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	ALAMEDA COUNTY REENTRY NETWORK: COORDINATING COUNCIL



AGENDA

COORDINATING COUNCIL

August 19, 2010; 1:00pm-3:00pm

TCE Conference Center, 7th floor conference room, 1111 Broadway, Oakland, CA 94607
NEXT MEETING:  September 16, 2010. TCE Conference Center 7th Floor Conference Room, 1111 Broadway, Oakland, CA 94607

DECISIONS MADE:

1. At our next Coordinating Council meeting we will continue putting together a plan for the upcoming year as to what the network wants to devote its time to.  This planning will be a 3 meeting process.

2. Coordinating Council members have agreed to explore using existing Reentry Network Committees to coordinate PACT meeting providers. See PACT mtg. Coordination on Current and Upcoming Reentry Initiatives August 2010 document pg 1
3. Coordinating Council will consider submitting a collaborative set of applications in response to the forthcoming Reentry Court RFPs See Reentry Courts Coordination on Current and Upcoming Reentry Initiatives August 2010 document pg 1
4. Coordinating Council members have agreed to take information from these documents Current and Upcoming Reentry Initiatives August 2010 and the Reentry Network Decision Making Rubric and put that into our Strategic Plan and take it to the Decision Makers body and say this is what we decided to focus on the year.

MAJOR TOPICS DISCUSSED:

1. PACT Meetings

2. Upcoming Reentry Initiatives and Programs

3. Committee and Workgroups Updates

ASSIGNMENTS:

Bill Heiser

1. Will move the Transitional Jobs programs potentially coming to Oakland, on the Current and Upcoming Reentry Initiatives August 2010 document pg 3 to the front of the document.
2. Will have more information on Transitional Jobs in Oakland at our next network meeting after speaking with Sara Bedford from Department of Human Services

3. Will send around a conceptual layout of how the coalition will meet the Reentry Courts RFP requirements.
Attendees:
Kenyatta Arnold
Davida Coady

Faith Fuller

Bill Heiser

Catherine McKee

Wayne Mirikitani

Felicia Moore-Jordan

Barbara Quintero

Vince Reyes
Charles Turner

Jessie Warner

Junious Williams
OUTCOMES: 
1. Identify role of network in upcoming reentry initiatives
2. Completed list of upcoming reentry initiatives/programs

	agenda items


	Facilitators/ Presenters

	I) Welcome & IntroDuction 
A. Welcome

B. Introductions

C. Updates

D. Agenda review 
VR:  Are you in position to talk about the Reentry Courts for folks that don’t really know a lot about it?

FF:  The original funding for the Reentry Courts came from the Federal Government in the form of stimulus dollars.  It then went to Cal EMA which is the FEMA of California, and was delegated to set up 7 Reentry Courts in the state of California.  Alameda County was able to received one of those awards.  The other 6 are all over California.  The existing Reentry Courts are in Santa Clara and one in Orange County.  There is one in Harlem I visited last week that has been in business for 10 years, so for California this is a fairly new concept.  The folks who qualify are those who have parole violations.  Once they are assess and referred to by parole it’s a therapeutic, problem solving court that will have the involvement of the District Attorney, Public Defender and a representative from parole and Judge Gordon Baranco is heading this.  The Reentry Court is supposed to start October 1st which is pretty ambitious.  I have a background in working with Community Based Organizations agencies in Alameda County, primarily with Options.  I’m here to take notes on the needs of the CBO’s and those involved with parolees and to take some comments back to the group that I work for.  

VR:  Is it 125 people to be served over the life of the grant which is 2 years?

FF:  It’s a 2 ½ year grant and to serve 250 people.  If there are a lot of referrals maybe more money can be raised and the court can be expanded – most of the money is so that it can provide community based services for this population of Substance Abuse and Mental Health treatment primarily.

VR:  Was it 2 to 3 case workers working directly for the courts and part of the other resources will be contracted out?

FF:  Yes.  

VR:  We are going to talk about this more as one of the priority initiatives.  

CT:  How do you apply for the case manager jobs?

Lady:  It was posted on the Alameda County Superior website and on Craig’s list.  

JW:  The way that this is being structured and the sub contracts – hiring 4 different sub contractor and 2 or 3 case managers un-attached to any of the service providers seems to me  building into a level of coordination that doesn’t make sense to me.  To me looking for a multi prong service provider who can take responsibility for all the coordination is not the best way to do this.  It’s just that it’s not structure in a way that could be more efficient.  

FF:  The process of hiring case managers is ongoing.  They are looking for someone who is connected to the community – the case manager will work with more than one service provider.  

JW:  There are organization that do the majority if not all – it seems like there is going to be a lot of time lost in coordination.  You got 4 organizations and 2 case managers.

FF:  I think there is a lot of way to go with this – 

VR:  We are interested in coordination because this is something that we have been trying to figure out…how do we help each other out without duplicating?  

FF:  I’m here because I’m from the community not because someone sent me.

JW:  They said substance abuse and mental health was the center piece when we met with the judge.  We should let the folks do what they are already doing through their existing networks.  There is going to be a lot of coordination time.

FF:  Maybe, I’m not sure.  If the entire contract was awarded to one community based agency that wouldn’t cover the needs of everyone because some of the treatment is better for an individual than another. These issues are supposed to be resolved by September 1st so a lot of these issues are still under consideration.  

VR:  I think the judge left the book open at the last meeting for input.  
	Vince Reyes

	II)     PACT Meetings  
A. PACT Coordinator position cut 

B. Potential role for the Reentry Network

JW:  At the last meeting about the PACT meetings – in the restructuring of parole they have these community coordinators who work with many service providers around coordinating their participation in the PACT meetings.  The CDCR budget cuts they eliminated those positions statewide.  The PACT meetings will go on but the community coordinating positions are gone.  Rodney Brooks, Bill and I asked the CDCR administrator to have a meeting with him and his staff to find out what the implication are going to be with the Coordination Council.  We met with Fred Hayward and a couple of his senior staff to talk about it.  This was also a opportunity for Urban Strategies because of the un-even of service providers at the PACT meetings, we thought this would be a time for us to utilize our Alameda County Reentry Directory to provide services for the formerly incarcerated at the PACT meetings – this would be done by attending those meetings and running a query for them on services providers that were absent from the PACT meeting.  They agreed that we would do a pilot program at the meetings.  The other thing that came up at the meeting was that we lost our coordinator and wanted to know how this Coordinating Council’s body could be involved with the PACT meetings to do the quarterly convening of service providers that the community coordinators use to do.  We never met the community coordinator and didn’t know the position even existed.  

BQ: I can give you the contact person BASN (Bay Area Service Network) thru parole – his name is Angelino Kemp, Center Point just got that contract renewed.  I have his card and I can give you the information afterwards.  He is the supervisor over all the BASN coordinators.  Maybe he can help you streamline your contacts.  

JW:  They want to continue to convene the quarterly meetings – they want to figure out deployment of folks to the meetings so that they don’t overload in one service area and not in others.  That’s what they posed and we said we would bring it back to this table to discuss it.  

DC:  I wasn’t aware of these quarterly meetings.  

BQ:  Women On The Way go to the PACT meetings in Hayward and not really the ones In Oakland (maybe once a month) because they don’t normally have any women there.  

JW:  The community coordinator for the PACT meetings was a community based person and not a parole agent.  As of July 1st those positions were eliminated, they didn’t renew the contracts.  We had hope Steven Christian would have been here today.

BH:  Steven Christian is the PACT Coordinator for region II – he covers from Eureka to Ventura.  

JW:  Would the Reentry Council be willing to do the quarterly convening out of this Council for Alameda County, Oakland and Hayward PACT meetings…meeting with providers who come to these meetings and provider who they want to get to start coming to these meetings.  The purpose of these meetings with providers is to strengthen the relationship of providers and to have them working together in a more structured way that would promote better services to the formerly incarcerated.  

BH:  The PACT meetings are the only place that we will see everyone coming back from prison.  This is our only chance to engage with providers and folks coming back from prison.  With this we can develop a more coordinated system that we longed talked about.  This also would allow us to establish a better relationship with parole.  The disadvantage is that there is no money with this.  

JW:  Part of the role of the community coordinator was to find providers to come to the PACT meetings, even those who were not under contract with CDCR.  

WM:  How many PACT meetings are there?

BQ:  There is one every week in Oakland Wednesday at 10a – and 2 in Hayward every other week at 1p.  The one in Oakland only will have like 2 women, so we only go to that one once a month.  The ones in Hayward have more women so we go to that one twice a month.  

JessieW:  I wanted to know if there is a model for this quarterly meeting – what kind of attendance they have there.  We already have a couple of different efforts under way, CRSPN in the past has done Resource Fairs, we and others are coordinating a Day Of Forgiveness with All Of Us Or None and elected officials.  That’s going to be on December 4th of this year.  Since there are things out there already does quarterly make sense?  

VR:  Junious when do they want to know if the Coordinating Council will participate in the PACT meetings by was of community coordinating?

JW: We didn’t set a time we just told them that we would bring it up at the next quarterly meeting.

FMJ:  Since some providers are already going to the PACT meetings would that mean that they would need a physical presence from some of our organizations or providers or do we convene here coordinating meetings?

BQ:  We could hold the quarterly meetings here and just add the providers that would normally be part of the quarterly meetings with the community coordinator.  So it would be one big meeting quarterly, service providers, youth providers ECT.

JW:  We need to drill down the CDCR about exactly what they need to get accomplished at the quarterly meetings and what are the ways to get that accomplished.  So we will know what we are bringing people together to do.  

VR:  We can use the quarterly meeting to show folks how to do things online in terms of scheduling.

JW:  The website might be a better way of registering people that might be there as a provider.  It would certainly help us in terms of Kenyatta going to the meetings to provide information on services where there are not service providers present.  

BQ:  It’s really disheartening to go the PACT meeting in Oakland to see how the folks are treated in there by law enforcement/parole officers.  

CT:  Maybe we need to address those issues with them.  

BQ:  The agents at the Hayward and Berkeley office are totally different in their attitude with the parolees.  Some of the newer agents in Oakland are better in dealing with the guys.  

FJ:  This is some of the things that the community feel is important.  Maybe at the quarterly meetings we can engage in conversation about these things.    

VR:  At the PACT meetings are there service providers that are consistently absent?

BQ:  Yes, housing especially.  The new laws make it difficult to get reentry folks into housing.  If you have a drug conviction you are not getting into programs providing housing.  The county is contracting with these housing agencies.  RCD is the developer and John Stewart and company are the people who run it – they do not let anybody into their units that is a convicted felon and the county is contracting with these people to provide affordable housing.  The people that take over the management like Eco, Eden they do not let people with drug conviction into their units.  It needs to be addressed.  Folks have to wait 3 years before they can be even considered.   

DC:  At our facility we let them stay – we have some folks with us that have been with us for 4 years.  

VR:  Is there a PACT schedule for us to tell them what we decide to do?

JW:  No.  I would suggest that we write up some of the question so that we can get them to Fred Haywood.  We also need specificity about what they want from us or think we can do.  

VR:  Can we do this within a week or two?

JW:  Bill and Kenyatta have been invited to go view a couple of PACT meetings in the process of negotiating this contract.  
	Bill Heiser

	III) Upcoming reentry initiatives and programs

A. Review table 

B. Assess initiatives

C. Determine prioritized initiatives for Network involvement 

BH:  On your documents you see Network Roles/Action – we want to discuss what that might be.  We also want to do a scoring on the Rubric, total that up and then discuss it.  We want to put something together on how we can make decisions on initiatives to the network.  There is a 5 point scale that we can apply to each initiative.  We want to know is the initiative aligning with the networks overall mission.  The following sheet is how it is aligned to our priorities.  We want to look at the network’s involvement with any and all projects.  The level of involvement would be a 3 tier structure.  The greatest level of involvement would be something the network was really involved in.  Tier2 would require a little bit of support in advocacy and dissemination of information.  The final tier and least involvement would be monitor promotion of the website as things change or expand.  At our next meeting I hope we can put together a plan the upcoming year at what the network wants to devote its time to.  Maybe in a 3 meeting process we can look at our priorities to see what direction we will travel in within the next year.  Let’s do the first 2 to see what we can accomplish today.  Let’s start with the PACT meetings since we just discussed that.  We can use existing meetings to facilitate future PACT community coordinating meetings.  We can call it a provider coordinating council meeting.  

JW:  Maybe we can discuss with them from the PACT meetings their attitude towards the way they convey their message to the parolees.  

BH:  I think getting involved would be wise in terms of our impact as outside advocacy.  Any other thoughts on what else we can do as a network?  What extent do we feel that is in line with networks mission and theory of change.  We want to establish a coordinated system and remove unnecessary barriers.   Everyone go through and score the PACT meeting document yourselves.  

JW:  Does anyone have an estimate of how many people may go through a PACT meeting in a month?  

BQ:  About 60 per session and the same in Hayward.  That number may go down now that we got the revocable parole.  We actually get more referrals from the parole agents than the PACT meetings.  

JW:  So that would be roughly about 350 per month.  

DC:  We get more folks from the inside San Quentin than we do from the PACT meetings.  

BH:  After you make the select on your document/sheet we will then take the number and add it up to see where the network stands.  

BH:  How does the Reentry Courts align with what we are doing?  What role might the network have in the Reentry Courts?

BQ:  I think it’s because the network has helped to start this that we will have a big role.  

JW:  Everyone who applied for this grant got funded.  Not everybody who was eligible applied.  

BQ:  With Proposition 36 going away this is another way for parolees to get service because we don’t know what’s going to happen with funding for treatment.  

FJ:  I could see this body being instrumental in getting funding – I don’t know how long the designated funding is (3 years) so you don’t have that long to show results.  Connecting service providers is a huge task – in San Diego they did a big report of their successes I think it really helps to generate political will for continued funding.  

FF:  It may be treated as a pilot project because it only being such a small group of people.  It could be expanded if it works.  It could be set up so that a steering committee meets monthly. 
VR: Having worked with the Drug Courts they don’t listen to a lot of advice from the outside.  I just don’t know how much impact we are going to have on the Reentry Courts.  

VR:  Will the steering committee be more policy oriented or is it more advisory do you know?  

FF:  I don’t know yet – it will be left up to the Judge.  

VR:  It’s a good idea to be on the steering committee but everyone here represents their own organization/agency.  We may need someone representing specifically this body.   

JW:  There are 2 bodies – when we were at the meeting after they got the funding – there is a work group and then there’s another body.  

BH:  There is the steering committee that will meet quarterly that will discuss the policies of Alameda County Reentry Court then there is the statewide steering committee that will be discussing the overall Reentry Courts and all of 7 locations.  

JW:  There was another internal work group that they described with the court administrator…

BQ:  Because we have been doing reentry for a while we should have a voice.  We come together trying to make things easier for those being released rather it’s from Santa Rita or state prison.  

BH:  So you’re saying that we should be a coalition to the 5 or 6 RFP’s that’s being released – so we would submit as a coalition?

JW:  Something roughly like that.  RFP’s will be released by Substance Abuse, Mental Heath, Vocational training and Family Reunification.  

FJ:  Were these areas defined by the grant – I know that housing was a big issue.  

FF:  There wasn’t enough money for everything.  

BH:  This was a county decision that was made.  We can leverage the network in a way of improving our application.  I got the impression that there was going to be one RFP.  

JW:  They usually do 1 year renewable.  Just to make sure you are doing what you suppose to be doing with your numbers.  Is there an experimental design on the evaluation?  

FF:  That’s being decided.  I would love to have a meeting and talk about this.  I’m supposed to work with the evaluation.  I was hired to help write the policy and procedures for this project.  I’m also working on helping to set up the data collection system for the evaluation.  And set it up so that it can be quick evaluated.  There was an evaluation of all the U.S. and half of the Reentry Courts had a lot of problems in collecting the correct data.  The evaluation may lead to more potential funding from the Department of Justice.  

JW: Is that something organizational you would be interested in considering?  If we were to pull in the pieces that they don’t have with some other providers is that something that you would consider?  

 BQ:  I would like to make sure that the series are spread out throughout the county. We are working with Shirley Poe and all the referrals are coming in through parole.  

JW:  The other point Bill was making at the meeting that I agree with is – after a violation you are referring to the courts – that’s again working upstream.  Shouldn’t this intervention be on the prior side?  

FF:  Reentry Courts in other states can do the case management and the reentry planning before release.  Working with individuals while incarcerated and picking them up at the gate all make sense to me – this was set up by the AOC (The State Office) as a very different system; we are working with Parole violators, so we are trying to figure out how to get those elements in. Shirley said she didn’t see this as a big issue with trying to get people into the program.  

FJ:  There are programs that provide intervention long before folks are brought into the criminal justice system.   There are programs working with the DA where there are opportunities to get in treatment before getting sent to prison or locked up.  If we can prove that this pilot works then this would really be good.  

JW:  A way to check this is to have a similar situated program prior to the program to really test the program.  A person without a violation is given this array of programs how do they perform versus the ones that we let violate and then have this venerability measure to get their attention.  

WM:  It’s almost unpredictable in my experience there is no one way.  Some people violate 3 to 4 time before they get the message.  It’s all on the individual…I think the key is to shorten the sentencing.  In my experience – one month of incarceration has the same effect as 6 month.  The Reentry Courts may be able to make the difference.  

BH:  What I wanted to move forward with the coalition idea because the final is September 1st for the RFP.

FF:  This is what I heard.  

BH:  What does the coalition actually consist of?  What would your values be about a coalition and what do you think your values might be?  

BQ:  I think with coalition we could make sure that the series are spread out throughout the county.  And the people that have been part of the reentry services could also be part of the services part of it.  So many people have committed to reentry for so long.  Urban Strategies, CRSPN, and Women On The Way are committed to reentry.  

BH:  This wouldn’t be a voice this idea would be service providers –

JW:  The selection thing is going to be controlled by who gets in the program and where they live.  The services are not going to be geographic – the services are going to be where the 250 folks are.  

FJ:  Are they going to pick more than one service provider such as Option or would it be one provider such as a substance abuse provider?  

FF:  From what I read it’s one provider for each service.  I don’t know what’s been decided.  

BH:  That was my understanding too because they made a special note in saying that the vocational provider – they would release multiple RFP’s.  That to me means one substance abuse provider, one mental health, one family reunification.  

FF:  I’m here to assist you and to help.  

DC:  Most people can do well in outpatient programs.  We try almost everybody in outpatient programs we run.  The first relapse they go to detox – they may or may not seek residential for 6 months.  

BH:  Each service provider will receive the RFP as if they applied on tier own.  Their application would say that they are applying as say a substance abuse provider of this coalition.  If we said from the beginning that we were going to work together we could do a lot more work addressing of the court side with the providers.  We could provide coordination around the 250 client base.  We then can say that we have a shared client pool and it makes sense for us to meet on a regular basis to discuss issues specific to our shared clients.  That to me would be what the coalition would look like.  Ultimately, you are going to have to report to the state on the data information they want.  The performance is going to be on each organization – the benefit of the coalition if it allows you to perform better.  

BQ:  We are in that position now – the clients are doing really well in treatment and I am networking with ACAP in the WDI program the work program.  Issue came up while they were there – they don’t have these issues while with us but they do have this problem while away from our facility   that’s not alright.  

CT:  You basically have to hold their hand in some cases.  

DC:  We have 6 apartment houses now – Options where they have to be clean and sober.  In the third phase of our program we work with Rubicon which is only 3 blocks away.  

JW:  That was my point can you find an organization that has so many of the parts that’s already there that their adding minimum to be able to do it for coordinating reasons.  

DC:  Are the Reentry Courts going to deal with sex offenders.

BQ:  We can’t even take them in our residential.  

FF:  Our intake would be an average of 2 a week which isn’t a lot.  

BQ:  This is like a quarter of a drop in the bucket.  

JessieW:  I was talking with Meg Keller…

VR:  You want to go around the room and score?

BH:  The court is going to run the whole thing – 

VR:  Our goal would be to influence the decision that are made and not the individuals but on the decisions and process.  

FF:  During the time of the 3 years we are talking about expanding the system.

JW:  This is our money use for this right…Our stimulus money?

WM:  Basically, you’re taking the individual in front of 4 or 5 individual who had nothing to do with them when the violation occurred to make decision over them.  

FF:  Parole should be at the courts to help make this decision.  The judge does have total control.  

WM:  At the federal system we did out with the parole.  We no longer have parole cases; we now have new law – so all of our courts with the new cases control violations.  So each individual judge that sentences that offender 20 years ago or 15 years ago would decide whether that person should go back into prison or treatment where as in old law it was the parole board.  It’s called supervised released.  We don’t have parole any more unless you’re old law case.  That was the trend back in the old 80’s.  

BH:  Maybe what we do is to hear what folks have to say about these two by going around the table.  So let’s begin adding them up. This is a system to figure out where people’s interest lies.  It would also be good to bring your notes to the next meeting.  When we post the notes there will be a link to these documents. 

VR:  At the next meeting we will go through a few more.  

BH:  A lot of the stuff on the last couple of pages is still awaiting stuff – some things that may happen or may not happen.  The more important stuff is really the first two pages.  

JW:  On page 3 on the transitional jobs there has been some movement on that.   We might want to get some additional information on this and move it to the front page.  The city of Oakland is doing this transitional jobs piece using stimulus funding.  

BH: I’m schedule to talk to Sara Bedford on Monday – more about this.  They have to have the state budget passed before they can get the funds to do this.  

JW: There is a slice of Cal Tran’s money for Cal Tran’s employment.  
VR:  Bill, you might want to prioritize some of the issues on the sheet that we are less familiar with – placing them to the front of the document of Current and Upcoming Reentry Initiatives August 2010.  

JW:  Can we brainstorm a little and send people a little more of a conceptual layout of what this coalition thing might be?  We can’t wait until the next meeting – we need to brainstorm then frame it and circulate it to some of the folks around the table and ask for comments.  
	Vince Reyes, Bill Heiser

	IV) committee and workgroup updates 

A. Committees

1. Networking and Professional Development

2. Task Forces 

a. Health

b. Employment

B. Workgroups

JessieW: If people have time can they think about doing the Rubric analysis in terms of priorities and other issues.  One thing that isn’t really on here at all is the elected officials – we haven’t really given them any of our needs.  

JW:  Especially since a lot of the elected officials we are changing.  

BH:  We will take the information from these documents Current and Upcoming Reentry Initiatives August 2010 and the Reentry Network Decision Making Rubric and put that into our Strategic Plan and take it to the Decision Makers body and say this is what we decided to focus on the year.

JW:  Last year in the fall there was a Day of Forgiveness and New Beginnings that was coordinated by a number of courts, the Public Defender’s office.  We were able to clear warrants – the next event will be held December 4th, 2010 and we will build in other components this time.  The location is still to be determined.  It will be for people who have clients, and those clients could benefit from this event.  WE can help them get their license recovered and it also helps them get their criminal record remedies.  We will start planning sometime in October 2010.  In the past we had the DMV, Social Security, Child Support, State and Local Agencies were also there that day.  
	All

	V) Next steps

A. Review next steps

B. Final comments 
	Vince Reyes
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