		

Process and Evaluation Workgroup
Meeting Minutes
September 3, 2025


In attendance:  
· Rodney Brooks, Alameda County Public Defenders 
· Rezsin Gonzalez, Alameda County Probation Department
· Shawn Rowland, Our Road Prison Project 
· Rick Wood, Rubicon Programs 
· Doug Butler, The Alameda County Community Advisory Board
· Charlie Eddy, Urban Strategies Council 
· Janene Grigsby, Alameda County Probation Department 
· Shawn Rowland, Our Road Prison Project
· Kelly R. Glossup, Alameda County Sheriff’s Office
· John Jones, The Urban Strategies Council
· Anne Janks, The Urban Strategies Council
· Anette Brisco, Alameda County Probation Department
A summary was provided about how the Workgroup successfully collaborated with the Alameda County Sheriff’s Office to amend the Santa Rita Jail clearance process to recognize when the applicant is working on an AB 109 contract. 
The group was asked to review the Contra Costa County jail clearance process in comparison with Alameda County’s process.  The meeting attendees requested more time to review the documents. 
An update was provided about the data collection the Workgroup requested of the Sheriff’s Office regarding people with lived experience successfully gaining clearance to enter Santa Rita Jail.  It was noted that under the current policy people with prior felonies, on probation, or on parole are initially denied, but the Sheriff’s staff quickly move those applications to the appeal process, and they work to admit as many as possible. There are several federal laws that prevent people with certain past histories from entering the jail. The Sheriff’s staff recognizes the importance of having people with lived experience working inside of the jail. The update on the current clearance policies and practices generated a discussion which is summarized below.
Discussion Summary
· The original data request of the Sheriff by the Workgroup was to provide the following information about the clearance process for people with lived experience working on an Alameda County AB 109 contract:

· What is the number of people who requested clearance to enter the jail?
· How many of those individuals were denied clearance to enter the jail?
· What is the number of people who were allowed to enter the jail upon their initial request? 
· How many people who were initially denied entry were granted admission upon appeal?

· The data does not seem to  exist in one place, someone on the Sheriff’s team may need to manually review all the applications.
· What is the number of people granted entry into the jail with prior convictions  who have been asked to leave because of inappropriate behavior?
· There may not be an accurate way to track if people inside are working on an AB 109 contract.
· Can the clearance application better identify why you want to enter the jail, i.e. working on an AB 109 contract, to provide some other service, etc.
· Can we compare the rate of successful entry for people with lived experience working on an AB 109 contract to the number of people with lived experience who are not working on an AB 109 contract? This will help to gauge if working on an AB 109 contract is having any impact on gaining clearance to access the jail.
· Can we clarify the question about sexual abuse, the current implication is the question only refers to the perpetrator.
· Not disclosing the prior convictions is cause for an initial denial.
· The three letters in the appeal process can be a heavy lift; can we discuss substitutions? 
· What are the  most frequent reasons individuals are denied clearance initially and what are the most frequent reasons for denial on appeal?
· What denials are beyond the sheriff’s policy i.e. federal laws, state laws etc.
· What grounds for denial are unique to Alameda County?
· How can we streamline the appeal process, understanding there are initial denials based on the current policy.
· The discussion of the appeal process will be the focus of the next meeting.
· How long does the clearance and appeal process take?
· What is the number of people who have been approved upon appeal who acted inappropriately while in the jail?
· How can we address the practice of initial denials for non-disclosure of prior convictions.  The Sheriff staff has said this is an honesty test, people may not genuinely remember. 
· Can we get some clarity on the issues related to having relationships with people inside?
· Providing additional information as part of the original application in anticipation of the initial denial may not move the needle on initial acceptance.
· The Sheriff does not want to publicly list convictions that will result in denial, the department does not want to be boxed in, they want to maintain some flexibility.
· The application does not allow for enough space to list all convictions. Asking people to recount prior convictions can be traumatizing. Can the applicant just provide their PFN and acknowledge they don’t remember everything?
· Accepting the response of not remembering all prior convictions and providing your PFN needs to be considered, we don’t want to re-traumatize individuals who have overcome the mistakes of their past. 
· Can we get some clarity, are we attempting to change the policy or changing the Sheriff’s practices?
· Is there a way to recognize the population we are talking about are employes or volunteers attempting to carry out a mission and/or are working on a county approved contract. The population we are talking about are employees coming to fulfill a work responsibility. 
· Streamlining the process for AB 109 applicants or for volunteers for a one day event is worthy of consideration. 
· We should consider placing some of the responsibility on Probation and the employer, it is a lot of pressure for a new employee. 
· Are the prior convictions considered in the clearance process only in California or are out of state convictions considered as well.
· Sheriff’s staff agreed to return to the next meeting, listing their progress, including delineating the different departments that are required to address each issue. It was acknowledged that developing an accurate timeline for all the requests would be difficult. All the site clearance issues can only be addressed/changed by higher level sworn staff.  The appropriate Sheriff’s staff will meet prior to the next meeting and return with a game plan, identifying the low hanging fruit and issues that are more challenging. 
· For the next meeting, sheriff’s staff will be invited to present an update, people with lived experience will be invited to discuss potential changes to the appeal process. 
· Sheriff’s staff will explore the possibility of  meeting staff with lived experience prior to submitting their application to be cleared to enter the jail. 
The meeting adjourned at 11:49 AM.
