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DRAFT MINUTES 

 

Tuesday, September 24, 2013 

10:00 a.m.  

San Francisco Federal Building 

90 7th Street, Conference Room B-020/040 

San Francisco, CA 94103 

 

Members in Attendance: Simin Shamji (co-chair, alternate for Public Defender Jeff Adachi), 

Paul Henderson (co-chair), Tara Anderson (co-chair, alternate for District Attorney Gascon), 

Sheriff Mirkarimi (co-chair), Chief Wendy Still (co-chair), Anthony Castellano (alternate for 

Yador Harrell), Armel Farnsworth (alternate for Steve Lin), Karen Roye, Deputy Chief David 

Shinn (alternate for Chief Gregory Suhr), Gary Levene (alternate for Chief Allen Nance), James 

Whelly (alternate for Trent Rhorer) and Robert Bowden 

Members Absent: Greg Asay (alternate for Rhonda Simmons), Maria Su, Craig Murdock 

(alternate for Jo Robinson)  

 

1. Call to Order and Introductions. 

 

Sheriff Mirkarimi called the meeting to order at 10:20 AM. He introduced the co-chairs. Sheriff 

thanked Anthony Castellano for arranging the venue at the Federal Building. Members 

introduced themselves. Sheriff Mirkarimi made announcement about evacuation procedures in 

the case of emergency. 

2. Public Comment on Any Item Listed Below as for “Discussion Only”. 

 

Sheriff Mirkarimi asked for public comment. There was none.  

3. Review and Adoption of Meeting Minutes of July 16, 2013 (discussion & possible action). 

 

Sheriff Mirkarimi asked members to review the minutes. Sheriff Mirkarimi asked for a motion to 

approve the minutes. Karen Roye moved and Armel Farnsworth seconded the motion. No public 

comment. The motion carried at 10:24 AM. 

4. Staff Report on Council and Subcommittee Activities, Membership and Discussion of 

Ordinance to Renew Reentry Council (discussion only). 

 

Sara Moore-Jordan introduced herself and gave the staff report on the Reentry Council and 

Subcommittee activities. Sara asked the members who just arrived to introduce themselves.  

Sara explained that appointments are in process for the seven vacant seats on the Council. She 

thanked the Mayor’s Office for its help in filling the seats. The Council received 26 applications 

for the Mayor’s Office seats and 21 applications for the Board of Supervisors’ seats. Staff is 

processing applications and conducting interviews now. The Board of Supervisors is voting on 
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the appointments on October 3
rd

 at 1:30. The meeting is open to public. Appointments will be 

made final in the next few weeks. 

 

The Reentry Council still has a vacancy for the Board of Supervisors’ seat. Reentry staff is 

reaching out to Board of Supervisors to fill this seat. 

 

There is also a vacancy for the Superior Court’s seat on the Council. The Court maintains that it 

has a conflict of interest and cannot fill the seat. Staff has reviewed the ordinance and found that 

the Council can make an appointment if the Court does not fill the seat. Chief Still announced 

that she met with the Presiding Judge and that the Court is re-evaluating its decision and may 

decide to appoint someone in lieu of a judge. She will keep Council informed. 

 

Sara reported on the subcommittee activities. The Subcommittee on Assessment and 

Connections has not yet met. It will meet on Oct 10
th

. The Subcommittee on Support and 

Opportunities and the Subcommittee on Policy and Operational Practices have met. The 

subcommittees are working on fleshing out the work plans that were made last year. New 

members of the subcommittees are welcome. The meetings have been a good opportunity to re-

engage and re-connect with the subcommittees’ work and to discuss the future of the Reentry 

Council given the sun setting of the ordinance. The Council will have a discussion about the 

ordinance today. Sara thanked the members of the subcommittees for their time and dedication. 

 

Sara discussed the process for renewing the ordinance authorizing the Reentry Council. She 

referred members to their agenda packet materials and read section 5.1.1. She explained that the 

subcommittees have been discussing the purpose of the Council generally. She referred to the 

discussion topics that came up in these discussions that are listed in the footnotes of the agenda 

materials.  

 

Discussion topics regarding the renewal of the Reentry Council ordinance included 

suggestion/comment that a designated staff member is named to support the Reentry Council. 

The group does not currently include a juvenile member. More participation/outreach to 

juveniles would be useful. Chief Still commented that we should be careful to not pull juveniles 

more into the criminal justice system by including them on the Council, especially because the 

City/County already has other bodies dealing specifically with juvenile justice issues. Chief 

Nance commented that the Reentry Council has the capacity to serve all people involved in the 

criminal justice system, including juveniles and juvenile probation. This will allow us to develop 

a comprehensive reentry strategy. He stressed that collaboration across adult and juvenile 

systems is key and asked that Juvenile Probation be named as a member of the council. Chief 

Still confirmed that Juvenile Probation is already a named member of the Council. Jessica 

Flintoft clarified that Juvenile Probation has been on the Council since its beginning. The stated 

purpose of the Council refers to juveniles. She’d like to keep all of these issues on the table for 

future discussion. Chief Still asked Chief Nance if he feels this is enough or if there should be 

more explicit naming of having juveniles themselves on the Council. 

 

There were several comments about membership including consensus that those on the Council 

now are the right people. There was a discussion about adding members who have been 
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victims/survivors. Comments that designating one or two seats for victims/survivors could create 

tension and that even without the designation the voice of victims is present on the Council.  

 

Originally, 1/3 of Council was to be formerly incarcerated. Now the Reentry Council has 23 not 

21 members. There was a request made that those who have been in the system but not in 

custody be allowed to fill the seats of formerly incarcerated. There was a recommendation to 

change quorum from 11 to 13 to bring in line with standard rules that quorum equals 50% plus 1 

of the members. 

 

Sara asked for feedback from Council. Sheriff asked if victims or others could serve on 

committees if not in a formal seat. Another suggestion was to require Council members to attend 

subcommittee meetings or send a representative. This would help the work of the 

subcommittees. 

 

Tara Anderson suggested incorporating into the regular updates an update from the Family 

Violence Council, to include voices of victims. Jessica commented that we have codified 

working with other bodies and can do the same with the Family Violence Council. 

 

Chief Still asked other members how they feel about changing the quorum to 13. All agreed.  

 

Sara said that they will continue to take comments and will bring a formal proposal for renewal 

of the ordinance to the Board of Supervisors in December. 

 

Chief Still commented about mandating representation from the Council members on the 

subcommittees. She hesitates to mandate because everyone is so busy but suggested that the 

Council could request each Council member to say which subcommittee they want to remain 

involved with to receive updates and/or send a representative. 

 

Sara commented that we have extended the reach of the subcommittees to include those not on 

the Council. There is an informal application for the subcommittees available today and online at 

www.sfreentry.com.  The deadline for applications is this Friday, Sept 27
th

. 

 

There was a suggestion that the Reentry Council should meet more frequently because of the 

time-sensitive nature of much of the work it is involved with.  There was a suggestion to move to 

4 or more meetings per year. Another comment that the meetings of subcommittees and having 

Council members more involved in the subcommittees could satisfy this need rather than holding 

more Council meetings. 

 

Sheriff Mirkarimi stated that the intent when the Reentry Council was created was that 

eventually the Council would grow and have real weight on the Mayor and Board of 

Supervisors’ legislative decisions. The Council does have representation from the Mayor but not 

from the Board of Supervisors now. The original idea was that the Council would serve as a 

feeder into the Board of Supervisors regarding policy decisions on issues the Council works on. 

He reiterated the importance of having a Board of Supervisor member or even a proxy. Chief 

Still asked who the Board’s Public Safety chair is because that person would be the natural 

member of the Council. Sheriff Mirkarimi agreed that that is who it should be, or the President of 

http://www.sfreentry.com/
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the Board and that there should be a discussion about this. He stated that the Council is an 

advisory body only that does not make recommendations or legislation so it is important that 

there is someone on the Council who does make legislative decisions to hear what is discussed. 

Without having someone at the meetings, it’s harder to get the Council’s messages across to City 

Hall. Sara stated that this is a topic that will be discussed more and that staff is reaching out to 

individual Board of Supervisor members. 

 

Sara stated that there will be draft language of the renewal ordinance at the December meeting. 

 

Sara announced the next California Reentry Council Network conference call this Thursday at 

10am and their next meeting is on October 10
th

. 

 

Sheriff Mirkarimi proposed that the four co-chairs send a letter to the Board of Supervisors 

asking for a representative from the Board to attend the Council meetings. All agreed. 

 

5. Regular Update on Reentry Related Funding, and Update on Implementation of the 

Second Chance Act funded projects (discussion only). 

 

Jennifer Scaife presented the update on reentry related funding and referred members to their 

agenda packets. She called attention to page 9 of funding memo and explained that the District 

Attorney’s office was recently awarded a grant to serve victims of crime in the Bayview/Hunter's 

Point community. Tara Anderson gave an overview of the grant. Its objective is to address crime 

prevention through victim services in their own communities. The program is a Safer Together 

collaborative. The first year (starting Oct 1st) is a collaborative planning process with the 

community. Those interested in more details can contact Tara or refer to the DA’s website. 

 

Jennifer referred members to page 10 of the funding memo which summarizes the City’s pending 

applications with DOJ. Jennifer also referred members to Page 11 which summarizes those grant 

applications which were unsuccessful. She stated that we will continue to try to be competitive 

for these awards in upcoming grant cycles. 

 

Jennifer next referred members to the Second Chance Act grant program summary in the agenda 

packets, specifically the ReentrySF program. Recently the Bridging Group completed a one-year 

evaluation of the program. Jennifer introduced Kelly Winter to describe the program and the 

evaluation. 

 

Kelly Winter presented the findings of the evaluation of ReentrySF. The evaluation is in the 

agenda packet. Kelly presented a brief description of the program, demographic characteristics of 

the ReentrySF participants, quantitative results of the evaluation, preliminary outcomes of the 

program (43 job placements, lower re-arrest rates than AB109 clients who weren’t referred or 

didn’t engage with ReentrySF), and the importance of programs like ReentrySF for the work of 

APD and the “new” approach of probation. Kelly reiterated that the program has been key to the 

rehabilitation of many of our clients and that it’s exciting to be a part of the change in probation. 
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Chief Still thanked Kelly for all of her work. Karen Roye commented that it is inspiring to see 

this kind of work happening and to see the systemic change taking place in our agencies. She 

applauded APD for its trailblazing work in how it can do better and get results and change lives. 

 

6. Regular Update on Implementation of the Justice Reinvestment Initiative (discussion 

only). 

 

Sara Moore-Jordan gave an update on the JRI project. She referred to Agenda Item #6 and 

explained the three areas of focus for the JRI project. Leah Rothstein has been working on a 

Letter of Intent for Phase II funding for JRI. The three strategies identified in Phase I are: 

A. Shorten probation lengths 

B. Reduce pre-trial jail population 

C. Reduce disproportionately high proportion of people of color in the City’s criminal 

justice system. (Karen Roye gave a great presentation at the last Council meeting about 

what her department is doing to address this.) 

 

Chief Still commented that the entire country is struggling with the issue of disproportionality. 

She has served on a group at Harvard about how to impact this issue. Papers and strategies will 

come out of these executive sessions. She will provide updates on this in the future. She 

reiterated that we are not alone in this struggle and it’s an important issue for us to focus on. 

 

Sara invited Will Leong from the Pre-Trial Diversion Project to discuss strategy B on reducing 

the pre-trial jail population. 

 

Will Leong commented that the current status of PDP’s contract is resolved. He stated that PDP 

hopes to have a contract signed and in place by October 1
st
. Will described the pre-trial 

population. The current jail count is the lowest he’s ever seen. The most interesting point that the 

Council should be aware of is that while the jail population is down, the pre-trial releases are up 

70%. He explained that the major stakeholders’ policies are kicking in and that San Francisco’s 

progressive policies are having an effect. The jail population is down and so is the pre-trial 

population. There were 1,673 releases pre-trial this year, compared to 973 last year. Will thanked 

the Sheriff for quick intervention in pushing the contract through without interruption. The PDP 

contract will involve some cuts; about 17% of its overall budget will be cut. PDP will be able to 

keep working, but some services/programs will be affected. The stakeholders will have to weigh 

in on what the priorities are in determining where the cuts will be made. Will commended the 

staff of PDP for carrying on in the face of uncertainty and cuts. 

 

Will explained that these cuts go counter to the JRI strategy recommendation. One of the cuts 

they are considering is to close one of their offices where they provide services. The good news 

is that all stakeholders are working together seamlessly on pre-trial releases. The system runs 

smoothly, which hasn’t always been the case. He stated that looking at this population and 

implementing the JRI strategy is incredibly important. 

 

Chief Still asked about the net impact of the cuts and how many individuals will be impacted. 

Will said it is across the board about 17%. If the the supervision part of their program is 
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dismantled, there will be negative impacts throughout the system. Homeless services will have to 

be capped, which PDP has never had to do.  

 

Chief Still commented that any reduction in PDP capacity goes counter to what is being 

recommended on a statewide basis. She stated that she will work with County partners to find a 

solution. If PDP’s capacity is reduced, it costs the County more in jail bed days, up to $4.8 

million in general fund costs. 

 

Simin Shamji commented that this is alarming and concerning. This program should not be 

getting cut right now. She stated that every person at the table here supports the PDP program 

and that PDP has the Public Defender’s support that these services are not cut but hopefully 

expanded. 

 

Sheriff Mirkarimi commented that he will ask the Mayor’s office for some increase in funding to 

help avoid these cuts. He cautioned that while San Francisco has invested in pre-trial, in contrast 

the incarceration of African Americans has not improved over the years. He wants to be careful 

that we recognize that the proportion of African Americans incarcerated has not changed over 

time. The pre-trial incarceration rates in San Francisco have not changed when you take into 

account the level of services provided. We need to do everything we can to buttress PDP if 

indeed pre-trial caseloads will go up. 

 

Armel Farnsworth asked if anyone has looked at the pre-trial services provided and whether they 

are tailored to people of color or by gender. Will answered that their two priorities are getting 

people back to court and maintaining safety. Given the volume they are seeing (8,000 interviews 

this year, homeless caseload capped at 30), this is their priority. There are some are gender 

specific services. However, PDP’s priority is immediacy and accessibility. Armel asked if there 

is some attention to being responsive to race/ethnicity and gender. How do you have better 

outcomes with the funding you have? He commented that the immediacy is essential, but so is 

the responsivity. 

 

Chief Still commented that PDP has an immediate response, but that there must be a culturally 

competent, gender responsive, trauma informed approach throughout the system. APD is driven 

by these strategies and working with the DA’s office about these issues. Tara explained about the 

grant the DA’s office received around victim services in the Bayview as well as another project 

with the Vera Institute focuses on points of discretion in the sentencing process where there 

could be bias and addressing those. 

 

Will Leong closed by saying that the PDP team is very culturally competent, diverse, and excel 

at meeting the needs of their clients. 

 

7. Regular Update on Legislative and Policy Issues Related to Reentry (discussion only).   

 

Sara referred members to their Agenda packets summarizing legislation and policy issues. She 

called attention to AB 218, a statewide measure on ban the box issues. She referred to page 4 of 

the Agenda Item #7 which highlights three items of local legislation. At the last Council meeting 

Supervisor Kim’s office gave a presentation about the local legislation regarding criminal 
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histories and job applications. We will hear another update from Supervisor Kim’s office in 

December. 

 

James Whelly commented that next week the Affordable Care Act starts. San Francisco will start 

enrolling adults and expect it to impact 4,000 residents. Sheriff Mirkarimi commented that they 

will have seminars in the jail about the Affordable Care Act. 

 

8. Discussion of Reentry Housing Strategy (discussion only).  

 

Jessica Flintoft referred members to the memo in the Agenda packet. The Sheriff has stressed his 

concern about the need for safe affordable housing for those coming out of custody. He 

convened a work group on this issue. Jessica explained that staff has been working with the 

Corporation for Supportive Housing on this issue and that they will present at the next Council 

meeting. The memo lays out all of the strategies that have been considered to date. 

 

The objectives of work on this issue are two-fold: expand immediate housing options to those 

leaving custody, and make affordable housing more accessible to those with criminal records. 

 

Jessica described the five strategies outlined in the memo: 

1. Access to emergency housing upon release 

2. Increase supply of supportive housing for reentry population 

3. Improve policy and increase access 

4. Increasing access to existing housing 

5. Education and empowerment. 

 

The Corporation for Supportive Housing (CSH) has worked on a Frequent Users of Multiple 

Systems (FUSE) analysis, similar to High Users of Multiple Systems (HUMS). The HUMS 

analysis does not incorporate the cost/use of county jail, but FUSE does. Jessica suggested that 

the County may want to consider incorporating jail bed days in the HUMS analysis (see Housing 

Memo for more detail on FUSE and HUMS). 

 

Jessica stated that there are many waiting lists that have been closed for a long time. The Section 

8 list, which has been closed for 10 years, will open soon. She encouraged all members to think 

about how their clients can use this resource. The Direct Access to Housing list has been closed 

as well. APD has been in conversation with DPH about doing outreach to those on the waiting 

list who are on probation. Jessica asked if members have any suggestions not included here. 

 

Chief Still commented that we should have a meeting with the Mayor’s Office of Housing, the 

Mayor’s office, APD, and DPH to discuss, given the groundwork done, how do we move 

forward to make an impact on this issue? 

 

Simin took over chairing from the Sheriff, who had to leave. She asked for additional comments. 

There were none. 

 

 

 



Reentry Council  
City & County of San Francisco 

Page 8 

9. Regular Update on Activities of the Juvenile Justice Coordinating Council, Sentencing 

Commission, Workforce Investment Community Advisory Committee, Community 

Corrections Partnership and Collaborative Courts (discussion only). 

 

Sara asked Chief Nance to give update on JJCC. He said they did not meet in July but will meet 

in October and will have an update thereafter. 

 

Karen Roye gave update from the Sentencing Commission. Four presentations were given at the 

last meeting about: 1) Earned compliance credit; 2) San Francisco’s drug law and practice; 3) 

Drug policy design; 4) Seattle’s LEAD program. All materials are on the DA’s website. The next 

meeting is October 16, 10am at 850 Bryant St. 

 

Maceo Lyons gave an update on WICAC. The WICAC met yesterday and is exploring asking 

the Board of Supervisors to take a second look at Administrative Code 30 Section 4(d). The 

WICAC is having a hard time selecting a chairperson because the code states that the chair 

cannot receive workforce funding for a period of time. WICAC is doing some research on this 

issue and will address it at their next meeting on November 5th. The Workforce Investment 

Board is meeting next week and WICAC is slated to speak. The WICAC is discussing whether 

they should speak or not and whether they have something substantial to report on. Maceo is 

leading a subcommittee to strengthen the relationship with community based organizations and 

WISF and to get their input into WICAC and WISF. He will have more to report on this at the 

next meeting. 

 

Chief Still gave update on the CCP. The CCP is analyzing what the impact of SB105 will be. 

Chief Still will have more information in December. The last CCP meeting considered support 

for the Sheriff’s application for funding for a jail replacement facility. The CCP voted to issue a 

letter of support, but did not approve this unanimously. 

 

Sara introduced Lisa Lightman to provide an update from the Collaborative Courts. Lisa 

explained that the Veterans Justice Court opened in April. There will be discussions on 

expanding this court, depending on funding. CJC is celebrating its 5
th

 anniversary in March. 

Behavioral Health Court sees an average of 140 clients per year. BHC is celebrating its 10
th

 

anniversary on October 16
th

. Drug Court sees about 130 – 150 clients per year. There is an 

internal advisory committee for Drug Court and it is concerned about the low graduation rate of 

Drug Court participants. They are getting a technical assistance opportunity with the Court 

Innovation center to examine this issue. The Collaborative Courts have also revamped the Youth 

Family Violence Court, which anticipate serving 40 youth. 

 

10. Regular Update on the Implementation of Public Safety Realignment (discussion only). 

 

Chief Still referred to Agenda Item 10 and reviewed the numbers of individuals seen in the 

County under AB109. She called attention to the high percentage of successful completions and 

the high percentage of high risk clients in this population. To have this type of success with this 

population is nothing short of amazing. She explained that this does not mean they are not being 

arrested or flash incarcerated but that APD is using the tools available and working with all of 

the criminal justice partners to make successes happen. San Francisco is creating a national 
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model, with low incarceration rates, a low violent crime rate, and a minor uptick in property 

crime.  

 

Simin gave an update on parole revocation hearings. As of July 1 of this year, the Superior Court 

hears parole violation hearings. Before July there were 20 petitions filed per week. Since July 1 

there have been a total of 53. This shows that CDCR is drastically reducing the filings for parole 

hearings and is using intermediate sanctions more. Simin stated that of the 53 petitions filed, 19 

of the individuals are sex registrants showing the disconnection for these individuals. There are 

no housing options for them, all 19 are homeless. This is a huge need; the individuals are just 

cycling in and out of jail. The parole court in San Francisco is doing a great job working with 

DPH to find services for these individuals. All are working together to make sure they have the 

services they need. 

 

Armel Farnsworth stated that there have been very good collaborations with agencies and 

community based organizations. Parole is working on transportation options for people coming 

out of jail and getting them to services. Traditionally, this is where they have lost a lot of people 

between release from jail and coming to parole for referrals to services. By providing 

transportation, this issue can be addressed. 

 

11. Council Members’ Comments, Questions, and Requests for Future Agenda Items 

(discussion only).  

 

Jessica Flintoft announced that today is her last meeting with the Reentry Council. She is leaving 

her position with APD at the end of November. She thanked everyone for the privilege and 

pleasure of working with them. She thanked Chief Still for her leadership and recognized the 

staff of Reentry Division. 

 

Chief Still recognized the amazing work Jessica has done in the City and will continue to do. 

One person can make a difference and she has left her mark on reentry in San Francisco. She 

appreciates all of Jessica’s efforts for the Reentry Council and APD.  

 

Simin asked members for any future agenda items. Chief Still suggested that we continue to 

report on the housing issue. 

 

12. Public Comment on Any Item Listed Above, as well as Items not Listed on the Agenda. 

 

Simin then asked for public comment. Seeing none, she thanked everyone for a great meeting. 

The next meeting is scheduled for December 10
th

 at 455 Golden Gate Ave/State Building. 

13. Adjournment. 

 

Simin asked for a motion to adjourn. Chief Still moved and Paul Henderson seconded the 

motion. The meeting adjourned at 12:12 PM. 


