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MINUTES 

 

February 11, 2014 

10:00 a.m.-12:00 p.m. 

Main Auditorium 

Milton Marks Conference Center 

455 Golden Gate Ave. 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

 

Members in Attendance:  Christine DeBerry (alternate for District Attorney George Gascón (co-

chair)), Paul Henderson (alternate for Mayor Edwin Lee (co-chair)), Sheriff Ross Mirkarimi (co-

chair), Simin Shamji (alternate for Public Defender Jeff Adachi (co-chair)), Martin Krizay 

(alternate for Chief Wendy Still (co-chair)), Joseph Calderon, Jasmine Dawson, Armel 

Farnsworth, Stanley Goff, Omorede Rico Hamilton, Ernest Kirkwood, Jo Robinson, Freda 

Randolph Glenn (alternate for Karen Roye), James Whelly, David Shinn, Allen Nance, Leslie 

Levitas 

Members Absent: Rhonda Simmons, Chief Yador Harrell, Robert Bowden. 

1. Call to Order and Introductions. 

At 10:05 am, Simin Shamji called the meeting to order and welcomed the public and the 

Council.  She acknowledged the co-chairs and asked other members to introduce themselves.   

2. Public Comment on Any Item Listed Below. 

Simin Shamji invited members of the public to review the agenda and speak on any agenda item.  

There were no comments at this time. 

3. Review and Adoption of Meeting Minutes of December 10, 2013.  

Simin Shamji asked members to review the minutes from the last meeting.  Shamji asked for any 

comments from council members and upon hearing none, asked for a motion to approve the 

minutes.  James Whelly motioned, Jo Robinson seconded and the motion carried at 10:11.   

4. Discussion and Possible Adoption of Draft Ordinance to Renew Reentry Council 

and Draft Report to Board of Supervisors Recommending Renewal of Reentry 

Council and Amendments to Administrative Code; Possible Nomination of Reentry 

Council Member to Sponsor the Legislation  

Shamji explained that the Reentry Council was established in 2009 by an ordinance that will 

expire this year. The Reentry Council must make a recommendation to the Board of Supervisors 

in order to renew the ordinance. Shamji introduced Jennifer Scaife, Acting Division Director of 

the Adult Probation Department’s Reentry Division, to explain the ordinance renewal and 

changes to the ordinance that the Reentry Council has discussed. 

Jennifer referred to Agenda Item 4, a draft letter to the Board of Supervisors summarizing the 

Reentry Council’s accomplishments, suggesting the ordinance be extended, and making 
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recommendations for slight changes to the administrative code regarding the Reentry Council. 

The agenda packet also includes a draft of the renewing ordinance that will be submitted to 

Board of Supervisors, pending adoption by Reentry Council. Most urgently, the Council must 

submit the letter to the Board in order to get on its legislative agenda, even if there are 

outstanding questions on the specifics in the legislation. This will allow the Reentry Council to 

continue meeting after June 1, when the ordinance expires. Jennifer then walked through the 

draft letter to the Board of Supervisors, providing an overview of the Council’s accomplishments 

of last four years. The roster of current Reentry Council members is not included in the agenda 

packet but will be included with the letter. Jennifer explained that there is still one outstanding 

appointment for an 18-25 year old and we hope to have that seat filled when we submit this letter 

to the Board. The letter will also include an attachment explaining the Council’s subcommittees. 

The highlights of the Reentry Council’s accomplishments include: the Council serves as task 

force for overseeing Second Chance Act funding; staff has attended several Second Chance Act 

conferences; the Council was a recipient of a Justice Reinvestment Initiative (JRI) grant in 2011 

and is in the process of applying for a JRI Phase II award; the Council has received recognition 

for its unique membership; and the Council participates in the California Reentry Council 

Network. 

Jennifer provided an overview of the draft proposed ordinance, included in the agenda packet. 

The proposed changes are underlined in the document. As discussed during the December 10, 

2013 Reentry Council meeting, we propose to designate one of the seats to be filled by a survivor 

of crime or violence, to acknowledge the impact of crime and violence on those in the criminal 

justice system. We also propose to increase the number of members required for quorum to be 

50% + 1, in line with standard practice. On page 3 of the draft ordinance, there is one 

grammatical change. The last substantive changes are on page 5. In previous ordinances the code 

was amended to change the reporting relationships between bodies and this change would 

formalize the relationship between the Reentry Council and the Sentencing Commission. Finally, 

we propose extending the sunset date five years to a fixed date of January 1, 2019, to clarify the 

time frame.  

Shamji asked the Council for questions or comments. Chief Allen Nance asked about the 

proposed sunset date: Would a June date be better than January, since the legislative calendar is 

more challenging towards the end of the year? Shamji explained that the current sunset date is in 

June, but that the January date is when the Council is required to submit a report to the Board of 

Supervisors (six months prior to sunset date). The proposed ordinance would give a fixed date 

for the report, but the ordinance would still sunset in June. Chief Nance voiced his support for 

extending ordinance with the amendments proposed, adding that we need now more than ever to 

focus on reentry and that this focus requires substantial thought and coordination. This Council, 

he explained, leads the way in creating collaborations and thoughtful discussions of reentry 

issues and we want to sustain this collaboration going forward. 

Shamji asked for motion. A member made motion, Stanley Goff seconded. Shamji asked for 

comments. Armel Farnsworth asked whether the name of Ross Mirkarimi should be removed; 
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Sheriff Mirkarimi explained that his name is on the ordinance because he originally proposed the 

legislation as Supervisor and that his name will remain because it is an extension of the original 

ordinance. Shamji asked for public comment. There was none. The motion passed at 10:24. 

Shamji explained that a member of the Council is needed to shepherd this ordinance through the 

legislative process. Shamji volunteered the Public Defender’s office. Sheriff Mirkarimi stated 

that, for historical context, the original ordinance was spearheaded by him and the Public 

Defender. Chief Nance moved that Sheriff Mirkarimi shepherd the process. Calderon seconded. 

Chief Nance amended the motion to be co-sponsored by Sheriff Mirkarimi and the Public 

Defender. Farnsworth seconded. Shamji asked for public comment. There was none. The motion 

passed at 10:26. 

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

Second Chance Act funded projects. 

Shamji explained that staff regularly prepares a report for the Council on reentry-related funding. 

Jennifer Scaife, Acting Director of the Reentry Division of the Adult Probation Department was 

called to give an update.  She introduced the two standard memos that are presented at each 

meeting.  She explained that we are going into new grant cycle, so there was not much new to 

report since December. 

Jennifer Scaife explained that the memo had been revised to remove grants that are no longer 

active, to move the reference table to the back page of the memo, and to include the issue area 

for each grant. 

Jennifer Scaife explained that the second memo in the agenda packet is about the Second Chance 

Act projects. Two Second Chance Act grants which are held by the Adult Probation Department 

have completed their final phase, the Probation Alternatives Court and Reentry SF. There are 

final notes on those projects in the memo. The memo also includes a substantive update from the 

Juvenile Probation Department on their collaborative project. The Council will hear a more 

extensive oral update on this project at the next Council meeting. Lastly, the memo lists two 

grant programs and their updates from the Sheriff’s Department.  

Staff will be meeting next week to discuss grant opportunities that are forthcoming and will on 

the outcomes of this meeting at the next Council meeting.  

Shamji asked for questions or comments. There were none. There was no further discussion 

regarding this agenda item. 

6. Update on Implementation of the Justice Reinvestment Initiative, with Presentation 

by Mike Wilson and Lore Joplin of the Crime and Justice Institute on Cost 

Avoidance Analyses for Proposed Expansion of Pre-Trial Diversion and Reduction 

of Standard Probation Terms. 

Shamji introduced Justice Reinvestment Initiative technical assistance providers, Lore Joplin and 

Mike Wilson, from Crime and Justice Institute.  
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Jennifer Scaife provided an update on the Council’s JRI Phase II application. The Phase II Letter 

of Inquiry is provided in the agenda packet. 

Jennifer Scaife explained that the Letter of Inquiry was approved by the Council co-chairs and 

will be submitted to the Bureau of Justice Assistance (BJA) for their March review. BJA meets 

monthly to review these letters. Jennifer Scaife provided an overview of the three strategies that 

were developed during Phase I of JRI and on which we propose to work during Phase II. The 

three strategies are: reduce the standard probation term length from three to two years, reduce the 

pre-sentenced population in County Jail, and reduce disproportionality of people of color in the 

criminal justice system in the County. Jennifer then introduced Lore Joplin and Mike Wilson. 

Mike Wilson, an economist working with CJI, will provide an overview of the cost analyses he 

has prepared about two of the JRI strategies: shortening probation terms and reducing the pre-

trial jail population. 

Mike Wilson introduced himself and explained his background in conducting cost analyses and 

cost benefit work in the criminal justice arena. He explained that he analyzed the potential cost 

savings/cost avoidance of the three strategies proposed. This analysis is a required step under 

JRI, to estimate what the cost impacts in the future will be of adopting the proposed strategies. 

He then explained the three proposed JRI strategies and the data available to conduct this 

analysis for each strategy. 

Mike Wilson referred to slide 3 and explained how he conducted the cost analysis for the 

probation strategy. First, he looked at two years’ worth of data from the Adult Probation 

Department and excluded those with certain crime types. He then estimated what would happen 

if the remaining probationers had two year rather than three year probation terms. He examined 

historical data to arrive at the assumption that around 30 percent of probationers would be 

unsuccessfully terminated, and therefore wouldn’t benefit from reduced sentence length. Then, 

assuming the shorter terms are phased in for those receiving new probation sentences, slide 4 

shows the analysis. The full probation population, less those with the excluded crimes, less those 

that are terminated unsuccessfully, less those not included based on discretion, result in about 

1,100 individuals not on probation due to this change when fully implemented. This is an almost 

25 percent reduction in probation clients. He explained that the assumptions used throughout the 

analysis were conservative ones. He then put a dollar value on this reduction, explaining that 

there are two ways to go about this. One, we can estimate the dollar savings if we were to cut 

staff and services by about 25 percent, given the reduction in clients. However, given that 

caseloads are already larger than recommended, this is not an optimal response. The other way of 

estimating the cost impact is to ask how many probation officers and services would we need to 

hire if we did not have this this policy change to get the new lower caseload ratio we get by 

reducing the caseload by 25 percent? 

This policy would reduce the average caseload ratio from 90:1 to 70:1. What would it cost to 

achieve this lower ratio by hiring officers rather than reducing clients? In this approach, when we 

look at the dollar values, it isn’t a true savings or cost reduction we see, but instead an avoided 

cost of getting to the lower caseload ratios without the policy. In order to achieve these lower 



Reentry Council  
City & County of San Francisco 

 

5 
 

ratios and higher level of services, APD would need to hire 16 Deputy Probation Officers and 

two Supervising Probation Officers, as well as fund additional services for clients. It would cost 

$4 million to get to the same outcome that this policy would achieve, which is its opportunity 

cost, or what it would cost to buy these outcomes rather than achieve them through the policy 

change. 

The second strategy analysis involved analyzing potential expansions to pre-trial release from 

County Jail and the potential impacts of this policy. Sheriff’s Department data from 2011 was 

used for this analysis. Mike Wilson explained that the analysis included those pre-sentenced 

individuals who were in jail for more than five days, with a release type of OR (own 

recognizance). There were almost 1,000 such individuals who were in jail for 38 days on 

average. Another 1,100 pre-sentenced individuals were in jail for more than five days and had a 

release type of “other”. These individuals were in jail for an average of 58 days. The analysis 

then estimated the impact of a policy that allowed them to get out of jail more quickly by 

estimating the number of individuals that would be affected, how long they spend in jail before 

the policy change, and the savings that could be achieved of letting them out of jail sooner. The 

data available for this analysis was not as extensive as that available for the probation analysis. 

Mike Wilson explained that he looked at three scenarios: reduce the number of people in these 

categories (in jail pre-sentence for more than five days and released on OR or for “other” reason) 

by 10%, 20%, or 30%. The jail bed savings for these three scenarios range from 28 to 80 beds. 

He then estimated the cost savings of reducing the jail population by this amount by estimating 

the marginal cost of a jail bed day. The marginal cost, which is different from the average cost, is 

the small incremental increase in costs of a jail bed when the population changes moderately. Per 

conversations with Sheriff’s Department staff, the analysis assumes that marginal cost savings 

are achieved when the jail population decreases by 40 individuals, as a new pod, with the 

associated staffing, is needed for each 40 inmates. Mike Wilson further explained the cost 

analysis, which includes incremental costs for changes below 40 individuals, such as food and 

linen costs, and then larger costs for changes above 40 individuals, such as staffing costs.  

Mike Wilson explained that he was unable to do a cost analysis for the third strategy on 

disproportionality since there is not yet a clear policy proposal to analyze for this strategy. 

Mike Wilson then asked for questions from the Council. 

Farnsworth asked if Strategy A is not a budget savings but Strategy B is an actual budgetary 

savings? Mike Wilson answered that this is correct. For Strategy A it didn’t make sense to cut 

probation staff when cases are reduced because caseload ratios are currently too high. 

Deputy Shinn asked about the exclusions in Strategy A. Were similar considerations taken into 

account for Strategy B? Mike Wilson answered that he didn’t have the individual-level data for 

the Strategy B analysis which is why he showed the 10, 20, and 30 percent scenarios. For the 

probation strategy the data allowed us to see that 71% of individuals would be impacted. For 

strategy B, because of data limitations, he couldn’t exclude certain crimes but did exclude 90, 80, 

and 70 percent of individuals instead. 
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Chief Nance asked if consideration was given to other risk factors than crime, such as risk level, 

for Strategy A. Mike Wilson and Leah Rothstein, Reentry Division Research Director for the 

Adult Probation Department, answered that this was taken into account by excluding a 

percentage of those crime-ineligible individuals due to the court’s discretion. Again, this 

exclusion attempted to account for these other considerations without having the individual-level 

data available. Chief Nance suggested that another policy consideration could be to review 

probation lengths at certain intervals during the sentence to reduce sentences. 

Sheriff Mirkarimi asked about the date range of the data used for the pre-trial analysis. The data 

from 2010-11 is not necessarily the best to determine cost impacts in 2014. The analysis could be 

updated to be more current as well as take into account individual eligibility determinations. 

Stanley Goff asked about Strategy C and stated that we are all interested in the issue of 

disproportionality. Mike Wilson answered that his job was to try to put dollar values on these 

strategies and that Strategy C was very hard to monetize. However, this does not mean that it is 

not an important strategy for the County. He referred to Jennifer Scaife for more explanation. 

Jennifer Scaife directed the Council to the letter of interest’s page 4, which acknowledges that 

this is a large, complex, and important question. We are not sure what the drivers of the 

disproportionality are so one of the activities of Phase II would be to try to figure out what the 

drivers are of the disproportionality by conducting a decision point analysis. This will allow us to 

develop policy strategies and do future cost analyses on those strategies. Other efforts are also 

underway to address this issue. For example, the District Attorney is working with the Vera 

Institute to examine disproportionality in sentencing; the Council committed to cultural 

competency trainings; and legislative changes are happening that address these issues, such as 

the recently passed Ban the Box ordinance. 

Christine DeBerry explained that the District Attorney’s work with the Vera Institute is 

examining the DA’s role in contributing to disproportionality. Rather than estimating the cost of 

disproportionality, this work is aimed at identifying policies that can be changed. Once the work 

is completed, the DA will present this to the Council. Stanley Goff stated that he is very 

interested to hear about this. 

Armel Farnsworth stated that other jurisdictions have likely done similar research and/or 

implemented policy changes around this issue. Rather than re-invent the wheel, why not look at 

what other jurisdictions are doing and implement what works? Jennifer Scaife explained that if 

awarded a Phase II grant, a literature review will be among the Phase II tasks. 

Joseph Calderon asked whether, as a part of this strategy, we can look at preventative strategies 

that can be used in the community to reduce the disproportionate impact. Jennifer Scaife 

explained that JRI allows us to take savings and reinvest them in strategies like prevention. 

Shamji asked for other comments from the Council. There we none. She thanked Mike Wilson 

for his presentation and invited Lore Joplin to explain the Phase II implementation process. 

Lore Joplin explained that she has taken over for Peter Ozanne as technical assistance provider 

for Phase II. She then explained the Phase II process. First, the Letter of Interest will be heard at 
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BJA’s meeting in March. Lore Joplin will advocate for San Francisco’s application at this 

meeting. After this is approved, she will work with Jennifer Scaife on a series of documents that 

must be completed before Phase II work can begin: the Phase II checklist, a description of the 

JRI task force, the Phase II implementation plan, and the funding request. The jurisdiction can 

request funding along with technical assistance, which can include funding activities such as 

developing performance measures and tracking cost savings. The funding awards average around 

$300,000 and are usually used as seed money to kick off work the jurisdiction is doing on 

implementing the strategies. The grant period is usually 12 months, but can be as long as 24 

months. Some grantees are using the funding for personnel but BJA is interested in the funding 

being used as seed funding and in the jurisdiction having a sustainability plan in place. Assuming 

all of the documents are approved by BJA, the jurisdiction then will start working on 

implementation. 

Armel Farnsworth asked whether in Phase II we have to pick one strategy or if we can work on 

all strategies at the same time. Lore Joplin answered that we would work on all strategies at the 

same time. 

Shamji asked for additional questions from the Council. There were none. 

7. Regular Update on Legislative and Policy Issues Related to Reentry and Discussion 

of Proposed Ordinances Related to Home Detention and Health Care Enrollment. 

Shamji introduced the update on State and local legislation. She was pleased to announce that the 

Board of Supervisors passed unanimously in the first reading the Fair Employment and Housing 

legislation. The Board will vote again this afternoon to finalize the legislation. Armel Farnsworth 

asked when it will be in place. Jennifer Scaife answered that she will provide more information 

soon. Armel Farnsworth stated that this will be a great boon to those on supervision in San 

Francisco. 

Shamji asked Sheriff Mirkarimi to provide an update on legislation regarding home detention 

and health care. Sheriff Mirkarimi explained the health care ordinance. He stated that we want to 

dismantle barriers for those coming out of the criminal justice system and that healthcare is 

another challenge for this population. Ninety percent of people coming through the jail do not 

have healthcare when they leave. This is a particular concern for those struggling with addiction 

and mental health issues. The Affordable Care Act (ACA) allows counties to designate the 

Sheriff to sign people up for healthcare in the jail system. Legislation is being submitted next 

month to the Board of Supervisors to allow the Sheriff to do this. This allows the county to cast a 

large net. The Sheriff can sign people up at intake, injury, or release, but need the Board’s 

designation in order to do so. Sheriff’s staff will then go through a training. The Sheriff can then 

make sure they sign people up at various points prior to release. Right now, the Sheriff cannot 

sign people up for ACA.  

Armel Farnsworth asked if nonprofits can sign people up. Sheriff Mirkarimi said that they can 

but they still have to go through the training process and that it is a highly regulated process. 

Armel Farnsworth asked, assuming this takes place, the Sheriff’s Department can sign people up 
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at any point in the process? Sheriff Mirkarimi answered yes and that it makes sense for sheriffs 

to do this, especially in California and in San Francisco, given the size of the incarcerated 

population. Armel Farnsworth asked about the health care provided to those in jail. Sheriff 

Mirkarimi answered that fortunately the Sheriff’s Department is connected with the Department 

of Public Health to provide health care in jail.  

Ernest Kirkwood asked what agency trains nonprofits to sign people up? Jo Robinson answered 

that the agency is called CMS. 

James Whelly asked whether we can anticipate some county savings by doing this. Sheriff 

Mirkarimi answered that yes, ACA will take over some of the people currently on Healthy SF, 

which will generate cost savings for the county. Shamji added that incarceration is not an 

impediment to enrollment in ACA, which is significant. 

Chief Nance thanked Sheriff Mirkarimi for advancing this legislation because many in the 

system lack health care. He asked about the word “designate” in the legislation. Does this mean 

the Sheriff would be the exclusive entity to do the enrollment or would it expand the enrolling 

authority to include the Sherriff? Will there be a fiscal impact to the Sheriff’s Department for 

doing this? Sheriff Mirkarimi answered that designating the Sheriff to do enrollment adds the 

department to the list of those able to sign people up. Chief Nance recommended modifying the 

language to read “grant authority” to the Sheriff, to allow individuals to sign up through the 

Sheriff’s Department or through other agencies. Sheriff Mirkarimi explained that that is already 

the case. Sheriff Mirkarimi answered the question regarding costs, stating that there are some 

staff costs to doing the enrollment, and that the federal government provides $58 for signing an 

individual up, so this would offset some of the costs. However, he said, there are outstanding 

questions about where that money will go, and that it will likely go to the General Fund. 

Stanley Goff asked if Sheriff Mirkarimi is doing this because DPH is not doing its job? Sheriff 

Mirkarimi explained that no, DPH is doing its job, but it’s a very big job. 

Jo Robinson added that DPH welcomes the Sheriff’s Department to do this, as it advances the 

overall goal of the city to enroll more people in healthcare. 

Sheriff Mirkarimi then turned to discussing the electronic monitoring (EM) legislation. He 

explained that EM has been in practice in San Francisco. Per the penal code, the Sheriff is 

authorized to oversee EM, which it has been doing for a significant amount of time. In 2013, the 

county had its highest participation in EM with a robust success rate of 93% compliance. This 

legislation attempts to straighten out what has been historically a clumsy process. Now, if the 

courts, DA or other says that someone can be on EM, the Sheriff can deny the individual EM, 

per State law. Sometimes the Sheriff does this. However, the converse is not true – if someone is 

in custody, a low level nonviolent offender, for example, and the Sheriff receives information 

that this person could be put on EM, the Sheriff must make a case to the DA and/or courts that 

this person could qualify for EM. This comports with Penal Code section 1203.018. This 

legislation would allow the Sheriff to work in tandem with the courts and the DA to re-present 

information that we believe they don’t have that would allow someone to be put on EM who was 
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not initially offered EM. State law allows sheriffs or probation departments to put people on EM. 

What we don’t want to see is that another agency puts someone on EM when the Sheriff says no, 

in which case the individual has to self-pay to an outside EM provider, in conflict with City 

contracting rules. Sheriff Mirkarimi, in response to Penal Code 1203.018, met with the Adult 

Probation Department, the courts, and the DA about this. There has been criticism recently that 

the Sheriff’s department may be let out the wrong people on EM. Sheriff Mirkarimi takes offense 

to this, stating that they will not do that, and that they have processes in place to determine who 

is appropriate for EM and who is not. Those who would qualify for EM who were originally not 

eligible could be non-violent offenders, misdemeanants, etc. There may have been good reason 

not to put them on EM but if new information comes up, there is no process by which their 

eligibility can be reconsidered. Those with stay away orders cannot be on EM and several 

offenses are also excluded. In the Board of Supervisors committee hearing on this legislation, we 

paused the process due to questions that came up. Sheriff Mirkarimi invited the DA, APD, and 

others to bring up any questions and concerns so we can move this forward. In his opinion, this 

legislation is in line with what the County is currently doing. 

Deputy Shinn asked about language. Line 5 says that individuals “can be involuntarily placed on 

EM.” Mark Nicco, attorney with Sheriff’s Department, responded. Penal Code 1203.016 

changed in 2012. The original language reflects that, allowing sheriffs to put people on EM 

voluntarily. In 2012 this changed to allow sheriffs to involuntarily place individuals on EM, as a 

strategy to deal with overcrowding. Overcrowding is not an issue here, but the intention is to 

make the language reflect the State’s current code. 

Deputy Shinn stated that it is a concern that someone could be put on EM involuntarily. Mark 

Nicco stated that the language is to reflect State Penal Code, due to overcrowding. Overcrowding 

is not an issue here. If someone is on EM and not in compliance, he/she will be taken off of EM. 

Shamji added that the statute allows certain conditions to be put on those on EM involuntarily. 

Mark Nicco added that is true, as it is for all on EM. 

Sheriff Mirkarimi added that the outcome of this legislation will be rules and guidelines, but 

those are not included in the legislation, as per common practice. This is something that will be 

developed with the DA and the Courts. 

Armel Farnsworth asked whether this legislation is allowing the Sheriff to reverse the process to 

allow them to initiate the request for EM. Sheriff Mirkarimi answered that is true. If the overall 

goal is to thoroughly evaluate eligibility for alternatives to incarceration, this allows us to do 

that. Armel Farnsworth asked for clarification. Currently, if you have new information, you 

cannot come back to the DA and ask for EM? Sheriff Mirkarimi says he could, nothing prevents 

that, but this legislation is intended to further collaboration and be inclusive. 

Chief Nance asked whether those currently able to bond out of jail are those of means. He is 

impressed by the component of this legislation that allows those who could be eligible for bail to 

be released on EM, adding that there are issues with our current bail system. This is moving in 

the right direction. 



Reentry Council  
City & County of San Francisco 

 

10 
 

Shamji added that currently determining those who can be released on bail does not take risk into 

account, but is a purely monetary determination. This is one approach to leveling the playing 

field. She added that the statute specifically says that public safety considerations must be made 

before Sheriff does this. 

Deputy Shinn asked if someone doesn’t want to be on EM, can the Sheriff still place him/her on 

EM? Sheriff Mirkarimi responded that they would never do that but that this legislation shows 

current law and prospective law. He added that if anyone has suggestions for cleaning up the 

language, he is open to hearing them. 

Chief Deputy Krizay commented on behalf of Chief Still. While not in opposition to the 

legislation, in light of our JRI Phase II application, is it premature to move this forward? Sheriff 

Mirkarimi responded that he doesn’t think so, but that this legislation will help to further the 

goals of JRI. The JRI strategy is considering pretrial release on EM without saying who would 

administer it. This would further those aims. 

Shamji asked for other comments. There were none.  

 

8. 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). 

Chief Nance provided an update on the Juvenile Justice Coordinating Council (JJCC). He stated 

that the Council has not convened since the last Reentry Council meeting. Chief Nance explained 

that he has had discussions with the Mayor’s Office and the Department of Children, Youth, and 

their Families about reconvening the JJCC. He looks forward to revising and updating the 

JJCC’s plan in the coming year, in recognition of fact that the funding for Community-Based 

Organizations continues through this fiscal year. JJCC will be reconvened in the coming weeks. 

There was no update on the Sentencing Commission. 

Chief Deputy Krizay provided an update on the Community Corrections Partnership (CCP), 

which last met on January 23rd. At that meeting, the CCP heard updates on the Budget and 

Legislative Analyst’s Jail Needs Assessment Report for the replacement of County Jails #3 and 

#4, discussed the creation of a Criminal Justice Master Plan, heard a presentation on Victims 

Services, including presentations of victims’ services programs in Alameda and Contra Costa 

counties, and reviewed and adopted the Realignment Implementation Plan for 2013/14 and the 

Two Year Realignment Report. The next CCP meeting will be held on May 22nd. 

The Workforce Investment Community Advisory Committee is meeting right now. An update 

from WICAC will be provided at the next Reentry Council meeting.   

Shamji asked for questions. There were none. 

9. Regular Update on the Implementation of Public Safety Realignment. 
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Deputy Chief Krizay provided an update on Realignment Implementation:  

The CCP released its Two Year Realignment Report on January 23
rd

. The report discusses trends 

in Realignment populations in San Francisco, inter-department collaborative initiatives to 

respond to Realignment, department-specific initiatives, and outcomes from the first two years. 

In the first two years of Realignment, through September 2013, 75 percent of those completing a 

PRCS or Mandatory Supervision term completed successfully. The number of parolees serving 

revocation terms in County Jail has dropped dramatically since July 2013, when parole 

revocation hearings were transferred to the county courts. 

We are still in the process of working with the California Department of Corrections and 

Rehabilitation (CDCR) to transfer PRCS clients to the Reentry Pod 60 days prior to their release 

from state prison. The County’s contract with CDCR to implement this process will be heard by 

the Budget and Finance Committee on Feb 26th 

Criminal justice partners are continuing to build on successful collaborations to build on this 

initial success and anticipate continuing to see positive outcomes for the Realigned populations 

in San Francisco. 

Anyone interested in receiving a copy of the Two Year Realignment report can contact the 

Reentry Division by phone or email or find the report on APD’s website. As a reflection of the 

collaborations we are undertaking here, this report is a source of pride. 

Deputy Chief Krizay also provided an overview of the Community Assessment and Services 

Center, which has been up and running since June 2013. APD has received many requests for 

tours, including all of the bay area probation departments, legislators, and Board of Supervisors 

members from other counties. Anyone who wants to come see what’s happening there, we 

welcome you. 

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

Shamji asked members for questions, comments, requests for future agenda items. 

Joseph Calderon commented about mentorship programs. He stated that they have launched a 

mentorship program with long-term inmates. He plans to propose a mentorship program with the 

Sheriff and the Reentry Pod. He read the description of the New Path program, a mentorship 

program with those who have successfully reentered the community. Mentoring will be in a 

group atmosphere and as case management in follow up. He is currently a facilitator with 

Criminal and Gang Members Anonymous. Omorede Rico Hamilton added that he is going to the 

county jail twice a week and has been discussing with Joseph Calderon how to build this 

mentorship curriculum. He also has a listening program where they just listen to what people are 

saying, making sure their exit plans are realistic. He also is involved with mental health 

education, to help people understand about mental health, as well as belief system groups, and a 

mentor speaker series. He is working on expanding this to a mentorship panel to expose people 

to different careers. 
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Stanley Goff added that the mentorship proposal is a very good one. He had also started working 

on a similar program, trying to get a stipend for those providing mentorship services. People 

deserve to be compensated for helping to pull people up. He has been in conversation with Sara 

Felicia Moore-Jordan about trying to secure funding for this. Jennifer Scaife added that she can 

follow up about this and that the Reentry Council staff can provide technical assistance around 

these programs including around evidence-based practices and the City contracting process. 

Sheriff Mirkarimi added that the City’s contracting process can be a sobering process. However, 

since it directly affects the work we are trying to do with CDCR for the Reentry Pod, he 

encourages all to come to the Board of Supervisors committee meeting to see how the process 

works.  

Armel Farnsworth added that the reason the Council exists is to provide feedback to the Board of 

Supervisors about how to help those reentering the community. One thing he’d like to see is 

something similar to the downtown City ambassadors. It would be nice to see the Council put 

forward an effort to start programs like that and the mentorship programs mentioned. We have 

the resources in the community and people with good ideas who are providing outreach. We 

need a collaborative effort with the subcommittees to address these issues in the community. 

Chief Nance added a comment about the jail overcrowding concerns statewide. Yesterday the 

three judge panel gave the State a two year extension to reduce overcrowding. San Francisco can 

anticipate that some of the people being let out of state prison will be coming to our community 

and so our strategies around reentry become that much more of a priority. The court ordered that 

a compliance officer be assigned to monitor the State’s compliance and that the State report on 

incremental progress. The number of those who will be released have fluctuated from 5,000 to 

8,000. This reaffirms for the Council that our strategies for effective reentry are as important as 

ever. It is critical that we remain focused on our capacity to serve this population. 

 

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

Agenda. 

Shamji invited the public to comment. 

Ali Riker, director of programs for the Sheriff’s Department, introduced herself. Ali Riker spoke 

about Strategy B of the JRI presentation. She understands the limitations of the data but is 

hopeful that a successful JRI application will allow work with the Pre-Trial Diversion Program 

to drill down on who can be released, and to work on how we can more assertively work with the 

courts to allow those previously denied release on EM. 

12. Adjournment.  

Simin Shamji thanked everyone and reminded members and the public of next meeting.  She 

asked for a motion to adjourn.  Paul Henderson made motion. Christine DeBerry seconded. The 

meeting adjourned at 12:04. 


