Community Corrections Partnership (CCP)
Community Advisory Board (CAB) Meeting
Thursday, May 10, 2018
10:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m.
Supervisor Andersen’s Office
3338 Mt. Diablo Blvd.
Lafayette, CA 94549
(Note Change in Location)

Agenda
10:00 am

Introductions and Announcements

10:10

Public Comment

10:20

Approve April Meeting Minutes (Attachment 1

10:30

CAB Member Absences / Filling Vacancies [VOTE]

10:40

CAB representation on Reentry Success Center board (Jason)

10:50

Committee Updates
- QAC Meeting (Attachment 2)
- Upcoming PPC meeting
- CAB P&B Committee (Patrice)
- CAB OCEC Committee (Harry)

11:10

Posting CAB documents on the County website (Jason)

11:20

Presentation on Analysis of Reentry Data Management in Contra Costa – Data
Experts Aman Ahuja and Louis Potok (Attachment 3)

12:00 pm

Adjourn

Next Meetings:
CCP Exec Committee

Public Protection Committee

Community Advisory Board

Friday, June 1, 2018
8 a.m.
Probation Dept, Sequoia Room
50 Douglas Drive, Suite 200
Martinez, CA 94553

Wednesday, May 23, 2018
1:30 p.m.
County Admin. Bldg., Room 101
651 Pine Street
Martinez, CA 94553

Thursday, June 14, 2018
10 a.m. to 12 p.m.
Probation Dept, Sequoia Room
50 Douglas Drive, Suite 200
Martinez, CA 94553

The Community Corrections Partnership (CCP) will provide reasonable accommodations for persons with disabilities planning to attend CCP
Executive Committee meetings. Contact the staff person listed below at least 48 hours before the meeting.
Any disclosable public records related to an item on a regular meeting agenda and distributed by staff to a majority of
members of the CCP Executive Committee less than 96 hours prior to that meeting are available for public inspection at 50
Douglas Drive, Suite 201, Martinez, CA, during normal business hours, 8 am – 12 Noon and 1‐5 pm. Materials are also
available on line at http://www.co.contra‐costa.ca.us/index.aspx?nid=3113
 Public comment may be submitted via electronic mail on agenda items at least one full work day prior to the published
meeting time.

For Additional Information Contact: Cindy Nieman, Committee Staff Phone (925) 313-4188 cindy.nieman@prob.cccounty.us
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CAB
April 12, 2018, 1‐3 PM, 651 Pine Street, Rm 101
Jason, Patrice, Chris, Kaleana, Sue, Rolanda, Shannon, Harry
Rebecca, Charles Brown, Jill, Ellen, Chrystine, Ellen, Charles, Kevin, Dan Saffrin, Paul Taylor
Quorum established at 1:28 PM
1) Rebecca arrives at 1:22 PM during announcements; Kaleana has been taking notes.
a) Sheriff’s Office announces the job fair in custody
b) Sheriff’s Office also invites CAB members to request tours of WCDF or MDF
c) Rebecca makes request for CAB to appoint
d) Derek Evans has left Shelter Inc; for issues that would usually go to Derek, send them
to Kaleana
2) Public Comment: None
3) Item to approve Meeting Minutes of 3/8/18
a) Harry motions/Shannon seconds, no discussion, unanimous
4) Not on the agenda:
a) Two CAB members (Milton and Martine) have missed several meetings and are
eligible for vote to remove. Jason can agendize that for the next meeting and will
prepare a summary report on the issue to be reviewed at that meeting. Harry will
also prepare a summary report on the Outreach Committee’s plan to replace these
positions.
5) Item on Outreach Committee Chair
a) Jason nominates Harry, Harry indicates he is willing to accept, Kaleana seconds, no
discussion. All in favor.
6) Item on Committee Updates
a) PPC Rebecca and Jill summarize.
b) QAC: Jason mentions next meeting is 4/19, 1:30‐3:30, with report from PPIC
7) Item on CAB Approval of FY 2018‐19 recommended budget allocations for AB 109
a) Donté summarizes the CAB’s position to date and reviews the ORJ’s financial
accounting actions taken in response, see page 7 of packet. ORJ asks CAB to review
and endorse or modify.
b) Public comment:
i) Dan: Need to work to increase % of AB109 allocation to community‐based
services for 19/20. Also mentions that the Racial Justice Task Force is developing
a list of approximately 30 proposed recommendations, which includes “increase
realignment funding appropriated to community services”; these
recommendations will be prioritized by the time the Task Force finalizes.
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ii) RJ Taskforce community meetings are 5/7, 5/8, and 5/8.
c) Jason motions to accept the ORJ recommended budget allocations, Kaleana seconds.
i) Discussion:
(1) Donté mentions that the ORJ is committed to providing more real‐time
information.
(2) ORJ also commits to providing the CAB with more detailed information to the
CAB regarding the services being provided under the contract. unanimous.
ii) Vote: Unanimous
8) Policy and Budget Committee update and action on proposed policy platform (page 11):
Patrice reports, asks CAB to adopt this platform and develop committee workplans to
implement this platform.
a) Discussion:
i) Rebecca reminds CAB that the policy work group asked a three‐legged question:
“Is it fair, does it work, how do we know?” and asks that the CAB embed this
question into their official policy document.
ii) Donté asks about Item 2(b)(i) regarding the RJ Czar. Asks for more information
on what this means, how it would take shape. Patrice says that the sense was that
the DA’s office would likely be the logical place. Rebecca suggests that the CAB
ask the DA to appoint a representative to attend CAB.
b) Vote:
i) Motion to adopt the CAB policy platform as presented: Harry motions, Sue
seconds, no discussion, unanimous.
(1) Dan asks whether the CAB has developed a policy making recommendations
to County regarding state legislation; if so, asks CAB to support SB 1010, Bell,
Parolees: Supportive Housing Pilot Program., which would fund housing
through MHSA for mentally‐ill parolees.
(2) Donté points out that this is different from recommending positions for
County legislative platform, which is different from taking positions on state
legislation.
(3) Jill asks whether ORJ has developed a legislative platform; he says that they
haven’t, and Donté says he can take that suggestion back to the ORJ and will
report back to the CAB next month; this would provide a ready mechanism for
the CAB to offer its recommendations regarding legislation.
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9) Committee Actions and Sequencing:
a) Policy and Budget committee will create a workplan for itself and present to the CAB
so that the other committees can develop and implement its own annual work plan.
b) Outreach can begin recruitment for the vacant seats, can invite DA’s office to send a
representative to CAB meetings, can begin shopping the new policy statement and
pillar. Rebecca suggests that the CAB also ensure that Probation update the CAB ‘s
website to reflect the new policy statement, pillars, and platform. Donté asks CAB to
send documents and requests to Donté or Kevin to accomplish this.
10) Adjourned at 3:06 PM
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I.COMMUNITY ADVISORY BOARD MEETING REPORT
Committee

CCP Quality Assurance
Committee

Date:

April 19, 2018

Chair

Todd Billeci

Time:

1:30 to 3 pm

Recorder

Jason Schwarz

Location

Probation

Attendance
Todd Billeci, Jason Schwarz, Lara Delaney, Kevin Corrigan, Donte Blue, Ellen McDonnel, Chrystine Robbins, Jill
Ray, PPIC presenters (Cynthia Belon, QAC member, resigned – replacement will be decided at June CCP meeting)



RECAP

PPIC Presentation on 12 county recidivism study – Contra Costa is doing better than most counties with
recidivism/rearrest rates slightly down (except for rearrests of people on Mandatory Supervision) but
recidivism rates have actually gone up in many counties. Theory for why recidivism is going up is the
increased monitoring.
o

To be able to perform deeper evaluations, PPIC requested Contra Costa to develop a uniform
identifier that allows cross reference to the DOJ’s criminal history identification number. PPIC also
recommends the County’s agencies begin to track dosage of services provided (e.g., number of
sessions provided).

o

See powerpoint attached.

RDA is finalizing the FY 16-17 AB 109 Annual Report – to go to CBOs for comment before finalization, and
presentation at PPC and BOS
SAFE Database – now under County’s administration using a contracted individual – SAFE interface is currently
being aligned to each agency regarding goals / services offered
o

ORJ is opening its recruitment for a Research and Evaluation Manager with the goal of hiring by
July 1 – responsibility for the SAFE

o

ORJ trying to do more story telling regarding recidivism

o

Probation is also hiring an analyst; Public Health and Behavioral Health also looking for people

Capacity Building RFQ for CBO capacity building is live – CAB is invited to participate on evaluation panel

RECOMMENDATION
Please provide any recommendation that the subcommittee has for the larger CAB body as it relates to what was
discussed at the CAB meeting
NEXT STEPS
Please provide information about the direction the Subcommittee would like to take



ACTION REQUESTED OF STANDIG COMMITTEE
Please list any items to be put on the agenda as a result of the Subcommittees recommendations



UPCOMMING SUBCOMMIITEE MEETING DATES
QAC meets quarterly – next meeting is July 16
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Reentry Data Management in Contra Costa:
Analysis and Recommendations

• Prepared for the Office of Reentry and Justice
April 2018
Consultants: Louis Potok
Aman Ahuja

Background and what we did…

ORJ determined it can fulfill its mission
better with increased access to data
about how individuals move through
the criminal justice system in CCC

What we did….

Necessary data is currently fragmented
across multiple stakeholders and is
therefore difficult to access and use

Analyzed current systems and the
data they track

Identified questions ORJ would
like to answer but currently
cannot

Proposed a technical system to
improve ORJ’s capacity to use
data + considerations to be able
to implement the system
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To what end…
Proposed system would vastly increase the ability of
county entities to perform descriptive analyses.
By gathering and merging the data in one place, it would
allow an analyst to quickly explore multiple questions and
concept definitions, and use the results of one analysis to
plan future work.

To what end…
Vision for success: If successful, researchers within the
county and external researchers will more easily be able
to access and analyze data related to the criminal justice
system, with a specific focus on recidivism, within Contra
Costa County. This data will be protected and
anonymized, but rich enough to provide deep insights that
inform efforts to reduce recidivism and improve the
outcomes of individuals across the county as well as
improve the efficiency of county programming.
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Types of questions ORJ wants to be able to answer…
Descriptive vs. Actionable Questions
Descriptive Questions
Has recidivism increased in Contra Costa
County since five years ago?

Descriptive Questions
•
•

How many individuals were on Probation
in CCC in 2017?

Tell us what happened, when,
and how often
Relatively simpler to answer,
but still contain hidden
complexities in definition and
data sources

What percent of individuals on Probation
received services from CBOs or county
providers during their probation?

Types of questions ORJ wants to be able to answer…
Descriptive Questions (Cont.)
Are AB 109 individuals more or less likely
to uptake pre‐release CBO services,
compared to other individuals
incarcerated in county jail?
Of individuals arrested by the County
Sheriff’s Office, what percent are ever
charged with a crime?

Descriptive Questions
•
•

Tell us what happened, when,
and how often
Relatively simpler to answer,
but still contain hidden
complexities in definition and
data sources

What is the average time between arrest
and being charged?
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Types of questions ORJ wants to be able to answer…
Complexities Has recidivism increased in Contra Costa County since five years ago?
Questions
Numerator (number of ● What level of crime? (misdemeanor, felony, AB‐109 eligible)
people who do
● What level of “involvement”? Arrested, charged, convicted (plea/trial), imprisoned?
recidivate)
● When does the “eligibility period” end? (Recidivism within what time frame?)
Denominator (number
of people who could
have recidivated, or
the “population of
interest”)

●
●
●
●

Other

● Can an individual be counted twice if they recidivate twice?

What level of crime? (misdemeanor, felony, AB‐109 eligible)
What age (adult or juvenile)?
What level of “involvement”? Arrested, charged, convicted (plea/trial), imprisoned?
When does the “eligibility period” start (released from prison? After ending
supervision?
● Adults? Juveniles?
● Distinction between federal crimes and state crimes? Distinction between
incarceration in state prison vs county jail?

Recidivism… 3 year time lag
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Recidivism… 3 year time lag
Previously

Under the proposed system

● Analysis triggered by ad‐hoc request
● Analyst requests access to three data
sets:
○ Sheriff’s Office JMS system
○ Sheriff’s Office Excel sheet tracking
AB109 individuals
○ Court System records on convictions
● Analyst, using previous knowledge or
their own notes, writes code linking the
data sets
● If, a few months later, a different
stakeholder requests a similar analysis
using a slightly different metric, the full
process must be re‐performed

● Analysis performed automatically each
quarter
● All data already hosted and available
● Queries and code are hosted and stable;
modifications can be made easily
● Clear defined record of how previous
analysis was performed, making results
reproducible

Types of questions ORJ wants to be able to answer…
Actionable Questions
Area 1: Probation Officer decision‐making

Probation Officer working with a probationer assesses
that their major needs are stable housing and
behavioral counseling:
 Which service programs should they refer the
individual to?
 Should they try to address both issues at once, or
should the individual focus on one issue at a time?
 Will the individual be more likely to attend and
succeed if attendance is compulsory or optional?

Actionable
Questions
•

Answers have
implications that
can drive
operational actions,
policy decisions,
funding allocations,
and programming
priorities
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Types of questions ORJ wants to be able to answer…
Actionable Questions
Area 1: Probation Officer decision‐making

In the future, to help POs, ORJ and Probation could
perform analysis on the data and ask:

Actionable
Questions
•

For individuals on Probation, who need both housing
and behavioral counseling, what percent attain these
two goals, and how does that vary based on which
programs they were referred to, and in what order
they were referred?

Answers have
implications that
can drive
operational actions,
policy decisions,
funding allocations,
and programming
priorities

Types of questions ORJ wants to be able to answer…
Actionable Questions
Area 2: Pre‐trial detention

 For individuals arrested on different charges (e.g.
misdemeanors, less‐serious felonies, property
crimes), what % are formally charged with a crime?
What percent of those are found guilty?
 Of individuals not detained pre‐trial, what % have
another arrest while awaiting trial? Fail to appear?
 Of individuals found guilty and then released on
probation, is a pre‐trial detention period negatively
associated with subsequent attainment of housing
and employment?

Actionable
Questions
•

Answers have
implications that
can drive
operational actions,
policy decisions,
funding allocations,
and programming
priorities
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Types of questions ORJ wants to be able to answer…
Actionable Questions
Area 2: Pre‐trial detention

Actionable
Questions

• Answers have
The answers to questions above will help inform the
implications that
tradeoff that Contra Costa County is making in pre‐trial
can drive
detention decisions, and may lead to a decision to
operational actions,
adjust the tradeoff that is being made.
policy decisions,
funding allocations,
and programming
priorities

Types of questions ORJ wants to be able to answer…
Actionable Questions
Area 3: Pre‐release programming

 Do individuals with access to pre‐release services
recidivate less often than individuals who did not
have that access?
While the data cannot prove that pre‐release services
reduce recidivism, stronger within‐county evidence
could provide impetus for increased funding for such
services, or reallocation of funding to the individual
service providers which the data suggest are most
effective at reducing recidivism.

Actionable
Questions
•

Answers have
implications that
can drive
operational actions,
policy decisions,
funding allocations,
and programming
priorities
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Proposed technical solution and what it would deliver…

ORJ to procure and maintain a cloud-based relational database
and compute environment
Source data will come
from other county data
systems on a monthly
cadence, to be
transferred to an ORJ‐
maintained server.

Personal information will be
encrypted and protected.

Once the raw data is transferred,
ORJ will ingest into its database
using a series of scripts running in
a cloud compute environment.

System design…

8

IDS Information System

5/4/2018

Proposed technical solution and what it would deliver…
Each quarter, ORJ can
trigger a script that will
output, based on the
latest data, a predefined
report with analytics of
interest.
Yearly, ORJ can revisit the
analytics questions that the
quarterly reporting answers,
identify any desired changes, and
implement those changes. May
include changes to the input from
data providers, the loading
scripts, and the database schema.

When ORJ has additional ad‐hoc
analysis it wishes to perform, it
can create a new analytics and
reporting script to answer
questions based on the stored
data. It will be possible for ORJ’s
internal resources to develop
new query scripts in an ongoing
way.

Advanced Analytics …
The proposed system will
address infrastructure
and pipelines for the
aggregation of key data
sources, making possible
additional advanced
studies and analytics in
the future.

They may include: measuring the
treatment effect of interventions
using counterfactual techniques;
incorporating study selection
controls using propensity score
matching; and understanding
predictive bias in recidivism
prediction instruments (RPIs).
These studies will depend on the
expertise of analysts, and
governance structures.
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Example of data to be transferred - Probation…
File

Description of data model

Key fields

Clients

One record for each individual who has
been on Probation in the county.

Name
Age
Race
Person identifiers (SSN, state and federal corrections identifiers)

Dockets

One record for each time a client is on
Probation in Contra Costa County. The
same client may have multiple dockets.

Criminal charges
Classification of case (including AB 109 status)
Sentence information
Probation officer case notes
Risk scores
Treatment plan
Close of the case
Client identifier (foreign key)

Referrals

One record for each time a Probation
Whether referral was court ordered
Officer refers a client to a service provider. Attendance
Program outcome
Docket identifier (foreign key)

Benefits of this solution …
• Cost effectiveness: minimize time/cost,
use CCC Dept. of IT server
• Reduce or eliminate cost of outside
consultants for ad hoc data analysis
• Ease of use: reduce reliance on outside
contractors after implementation
• Almost real-time access to data for
wide range of analytical purposes
• Security and privacy: (1) encryption of
personal data, (2) data minimization
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Alternative Approaches …
Summary of Alternate Approaches

Leverage existing database
(probably probation)

Series of ad‐hoc scripts at
time of analysis (similar to
RDA in the past)

Pros
Will require less resources
May take less time to
development

Pros
Less upfront cost
Minimally disruptive
Low sustainability risk

Cons
Creates significant dependency
Less reliable governance model
Would require postponing
development until Probation’s
new system is operational

Cons
Not a stable solution
Does not address data storage
needs
Lack of security
Duplication of effort

Self‐hosted IT system

Pros
Higher perceived security

Cons
High cost in implementation and
maintenance.

Scope/Impact/Risk…

Total cost of
ownership
 Internal Resourcing
 External Costs
 Other Cost
Considerations

Users

Governance

Administrative
Considerations
 Ownership and
maintenance
 Ethical
ramifications

Other
 Legal / policy /
privacy
 Flexibility (new
questions /
adding new
input systems
/ data size and
scalability)
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Where to next…

ORJ to collect stakeholder / community feedback.
Future ORJ Research/Data Analyst to offer inputs, support next steps.

The End

Any questions?
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Executive Summary
The Office of Reentry and Justice (ORJ) is a pilot project under the County Administrator’s Office in Contra
Costa County which seeks to advance the county’s programs and initiatives around realignment and
reentry. ORJ would be better enabled to fulfill its mission if it had increased access to data about how
individuals move through the criminal justice system in Contra Costa County (CCC), but the necessary
data is today fragmented across multiple different stakeholders and is therefore difficult to access and
use. This report proposes a technical system that would improve ORJ’s capacity to use data, and
describes some of the important non‐technical considerations should such a system be implemented.
If the proposed system were implemented, questions offering insights into countywide reentry and
recidivism would become easier to answer. We will explore these questions in more detail, including here
just two illustrative examples:
1. What percent of individuals currently on probation received services from CBOs or county
providers during their probation?
2. Of individuals who are convicted of a crime and are then released on probation, is a pre‐trial
detention period negatively associated with subsequent attainment of housing and employment?
Under the proposed system, data owners would transfer certain data to ORJ periodically, approximately
once a month. ORJ would maintain scripts to ingest that data into a cloud‐hosted database, which would
support automated quarterly reporting as well as other analyses. We consider in detail four data owners
within CCC: the Probation Department, the Court, and the Reentry Success Center (which houses data for
community and county providers of reentry services), and the Office of the Sheriff. Through the periodic
data transfer, records would be linked in the new ORJ database, and ORJ would have data describing how
individuals move through the entire county criminal justice and reentry ecosystem. ORJ would be able to
analyze this data to uncover insights into best practices within the county, and possible improvements in
the existing ecosystem and in initiatives around realignment, reentry and justice.
There are important considerations to be addressed before this system is implemented. ORJ will be
responsible for the protection of and proper utilization of private data, and we recommend that ORJ
develop administrative and governance structures to supplement the proposed technology and tools.
The proposed data pipeline depends on ongoing coordination with the data owners who will be
submitting data to ORJ, and it will be important for ORJ to maintain trust and provide ongoing incentives
to these data owners to ensure that they have a stake in the maintenance and development of the
system. ORJ will need to understand and comply with agreed restrictions on use of data, and put into
place data use agreements (DUAs) with each data owner. We discuss in this document considerations
around privacy and the ethical use of this data. We also estimate implementation and maintenance costs
for the system.
Implementing this technical system would advance the County’s ability to understand and improve
criminal justice outcomes and recidivism. To our knowledge, it would be an innovation in the realignment
and recidivism field, which could serve as a model for other counties across the state and the country.
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I. Introduction
What is ORJ and what are its goals?
The Office of Reentry and Justice (ORJ) is a pilot project under the County Administrator’s Office in Contra
Costa County (CCC). ORJ’s mission is to advance the county’s programs and initiatives around realignment
and reentry. To do so effectively requires understanding of existing program operations and client
outcomes as individuals interact with various aspects of the criminal justice and reentry systems.
Different research methods are appropriate for answering different questions, and quantitative data
analysis has an important part to play in ORJ’s research and evaluation efforts.

Project background
Data is hard to access
Existing data is scattered across multiple computer systems owned by different stakeholders such as the
Superior Court, Probation Department, Sheriff’s Office, and individual CBOs. The existing data landscape
was created ad hoc over time by different entities, without extensive coordination, in the service of
specific, and often independent, operational efforts. ORJ seeks, rather, a unified, coherent view of the
justice landscape to enable better analytics and understanding of the journey each individual client takes
through that landscape. If this view were provided, it would assist multiple organizations across the
ecosystem in achieving their objectives, including ORJ.
Prior work
In 2014, Resource Development Associates (RDA) conducted a research project within the county
focusing on AB109 programs. They also evaluated the overall data capacity of the criminal justice system
within the county. We have been informed by that work and its recommendations.

Project goal: Make analytics easier, improve reentry.
This report is the final deliverable for a project aiming to bridge the current data gap. We have proposed
a design for a technical system, and process around the system, which will allow new questions to be
answered. As these questions are answered, they will provide ORJ and other organizations throughout
the county with insights that can help improve policy and programming across realignment and reentry.
This project sought to design a technical system and raise related concerns and considerations. It is not a
contracting proposal to build that system, nor is it a thorough and comprehensive analysis of all the
implications should ORJ (or other system actors) choose to build this system. It is meant to provide
directional guidance for further planning and discussion within ORJ and across relevant stakeholders.

Vision of success
If the ORJ initiative is successful, researchers within the county and external researchers will more easily
be able to access and analyze data related to the criminal justice system, with a specific focus on
recidivism, within Contra Costa County. This data will be protected and anonymized, but rich enough to
provide deep insights that inform efforts to reduce recidivism and improve the outcomes of individuals
across the county as well as improve the efficiency of county programming.

Office of Reentry and Justice, 651 Pine Street, 10th Floor, Martinez, CA 94553, Ph. 925-335-1097
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II. About this project
Who’s who
The project was led by Donte Blue, ORJ Deputy Director, with consultants from Tetra Tech DPK. The
project team included individuals with background in criminal justice, as well as individuals with extensive
experience in the design and development of data systems.

Methodology
The project team reviewed previous research and analysis performed within the county, including
previous reports generated by RDA. This was taken as input into the types of questions that would be
useful to answer. Other research included detailed interviews with various stakeholders knowledgeable
about the existing country justice data systems, and consultation with outside experts. A responsibility
matrix, with the project team and consults, is included.

III. The existing landscape
Criminal justice system within CCC
The exact scope of ORJ’s purview is difficult to define, given the complexities of the criminal justice
system and the various jurisdictions that may be at play. The broad scope of the County’s law
enforcement and criminal justice system includes:
● Arrest by law enforcement
● Pre‐trial detention
● Judicial interactions, including pleas and trial
● Incarceration
● Reentry programming while incarcerated or while in detention
● Reentry programming after release
● Post‐release supervision
However, various steps in this process may include non‐county actors. An individual may interact with
the county system at only a few points in this flow. Individuals may be arrested or detained by local or
state law enforcement, incarcerated in state or federal prison, etc. In addition, there are different flows
for the juvenile justice system versus adult criminal justice system.

Policy context and AB109
In 2011, California passed a new law, AB109, which transfers incarceration and supervision
responsibilities for people convicted of certain low‐level felonies to the county level, and provides
funding to counties to fulfill these responsibilities. This initiative is known as “realignment”. Specifically,
this covers felonies that are “non‐serious, non‐violent, and non‐sexual”.1
AB109 is an important focus for ORJ, but it is not the only population of interest. Much of the county’s
most recent analytics efforts have focused on the AB109 population due to the fact this is a very new
initiative, and the financial incentives the state has put in place to reduce recidivism in this population.
ORJ’s mandate, however, is clearly broader than this. We focus on AB109 only to the extent that existing
1

We will describe individuals who have been convicted of one of these crimes as “AB109‐eligible”, “AB109‐
relevant”, or we will use the term “AB109 population”.
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data collection is already focused on these individuals, but our system design is meant to help better
understand the entire criminal justice system.

IV. Analytics questions
Designing a technical system requires consideration of the end uses of that system. The system we
propose will be used for data analytics, so we began by understanding the kinds of questions that
researchers may wish to ask, and what data is required to answer those questions: which records,
refreshed how often, with what fields and what metadata. We considered the needs of several types of
researchers, such as academics, policy‐makers, system managers, and operational analysts within the
county. However, we did not explore each of their needs in depth. Rather, we developed an
understanding of the desired analytics questions based on reviewing previous research in the county and
discussions with ORJ. We then incorporated our professional experience with conducting analytics
elsewhere in the social service and private sectors.
This system we are proposing would provide an enhanced, unified view of the criminal justice ecosystem
within Contra Costa County. It would tie together actions taken, and outcomes observed, by various
stakeholders; in so doing it would furnish rich material for a variety of actors to assess and improve their
programming, priorities, and decisions as they uphold their respective missions.
Many questions could be answered using the data available in this system. We describe some questions
here not to be comprehensive about the world of possibilities, but to rather illustrate the potential
breadth of considerations that could be made.
We consider two types of questions. First, descriptive questions that provide an overall summary of
criminal justice outcomes within the county. These questions will inform, give a sense of scale, and show
major trends. For a sample of questions, we show a breakdown of the different data sources necessary to
answer each question, which helps explain why these questions are complex to answer now. Second, we
explore a more actionable and precise kind of question, whose answers may have specific ramifications
for actions that ORJ or other stakeholders will take. These two categories are not completely distinct, but
rather illustrate two ends of a spectrum.

Descriptive Questions
Descriptive questions tell us what happened, when, and how often. These are relatively simpler to
answer, but still contain hidden complexities in definition and data sources. We will provide a few
examples, then walk through one question to show examples of latent complexity.
Example questions:
● Has recidivism increased in Contra Costa County from five years ago?
● How many individuals were on Probation in CCC in 2017?
● What percent of individuals on Probation received services from CBOs or county providers during
their term of probation?
● Are AB109 individuals more or less likely to uptake pre‐release CBO services, compared to other
individuals incarcerated in county jail?
● Of individuals detained by the County Sheriff’s Office, what percent are ever charged with a
crime? How long are these individuals detained prior to being charged with a crime?
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Let’s take one of these as an example to illustrate the complexity of even these simpler descriptive
questions:
Has recidivism increased in Contra Costa County from five years ago?
This question seems simple. Answering it requires comparing two numbers: the recidivism rate today,
and the recidivism rate five years ago. But there is hidden complexity in the definition of recidivism, and
different analysts may be interested in different definitions. Recidivism is a rate: the number of people
who recidivate, divided by the overall population that could have recidivated. In the below figure, we
show some complexities in defining both groups.
Questions
Numerator (number of people
who do recidivate)

●
●
●
●

Denominator (number of people
who could have recidivated, or
the “population of interest”)

●
●
●
●
●

Other

●

What level of crime? (misdemeanor, felony, AB‐109
eligible)
What level of “involvement”? Criminal Act, Arrested,
charged, convicted (plea/trial), returned to county jail?
Similarly, which event in the process needs to happen
within the time period to be counted?
When does the “eligibility period” end? (Recidivism within
what time frame?)
What level of crime? (misdemeanor, felony, AB‐109
eligible)
What age (adult or juvenile)?
What level of “involvement”? Arrested, charged,
convicted (plea/trial), imprisoned?
When does the “eligibility period” start (released from
prison? After ending supervision?
Distinction between federal crimes and state crimes?
Distinction between incarceration in state prison vs
county jail?
Can an individual be counted twice if they recidivate
twice?

Now, suppose we construct one definition of recidivism:
● The population of interest is all individuals who were:
• In custody in Contra Costa County jail,
• Due to a felony conviction,
• Tried and convicted as an adult,
• Released to county supervision under AB‐109, and
• Released from custody in a given year.
● And the numerator is, of the individuals in the population of interest, how many were:
• Convicted of a felony,
Office of Reentry and Justice, 651 Pine Street, 10th Floor, Martinez, CA 94553, Ph. 925-335-1097

6
Reentry Data Management in Contra Costa:
Analysis and Recommendations
•
•

Within Contra Costa County,
Where the conviction date is within 3 years of their custody release date.

Constructing this measure requires a data set containing individuals who were released from custody in
Contra Costa County. The dataset must have fields with information about AB‐109 status, date of release,
and adult status at trial (no juvenile convictions). This also requires a second data set including all felony
convictions within the county, with fields on conviction date. This dataset must also contain identifiers,
allowing these individuals to be joined to a record of all convictions within the county.

Figure 1: Merging data from the court system and the Sheriff’s office
requires appropriate identifier fields
Note that the analysis must be delayed because of the 3‐year definition. In 2018, the latest year for which
the recidivism rate may be computed is 2014. Many of the questions we look at will also have a similar
time delay.
In Contra Costa County, our proposed data system makes this question easy to answer compared to
existing capabilities.
Previously
●
●

●

Analysis triggered by ad‐hoc request
Analyst requests access to three data
sets:
• Sheriff’s Office JMS system
• Sheriff’s Office Excel sheet
tracking AB109 individuals
• Court System records on
convictions
Analyst, using previous knowledge or
their own notes, writes code linking the

Under the proposed system
●
●
●
●

Analysis performed automatically each
quarter
All data already hosted and available
Queries and code are hosted and stable;
modifications can be made easily
Clear defined record of how previous
analysis was performed, making results
reproducible
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Previously
●

Under the proposed system

data sets
If, a few months later, a different
stakeholder requests a similar analysis
using a slightly different metric, the full
process must be re‐performed

It is instructive to compare this exercise with the California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation
(CDCR) 2014 report on recidivism within the state. This report considers similar issues:
● Multiple working definitions of the key recidivism metric.
● Multiple sources of data; CDCR leverages a data‐sharing agreement with the California
Department of Justice for information about arrests within the state.
● Choices about time frame.
● Choices about exclusions (which kinds of convictions are not counted).
● Results may change every time analysis is run: “these data are routinely updated in accordance
with criminal justice system processing” (page 5).
The proposed system would vastly increase the ability of county entities to perform descriptive analyses.
By gathering and merging the data in one place, it would allow an analyst to quickly explore multiple
questions and concept definitions, and use the results of one analysis to plan future work. This would
lead ORJ to build detailed understandings of the quantitative aspects of the county criminal justice
system. Even more exciting, there is a second kind of question that the proposed system will be able to
answer for ORJ.

Actionable Questions
Better data capacity unlocks new kind of questions which can drive improved decision‐making
throughout the county criminal justice system, in alignment with ORJ’s mission. In this section, we
describe “Actionable Questions”, whose answers have implications that can drive operational actions,
policy decisions, funding allocations, and programming priorities. These answers alone should not form
those determinations; but they should be one input into these decisions, along with legal considerations,
operational constraints, expert judgment, and careful ethical deliberations.
Again, the space of possible questions is vast. Here we list a few realms of decision‐making, and for each,
demonstrate a few questions that the new data system can answer which could inform decision‐making.
Note that these are not meant to be conclusive ideas about decisions ORJ should take; rather they are
examples of how to use data to inform decision‐making throughout the justice system.
Area 1: Probation Officer decision‐making.
Probation officers face many decisions when supervising individuals. In coming up with a treatment plan,
they must assess the major factors driving the individual’s rehabilitation, efforts to reintegrate into
society, and risk to recidivate. Knowing which risks are most likely for a given individual, and what
treatment paths are most likely to be successful, require effective use of professional judgment and
adherence to best practices; decisions ideally informed by data from other individuals who have
previously gone through probation in the County.
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For example, a Probation Officer may be working with a client and assess that their major needs are
stable housing and behavioral counseling to improve cognitive skills. Which service programs should they
refer the individual to? Should they attempt to address both issues at once, or should the individual focus
on one issue at a time? Will the individual be more likely to attend and have a successful outcome if
attendance is compulsory or optional? Currently, POs must use their judgment, in the abstract, on a case‐
by‐case basis, or they may follow untested rules of thumb in such situations. In the future, ORJ could
perform analysis on the data and ask:
For individuals on Probation, who need both housing and behavioral counseling, what percent attain
these two goals, and how does that vary based on which programs they were referred to, and in what
order they were referred?
The answer to this question could be used by all POs moving forward. This analysis could be performed
by ORJ, or as part of a joint project with Probation, or by Probation on its own. Later in the report we will
discuss how non‐ORJ analysts will be able to gain access to this data to perform their own analysis.
Area 2: Pre‐trial detention
At present, County law enforcement and courts have some discretion about whether to detain
individuals awaiting trial, or whether to release them and set a court date [source]. These decisions are
governed by the judgment of individual officers or justices, and by county‐level guidelines or
recommendations. Analysis using these new capabilities could further inform county guidelines or
policies, by providing statistical evidence about recidivism rates of populations upon pre‐trial release and
the effect of pre‐trial detention on individuals’ life outcomes. A few actionable pretrial questions are
presented here as an example:
1. For individuals arrested on different charges (e.g. misdemeanors, less‐serious felonies, property
crimes), what percent are formally charged with a crime? What percent of those are ultimately
convicted?
2. Of individuals not detained pre‐trial, what percent have another arrest while awaiting trial? What
percent of those are formally charged or found guilty?
3. Of individuals who are found guilty and are then released on probation, is a pre‐trial detention
period negatively associated with subsequent attainment of housing and employment?
Questions (1) and (2), taken together, illustrate the core tradeoff of pretrial detention: detaining
individuals who may not have committed a crime, as weighed against detaining crime‐prone individuals.
The answers to questions (1) and (2) will help inform the tradeoff that CCC is making, and may lead to
decisions that allow the county to maximize detention of those who truly exhibit the highest risk to public
safety.
Question (3) addresses another potential cost of pretrial detention. If individuals are in custody from the
time of their initial arrest, they may be less likely to have the capacity to get their affairs in order. They
may be unable to notify their landlord and employer, move possessions to a safe place, and so forth. This
could plausibly lead to a series of collateral consequences that were unintended, increase the burden on
other public systems, and inherently reduce the effectiveness of other reentry efforts. Question (3)
would begin to provide quantitative evidence which ORJ could leverage to recommend adjustments to
pretrial detention policy or procedures with an eye towards improving systemic outcomes in the County.
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Area 3: Pre‐release programming
Contracted and county service providers have some capacity to serve incarcerated individuals prior to
release from custody. Evidence from outside the county suggests that pre‐release programming improves
an individual’s chances for successful reentry and reduces recidivism, but there is not a specific evidence
base within Contra Costa County.
Do individuals with access to pre‐release services recidivate less often than individuals who did not have
that access?
While the data cannot prove that pre‐release services reduce recidivism, stronger within‐county evidence
could provide impetus for increased funding for such services, or reallocation of funding towards services
the data suggest are most correlated to recidivism reductions.

Advanced Analytics
The proposed system will address infrastructure and pipelines for the aggregation of key data sources,
making possible additional advanced studies and analytics in the future. These studies will depend on the
expertise of analysts, and the governance structures discussed in this paper. They may include:
measuring the treatment effect of interventions using counterfactual techniques; incorporating study
selection controls using propensity score matching; and understanding predictive bias in recidivism
prediction instruments (RPIs) using existing and emerging fairness criteria.

V. Technical recommendation
Overview
To create an enhanced, unified view of the criminal justice ecosystem and enable the types of research
and analysis outlined above, we propose that ORJ procure and maintain a cloud‐based relational
database and compute environment. Source data for this system will come from other county data
systems on a monthly cadence, and data will be transferred to an ORJ‐maintained server. Personal
information will be encrypted and protected. Once the raw data has been transferred, ORJ will ingest this
data into its database using a series of scripts running in a cloud compute environment. These scripts will
store the raw source data in a cloud‐based relational database, and also process the source data into a
normalized database that will link records across the different source systems. ORJ can build quarterly
reports based on the ingested and processed data, and this data will also be easily exportable for further
exploration or ad‐hoc analysis.

Design Considerations and Requirements
Our system design is meant to address a number of constraints, requirements, and considerations. One
major concern was ensuring cost‐effectiveness, and we tried to minimize the time and financial cost of
implementing and maintaining the system. Where possible, we tried to ensure that expertise would be
required during implementation, rather than for ongoing maintenance. This allows the use of contractors
for a one‐off project, and maintenance using in‐house resources, which is likely to be less expensive.
Another consideration was security, privacy and dignity of the persons whose data is being gathered and
stored. Personally Identifiable Information (PII) will be encrypted in transit and at rest, and will be kept in
secure environments. Even so, there is risk associated with a system that holds PII; to minimize this risk,
our system adopts a data minimization approach, where we store the absolute minimum amount of data
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necessary to answer our analytics questions. In the event of a breach or other risk event, this minimizes
the damage.

System Architecture
The system architecture incorporates a number of components. Heterogeneous input systems
maintained by other entities transfer data into the ORJ system. These systems must have access to a
server which can receive files through SFTP; we believe that the CCC Department of Information
Technology can provide this. ORJ must maintain a cloud compute environment to perform the ETL
(Extract Transform Load) step of the process, to pull information from the ORJ server into the cloud
based database, on a monthly basis. ORJ must also maintain a cloud‐based relational database cluster to
store the data. The cluster will have two databases. One will maintain a raw version of all the input data,
and will have a schema matching the input schema. The second will contain the processed, merged and
normalized data to be used for analysis. We separate these into two databases to enable separate access
and retention policies.
Cloud computing environments
To support the data pipeline and analysis of data, the proposed system architecture includes:
● a secure remote file store, used by data owners to periodically transfer data exports, supporting
secure file transfer protocol (SFTP) or appropriate equivalent.
● a secure data storage layer, which contains the “raw” import database, the primary data store,
the data schema and any necessary log files.
● an ETL compute environment, which holds and executes the data loading and data
transformation scripts. Import scripts are responsible for transferring desired data from the
export files in the SFTP environment to the import database. Processing scripts are responsible to
transforming and merging data into the appropriate schema.
● an analytics compute environment, which enables users with appropriate access to perform
analysis on the processed data in the primary database. This may include a baseline analytics
codebase, as well as analytics helper scripts and notebooks.
The diagram on the next page shows a schematic of the proposed system architecture.
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Figure 2: Schematic of the proposed system architecture

Data flow
Each data provider will export data from their system on a monthly cadence in an agreed schema. The
schema and format will be different for each provider based on the schema of their own data systems.
The exports will consist of one or several files. These files will be transferred via SFTP (Secure File Transfer
Protocol) to an ORJ server. We have not researched county capabilities deeply, but we believe that the
county Department of Information Technology will be able to provide an appropriate resource. Each data
provider may choose to automate this process or use a manual process.
The diagram on the next page shows a simplified schematic of the data flow.
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Figure 3: Conceptual view of the proposed data pipeline
For each data provider, once the files have been transferred, an ORJ employee will trigger a script that
will run in the compute environment. There will need to be one data loading script for each input
provider. This script will load the input files from the SFTP location, and perform a series of checks on the
raw data: for example, that the files cover the expected time range, that they have the expected fields
and data types, that they contain roughly the same number of records as previous transfers. The data will
then be stored into the raw database in ORJ’s relational database. For each input file, there will be a table
in the raw database and the script will append all new records from the input file into the corresponding
table. The script will then delete the source files from the SFTP server.
Once all the input systems have their monthly records uploaded into the “raw” database, an ORJ
employee will trigger a “master” script which will load and transform data from the raw database into the
“processed” database. This script will merge and normalize input data, update existing records in the
“processed” database where appropriate, and add new records. The data in the “processed” database
will be used for all analysis; the “raw” database stores data only for audit and debugging purposes. The
“processed” database will not contain PII; all PII will be removed in the transformation stage.
The schema of the processed database is important. However, note that the processed database can be
completely reconstructed from the raw database, so its schema is fairly easy to change. The processed
database should contain the minimal set of data to answer analytics questions, in order to protect the
privacy and security of persons whose PII is being analyzed. Its schema must be simple enough to be used
by relatively untrained data analysts, but also rich enough to answer detailed questions. Its schema
should be driven primarily by the analytics questions that will constitute the quarterly reports, and so it
would be premature to recommend a particular schema before the reports are defined. As a baseline,
the schema should include:
● Unique individuals, linking all identifiers used across the input data sets and adding a new unique
identifier
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●

●
●

All law enforcement touchpoints, including arrests, charges, sentencing, probation start and end.
Each event listed should link via foreign key to the previous event in the chain where appropriate.
For example, the “probation start” touchpoint should link to the sentencing decision which
mandated probation.
All servicing touchpoints, including meetings and case notes across probation, attendance at
service provider activities, etc.
Referrals from Probation to service providers and from service providers to each other.

ORJ will also need a script that downloads an anonymized version of the processed database for ad‐hoc
analysis. We recommend that the system not allow personally identifiable information to be
downloaded.

Ongoing and Ad-Hoc Processes
Each quarter, ORJ will trigger a script that will output, based on the latest data, a predefined report with
analytics of interest. Yearly, ORJ will revisit the analytics questions that the quarterly reporting answers,
identify any desired changes, and implement those changes. This may also include changes to the input
from data providers, the loading scripts, and the database schema. When ORJ has additional ad‐hoc
analysis it wishes to perform, it can create a new analytics and reporting script to answer questions based
on the stored data. It will be possible for ORJ’s internal resources to develop new query scripts in an
ongoing way. If ORJ receives data requests from external researchers, it can review those requests, and
after a Data Use Agreement (DUA) is signed, provide an anonymized form of the relevant data to the
researcher. This process may be slightly different for other County or State agencies, who may have
ongoing DUAs in place with ORJ, but it is still generally good practice, for the purposes of client privacy
and security, to review all research requests and require that data be deleted after the research project
concludes.
Timing
We propose a monthly cadence for data transfer, with quarterly scheduled reporting. The goal is to
ensure that any bugs or schema issues that emerge during a transfer and data loading, are caught within
a month. This way they can be mitigated quickly and are less likely to delay the quarterly reporting. If,
while operating the system, ORJ determines that such bugs are rare, they can change data transfer to be
quarterly; alternately, they may discover that they need the reporting to be refreshed more often, in
which case the reporting cadence can be adjusted.

Input data
Each input system will transfer several tabular files monthly. Below we briefly describe each input system
and the desired data transfer from that system.
Probation
Probation is currently implementing a new case management system from a vendor called C5. We
describe desired data transfer from the new C5 system, which is expected to launch in Q1 of 2018 for
adults, and a year later for juveniles. Probation’s data transfer will consist of three files: clients, dockets,
and referrals, as described in the table below.
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File

Description of data model

Key fields

Clients

One record for each individual who has
been on Probation in the county.

Name
Age
Race
Person identifiers (SSN, state and
federal corrections identifiers)

Dockets

One record for each time a client is
granted a term of Probation in Contra
Costa County. The same client may have
multiple dockets.

Criminal charges
Classification of case (including AB109
status)
Sentence information
Probation start/end dates
Probation officer case notes
Risk scores
Treatment plan/Supervision Strategy
Type of case closure
Violations
Client identifier (foreign key)

Referrals

One record for each time a Probation
Whether referral was court ordered
Officer refers a client to a service provider. Attendance/Participation
Program outcome
Docket identifier (foreign key)

SAFE
The SAFE system is a Salesforce‐based Client Relationship Management (CRM) system maintained by the
Reentry Success Center (RSC) which centralizes case management data from a variety of service
providers. RSC was created in 2011 as a brick‐and‐mortar reentry center serving primarily West County,
and there is no comparable physical location in East County. In our experience, it is common for small
organizations to experience difficulties exporting data from Salesforce, and we expect that this will be
true for SAFE as well.2 There is a plan for the County to take over maintenance of the SAFE system in the
near future. If this plan is implemented, it should not materially change the requirements of this
specification.
File

Description of data model

Key fields

Clients

One record for each individual.

Personal details
Identifiers
Demographic information
Information gathered from
standardized program intake form

2

There is a plan for the County to take over maintenance of the SAFE system in the near future. If this plan is
implemented, it should not materially change the requirements in this specification.
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File

Description of data model

Key fields

Custom Objects

RSC implements a Custom Object to track
the change history of certain data points
about an individual. Each record here will
be a change to a single data point. For
example: new living situation for a certain
client.

Client identifier
Field which is changing
Timestamp
New value of the field

Referrals

Each record is one referral from a service
provider to another (or itself).

Client identifier
Timestamp
Referring provider identifier
Referred provider identifier
Outcome of referral
Any notes or contextual information.

Goals

RSC has modeled about 40 goals in 8
domains to track client progress. These
are child objects to a referral.

Referral identifier
Start date
End date
Goal outcome (successful?)

Sessions

Used for workshops and tracking
attendance. One record for each
individual attendance at a session.

Date
Client identifier
Session information

Sheriff’s Office
The Sheriff’s Office maintains two data stores, a Jail Management System (JMS) and an Excel sheet that
tracks AB109 status of inmates. The fields described below represents the most crucial data transfer from
the Sheriff’s Office. We believe there may be richer data available that should also be incorporated into
the ORJ system, but were unable to create an explicit list of other fields during the course of this project.
File

Description of data model

Key fields

AB109 Status

One record for each individual who is
under AB109.

Individual identifier (booking
number).

Bookings

One record for each booking, including
pre‐trial and post‐sentencing
incarceration.

Personal information (name, DOB,
other identifiers such as State Bureau
of Investigation (SBI) if available)
Entry and exit date
Reason for booking (arrest vs
incarceration)
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Court System
The Superior Court maintains a mainframe‐based system with two main types of records: cases (which
can have more than one defendant) and individuals. The court system is the system of official record in
the county, so effort is expended in the completeness and accuracy of records.
File

Description of data model

Key fields

Cases

One record for each case, which can have
multiple defendants.

Custodial status
Court appearances and outcomes
Disposition (finding)
Sentencing and outcomes
Subsequent actions
Information from police report about
the arrest
Arresting agency
Complaining agency

Individuals

One record for each individual defendant
in a case.

Case identifier
Name
Race
Age
SSN
Gender
Vehicle information (if applicable)
CII number

Alternate Possibilities
While developing this recommendation, we considered several alternate proposals before choosing one.
Here we briefly describe a few alternatives and the reasons we did not choose them. While we believe
that our recommendation is the best course for ORJ at this time, we list these alternate possibilities in
case changes lead ORJ to re‐evaluate the options and reprioritize different concerns.
Summary of Alternate Approaches
Alternate Approach

Alternate Approach

Alternate Approach

Leverage existing database
(probably probation)

Series of ad‐hoc scripts at time of
analysis (similar to RDA in the
past)

Self‐hosted IT system

Pros
Will require less resources
May take less time to
development

Pros
Less upfront cost
Minimally disruptive
Low sustainability risk

Pros
Higher perceived security
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Summary of Alternate Approaches
Alternate Approach

Alternate Approach

Alternate Approach

Leverage existing database
(probably probation)

Series of ad‐hoc scripts at time of
analysis (similar to RDA in the
past)

Self‐hosted IT system

Cons
Creates significant dependency
Less reliable governance model
Would require postponing
development until Probation’s
new system is operational

Cons
Not a stable solution
Does not address data storage
needs
Lack of security
Duplication of effort

Cons
High cost in implementation
and maintenance.

One possibility is to leverage an existing database within the county, and augment that database with
new data sources until it is sufficient to meet ORJ’s analytics needs. Probation’s new system (expected to
go live in early 2018) would be the most promising candidate, because its development is well‐resourced
and it already pulls in data from disparate sources. This would have the advantage of minimizing
development time and cost. However, it would add a large amount of risk to the project by creating a
single point of failure. If Probation withdrew support for the project, ORJ would suffer a disruption of
analytics capability. It also presents a potential (or perceived) conflict of interest for community‐based
organizations to provide client data to a law enforcement agency, even if that data is supposed to be
used only for analytics. In doing our investigations to develop these recommendations, we heard from
community representatives that this would be troubling, could have a negative impact on client trust,
and might therefore prevent these organizations from being full participants in this initiative. Finally,
Probation’s data system has an existing development roadmap for 2018, and waiting for resources to be
available might delay the ORJ project.
Another possibility is to maintain a series of scripts that run on a local laptop, and request data ad‐hoc
from stakeholders to perform one‐off analysis. This is similar to how RDA performed their analysis when
developing the reports we reviewed. This has the advantage of a reduced upfront cost. The drawbacks of
this approach include additional security risk, and likely reduced use of the analytics compared to the
other approaches. This is because there will be an increased amount of work required for the same level
of inquiry each time an updated analysis is performed. Moreover, without the technical and process
infrastructure we propose, it is more likely that data partners will withdraw participation over time.
Finally, a third possibility is a system similar to the main recommendation, but self‐hosted instead of
hosted on a cloud provider. While the other two possibilities we describe could be successful if conditions
on the ground at ORJ change, we strongly recommend against this last solution. Compared to the cloud
approach, this incurs significant additional cost, both up‐front and in an ongoing way, and provides little‐
to‐no marginal benefit aside from a slight potential increase in security.

VI. Scope / Impact / Risk
We address here multiple considerations concerning the cost of the proposed system, the process and
administration required to support it, and some relevant risks along with strategies for mitigation.
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Total cost of ownership
A total cost of ownership for the proposed system will include both internal and external costs for ORJ.
Internal resourcing
●
●

Ongoing maintenance and support for the
tool and data pipeline
Internal resourcing for administrative and
governance functions

External expenses
●

●
●

Upfront costs for technical build of the
analysis tool and data pipeline, as well as
expected iterations in the roadmap
Ongoing technical infrastructure costs
Third party software licensing costs

Internal resourcing requirements
The internal requirements may be fulfilled by allocating time of existing or planned resources at ORJ.
There are already plans at the organization to hire individuals with skills closely aligned with those
required to support this analytical tool.
The individual(s) responsible for these tasks must have the technical and administrative skills necessary
to support the functions, as described in this document.
Internal costs:
Initial: N/A
Year 1: 35 person days
Year 2: 20 person days
Ongoing: 10 person days/year
Internal resourcing: Scope
Technical Infrastructure
Systems Administration
Business continuity

Governance and Process
Administrative functions
Technical and process documentation
Training for administrators
Training for analysts
Query and export support
(for non ORJ entities)

Office of Reentry and Justice, 651 Pine Street, 10th Floor, Martinez, CA 94553, Ph. 925-335-1097

19
Reentry Data Management in Contra Costa:
Analysis and Recommendations

External costs
The external expenses include two categories: A) Build and B) Infrastructure.
Category A: Build
Initial build and planned upgrades of the system over the first two years will include costs that are
dependent on the specific vendor selected for implementation. Provided here are high level estimates of
the effort involved based on industry standard providers.
Detailed technical design specifications are not available. The selected service provider would need to
allocate capacity for both requirement specification and technical implementation costs during the build
phase. This expense is incorporated into the estimates provided.
Estimated effort for build
Initial: 80‐100 person‐days
Year 1: 20‐30 person‐days
Year 2: 20‐30 person‐days
External costs: Build Scope
Data pipeline and ETL
Source system query and export
Data transfer pipeline design
Data transfer implementation

Cloud Infrastructure, storage
Data model / db schema design
AWS Setup and configuration
Business continuity

Base scripts and codebase for analytics
Data dictionary
KPI & key analytics design
Baseline analytics codebase
Analytics helper scripts and notebooks
Category B: Infrastructure and licensing
Ongoing infrastructure costs of cloud compute and storage, which will depend on cloud infrastructure
provider, usage, and the volume of data. Estimates here are based on expected system size and usage,
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and the Amazon Web Services (AWS) cloud computing services, an industry standard provider that would
meet the technical and compliance requirements for the system.
ORJ may also consider supplementing the use of the analytical pipeline with third party reporting or
visualization software.
Estimated costs for infrastructure & licensing:
Initial: N/A
Ongoing: $500‐$1000 / year
+ Licensing costs of third‐party software.
External costs: Infrastructure Scope
Cloud Infrastructure, storage
Compute, pipeline, and related services
Storage

Other Cost Considerations
Our total cost of ownership calculation does not include the up‐front or ongoing cost for the data
providers to support the system. We have not conducted a detailed estimation for this, but we expect
that it will take between two and four weeks (FTE equivalent) of dedicated technical support when the
system is implemented. We expect that the first few monthly transfers will require one to two days of
support, and that this time will be reduced to a few hours moving forward as any issues are resolved. We
have also included in our cost estimates an external resource to support the partners’ development
efforts.
As mentioned above, the SAFE system may be moving to ORJ’s stewardship in the near future. If this
happens, ORJ will assume the cost of implementing and supporting that data transfer, which is not
accounted for in our estimates.

Users
The system design addresses several groups of users who will interact with the system.
1. For each input system, a technical user will need to export data to match a given schema and
transmit it to an ORJ system. Based on our interviews with technical administrators for these
systems, we are confident that they can accomplish these tasks given their existing tools and
knowledge.
2. There will need to be technical employees who administer the ORJ system and execute the
monthly import process. The cloud providers we recommend have user interfaces that simplify
system maintenance and administration. We also recommend investment at implementation
time to develop the ingestion and reporting scripts with an eye towards robustness, to minimize
the required tasks each month associated with the ingestion process. However, these users will
need to be able to troubleshoot and debug any issues that arise during the ingestion or reporting
process.
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3. Internal or external analysts and researchers working with the data will need to specify their
required data, and be provided with data exports that do not contain PII. We do not at this time
recommend developing or purchasing a dedicated interface for these users, aside from the
regularly scheduled report which will be delivered quarterly.
Broadly, we recommend that the system be designed using role‐based permissions. Each user group
above would have a designated role in the system and associated permissions.

Governance
Building and operating the proposed system will require ongoing governance decisions. The system will
be most effective in the long run if these decisions are made or at least informed by a governance board.
The governance board.
Who should participate in governance?
This project will require cooperation from several different stakeholders, and their continued
participation presents a major risk for the success of this system. We recommend that the governance
board provide a voice for these stakeholders, meets their continuing (and possibly changing) needs, and
incentivizes their continued participation in this system.
Who are the relevant stakeholders? First, and most critically, any entity that is feeding data into the
system. To start, this will be the Probation Department, the Court, the Office of the Sheriff, and any
community and county providers of reentry services whose data is flowing into the SAFE system. (If the
SAFE system is moved under the stewardship of another organization, that entity would also be a
stakeholder.) Second, any external users of the data. No external researchers are described here, but it is
possible that in the future ORJ will have continuing relationships with other entities who may make use
of the data; these will then be system stakeholders. Third, any entity providing funding, support, or other
resourcing to the system for development or maintenance, including Contra Costa County and its elected
officials. Fourth, the individuals whose data is present in the system are stakeholders; we recommend
that representatives from this community participate in the governance of the system. Finally, we
recommend that at least one member of the governance board have expertise in ethics. As we lay out
elsewhere, there are a variety of ethical issues associated with the operation of this system.
How can the data providers be incentivized to continue providing data into the system?
This system requires that the data providers provide accurate, regular data feeds into the ORJ system.
Expansion of the analytics questions that the system can address will rely on further adjustments by the
data providers to begin providing new data. This work will either require automation, a one‐time
investment with minimal maintenance costs, or an ongoing operational effort to provide data manually
each month. These costs are not trivial, and the data providers may need to be incentivized to participate
in the system. ORJ should think through how best to incentivize these stakeholders. Likely this would
consist of sharing the analysis that results from this system, and extending the planned analysis to
provide additional value by addressing questions of interest to the data providers. ORJ could also
consider providing resourcing to stakeholders to alleviate their cost of integrating with the ORJ system
and reflecting the stake that ORJ now has in the provider systems.
Respecting Constraints
The data providers may have data use agreements (DUAs) or other policies in place that limit the use of
data in their own systems, and they will likely want to establish new DUAs with ORJ before sharing data
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into the ORJ system. The governance structure should provide a forum for discussing restrictions on use
of data, and for suggesting changes to the DUAs. We also recommend that ORJ implement its own
restrictions in its DUAs with both data providers and researchers, making explicit that these entities are
not permitted to use the data in this system in any way other than aggregated analysis.

Administrative Considerations
Ownership and maintenance
We propose that ORJ own and maintain this new data system. ORJ’s mandate calls for working across
county and private entities to improve criminal justice outcomes and address recidivism, which gives
them a unique position for maintaining and operating this new shared data system. This means that ORJ
will need to hire or assign the relevant resources in‐house, or contract out some of the work of building
and maintaining this system.
Ethical ramifications
The creation and use of data systems often has ethical ramifications, especially within the criminal justice
domain. Too often, technical designers imagine that they have a kind of neutrality, and do not concern
themselves with ethical considerations. They assume that end users will address these concerns. Rather,
our vision of ethics requires thinking through these ramifications at each step of the design process.
Ethics is a process, not an outcome [source]. To that end, we propose that the governance board
described above be mandated to consider issues around ethics, privacy, and to interface with
stakeholders and the public around these issues. It should include an expert in data ethics and it should
implement a periodic review process to re‐evaluate these issues.
To explore more fully the ethical considerations in this system, we had our proposal reviewed and
analyzed by a data ethics expert, excerpts of which are reproduced as an Appendix.
The governance board should review requests for new analysis with these considerations in mind. No
new analysis should be performed on the data of this system without review of the ethics board, similar
to the way an IRB functions in scientific research.
It is easy to imagine that data is neutral, and data analysis uncovers truth and leads only to increased
efficiency. However, data often reflects existing bias, and its use often reinforces unfairness in society.
These guidelines would help ensure that the system is being used in ways that take these concerns into
account and is serving the interests of fairness and justice.

Legal / policy / privacy
It will be critical for ORJ to comply with an assortment of regulatory, contractual, and privacy‐related
requirements when building and operating this system. ORJ will likely need to sign data use agreements
(DUAs) with the data providers. Moreover, some of the data entering the system may be health‐related
and fall under additional requirements outlined in the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act
(HIPAA). Criminal justice data is also highly sensitive from a general consideration of individual privacy
and dignity.
These are addressed to some extent by design features described earlier, such as: the security design of
the system, the data minimization policy, role‐based access, and policies restricting export of raw data to
external users. However, we also recommend that the governance board conduct regular reviews of all
Office of Reentry and Justice, 651 Pine Street, 10th Floor, Martinez, CA 94553, Ph. 925-335-1097

23
Reentry Data Management in Contra Costa:
Analysis and Recommendations
privacy and data use requirements to ensure continued compliance. These reviews will likely recommend
terms of use for all individuals with access to the data, including ORJ staff.
We also recommend that ORJ implement a data retention policy, which would serve to limit the risk that
an individual’s records are breached or otherwise exposed to misuse. Specifically, ORJ should define a
data lifecycle, where individual records are only retained for a limited time before being archived or
eventually deleted.
Finally, there are existing policies and regulations at various levels of government which must be
complied with, such as the CJIS standard [source] for FBI related data. ORJ should work closely with
County Counsel to ensure compliance with all applicable standards and legal requirements.

Flexibility
We consider three ways that the data system might require future flexibility: new analytics questions,
new input systems, and scale of the data.
New analytics questions
The new data system will be built to address a certain subset of analytics questions. Over time, ORJ or
other system stakeholders may determine that they are interested in answering additional questions. If
these questions are possible to answer using the data already being stored, it will be straightforward to
add new analysis to the quarterly reporting. If the new questions require new data to be gathered from
the source system, ORJ will need to make several adjustments. First, the data providers will need to
adjust the schema of the data transfer. Second, ORJ will need to adjust the schema of the “raw” database
and the “processed” database. Third, ORJ will need to adjust the ETL scripts to include the new data that
is being stored. Finally, ORJ may desire to backfill the new data fields from previous time periods in the
input systems rather than only collecting the new fields moving forward. It is also possible that ORJ will
recommend that relevant partners begin collecting and reporting new data.
Adding new input systems
ORJ may determine that they want to add data from new providers into their system. To do this, they will
need to define schemas for the new transfer, add tables to the “raw database”, and adjust the ETL scripts
to account for this.
Data size and scalability
We do not expect scalability to present an issue for the designed system unless major changes are made
in the size of data being collected and stored; the data being transferred is quite small relative to the
capacities of the systems being used. We expect each transfer to consist of no more than a few thousand
records, each of which has a small number of fields. This should not put a strain on any of the system
components during transfer, ETL processing, storage or analysis.

VI. Next steps / Conclusion
Building a new data system would represent a major effort in time and resourcing for ORJ, which is a
relatively small office within the county. However, we believe it would have large returns. It would
improve ORJ’s ability to understand patterns within the county, make analysis and program evaluation
cheaper moving forward, and generally act as a force multiplier for all county efforts to improve reentry
outcomes and reduce recidivism. Furthermore, if implemented successfully, this could serve as a model
for other counties across the state.
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Appendices
Appendix A: Technical Notes
Cloud Computing
Cloud computing is a relatively new option within the technology world, and government has been
slower than the private sector to adopt it widely. CCC to our knowledge does not currently use cloud
computing. However, we believe it is the right technical choice for this project, and we recommend that
it be used. Using cloud computing, instead of maintaining dedicated hardware, removes large costs and
expertise requirements, and provides flexibility to changing requirements of the system.
Multiple vendors offer integrated cloud computing platforms. Our leading choice would be Amazon Web
Services, due to its stability, performance, platform maturity, and pricing. Comparable alternatives
include Microsoft Azure and Google Cloud Platform. No matter which platform is chosen, two specific
services are likely to be required:
● Compute environment: If AWS is chosen, we recommend Elastic Compute Cloud (EC2) on‐
demand instances. This compute environment will only be used for ETL processing and will only
be running a few times each month, so a dedicated instance is not required.
● Database cluster: If AWS is chosen, we recommend Relational Database Service (RDS), since the
data stored will be relational. We do not have a strong recommendation as to the database
engine. In our experience, PostgreSQL is a sensible default but we do not think this is a highly
consequential choice. This system has modest technical requirements which can be easily
satisfied by any of the major database engines.
Security
Throughout the report, we mention security concerns that should be accounted for in implementation
and operation of the new system. The ultimate purpose of these suggestions is to increase the privacy of
the persons whose data is being gathered, and to minimize the risk of harms to them. We list them
together here, and briefly describe them, for convenience:
● Encryption: All data must be encrypted according to best practice in transit and at rest.
● CJIS: ORJ should consult with County Counsel to understand whether CJIS (or similar standard)
compliance is relevant, and if so, what is needed to comply with all requirements.
● PII: No personally identifiable information (PII) should ever be on local machines such as a
personal laptop or desktop computer.
● Access logs and audit trail: All access to the database and computing environments must be
logged, and there must be a log retention and review policy. The cloud provider should be able to
provide this service for access to the cloud environment, and we expect that something similar
exists for the ORJ SFTP server.
● MOUs: All users who are provided with access to the data must sign a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) which would outline conditions under which the data would be accessed,
the specific research questions for which authorization has been provided, and any constraints
around duplicating or deleting the data, and otherwise acting as a good steward for the data
which has been provided.
● Role based access: All access to the system should be restricted to the minimum necessary set of
capabilities, using role‐based access.
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Appendix B: Ethics Analysis and Recommendations
Appendix B is an excerpt from an Ethics Analysis of the proposal by an expert in data ethics, Jacob
Metcalf. This content adds framing and detail to our discussion of ethics in the main text.
Jacob Metcalf, PhD
Ethical Resolve
Data Ethics Review
http://ethicalresolve.com/jacob‐metcalf‐phd/

Overview
This proposal is well‐constructed to handle relevant data ethics concerns. The technical components are
capable of addressing the significant privacy and dignity concerns that are brought up by this sensitive
data. Most of the relevant governance issues are effectively raised and for the most part are well‐tailored
to the system’s use context.
Communicating values
The purpose of this system is to analyze aggregated re‐entry outcomes in order to provide a reflexive
view of the justice system. In other words, this data system helps the justice system develop a more
robust view of itself. Yet, the raw dataset in the backend of this system could provide an invasive,
integrated view of an incarcerated individual’s life and medical status. The core risk of this system is that
it will be turned against individuals rather than be used for aggregated, reflexive purposes. The when,
who, and why of access to the integrated raw data is actually a matter of values. Therefore, the question
of whether this system harms individuals or serves the public is therefore primarily a matter of
governance and only secondarily a matter of technical design.
Even if CCC ORJ adopts a technical solution that deviates from this proposal substantially they will still
face more or less the same ethics issues. Ethical values should not come and go with ephemeral design
choices. For example, when proposing that the ORJ system only make use of the minimal information
necessary to answer a query, the proposal indicated that this is because it reduces the chances that
privacy or dignity harms will be committed.
Additionally, I suggest that the future designers and governance committees that may be guided by this
report, should be clearer about the values this project is attempting to fulfill. Is the purpose/product
metric of this system to reduce recidivism, or maximize public safety, or is to provide optimal outcomes
for incarcerated clients reentering society? Data systems—particularly if paired with advanced analytics
tools such as deep learning in the future—will tend to maximize the values for which they are built.
Reading this report I can see how this data system would achieve some of each of these goals in tandem,
but it is important to consider in advance how these values could conflict in the future and indicate which
value is most important.
Governance
There are 3 primary areas of governance where I think the governance aspects of this system could be
improved.
1) Reciprocity with data providers: The report correctly indicates that it is important to incentivize
data providers to participate through providing them a stakeholder role and access to the ORJ
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analytics. It is reasonable to assume that more stakeholders supplying data to the raw dataset
would results in more accurate and useful analytics. However, this also arguably poses the most
substantial downstream risk. Research indicates that public services analytics that integrate law
enforcement datasets and social services datasets create a troublesome loop. Providing law
enforcement (including officers, district attorneys and judges) access to social service data sets
that include case histories and mental health assessments creates an unintended increased
contact between social service clients and the judicial system. Inversely, systematically providing
law enforcement data sets to social service providers can cause clients to be unfairly denied
access to service or increase punitive contact with social service providers (such as child welfare
agencies). This creates a loop of burdensome surveillance across agencies, disincentivizing clients
from seeking voluntary support to which they are entitled and increasing the chances they will be
re‐arrested for minor offenses. In other words, used incorrectly this ORJ system could increase
recidivism by making it easier to law enforcement to focus on the client population to the
exclusion of other law enforcement priorities. Designers should assume that whatever is made
visible by data will get more attention. In this case, ask whether the people that are made more
visible would benefit or be harmed from more attention. Ask whether the public would be better
served by public agencies attending more closely to the types of incidents that integrated data
streams make visible.
As proposed, this system has appropriate technical responses to this risk: 1) no access to PII in
the processed database, and 2) structuring the analytics processes to perform only a specific set
of scripts on a delayed interval. In other words, this is not a system designed for easy access to
integrated data about individuals in real time. However, it’s not impossible to use the system that
way if the governance system does not explicitly disallow access to the integrated raw dataset.
There needs to be clear advice that DUA’s with cooperating agencies should explicitly exclude the
possibility of any stakeholder from using the raw data in that fashion.
2) Governance committee: The report proposes creating a standing governance committee for ORJ.
I suggest that the ORJ needs a “governance committee” with a broader mandate to consider
privacy, DUA’s, and interface with stakeholders and the public in addition to addressing ethics
issues.
It is advisable that at least one person on a governance committee have expertise in data ethics
and/or governance. Additionally, the report is correct to identify one of the most important
moments for ethical governance: the creation of new analytics queries. A major risk for this
project in the long run is mission drift through change in the permitted scripts. The governance
committee could be charged with providing annual or semi‐annual “algorithmic impact
assessment,” a method that has been proposed for public agencies to make any automated
systems transparent and accountable to the public, similar to the familiar environmental impact
statements that accompany any major physical development project.
3) Future‐proofing: the most substantial downstream risk in creating an integrated database is what
will happen with it 10, 20, or 30 years later. For example, what happens when new leadership in
Contra Costa County decides it wants to connect this dataset to inexpensive machine learning
tools and automate judicial decisions? When the government keeps an integrated and invasive
dataset of individuals then the one outcome we can be sure of is that all those individuals will
receive more attention than people whose troubles don’t rise to the attention of the public.
Designing data systems with forbearance—deciding up front not to know some features of some
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individuals or populations—will determine whether these data systems improve or exacerbate
social inequality. In this case, the designers should whether the data kept in the cloud should be
retired on a specified timespan. If the genuine purpose of the proposed analytics tools is to
measure recidivism—which is always defined within a timespan—then there should be no reason
to maintain raw data about individuals far beyond that timespan.
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