the appeal process become moot.
· Previous mitigation activities have changed the minds of Sheriff’s staff. 
· The intention of the Sheriff’s internal process was to support individuals and keep them from doing the work of the appeal.
· The appeal process can make it clear that the applicant does not pose a threat to safety, which is the main concern of the clearance staff.
· We want to advocate that the denial letter mentions the appeal process –  the Sheriff’s staff is working on this issue internally. 
· The Sheriff has said they are open to reviewing a mitigation letter with the initial application; do we want to continue to do this. At the next meeting attendees will discuss the mitigation letter.
· Do we want the application to clearly note that prior convictions may trigger a denial?
·  A change in the Sheriff’s policy is not likely, so presenting the full picture of the application process, and the rationale of the appeal process needs to be part of the proposed tool kit. 
· Public Defender staff and Sheriff’s staff will discuss the next request for clearance data prior to the next meeting. 
· The agenda for the next meeting will include topics to address in the mitigation letter and elements of the proposed  tool kit. 
The meeting adjourned at 11:58.
