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ANY QUESTIONS? CALL BOARD 
CLERK DEB BOGSTAD@ 248-3277 

Email: deborah.l.bogstad@co.multnomah.or.us 

INDIVIDUALS WITH DISABILITIES 
MAY CALL THE BOARD CLERK AT 
248-3277, OR MULTNOMAH COUNTY 
TDD PHONE 248-5040, FOR 
INFORMATION ON AVAILABLE 

·SERVICES AND ACCESSIBILITY. 

NOVEMBER 3 & 5, 1998 
BOARD MEETINGS 

FASTLOOKAGENDAITEMSOF 
INTEREST 

Pg 
2 

9:30 am Tuesday DES Budget Briefing 

Pg 9:30 am Thursday Health Department 
2 RESULTS Presentation 

Pg 9:50 am Central City Summit 
4 Resolution 

Pg 10:00 am Public Safety Planning 
4 Discussion 

* 
The November 19 & November 26 

Board Meetings are Cancelled 

* 
No Board Meetings are Scheduled 

Between December 21, 1998 

through January 6, 1999 
i 

* 
Check the County Web Site: 

http:/ /www.multnomah.hb.or.u~ 

Thursday meetings of the Multnomah County 
Board of Commissioners are cable-cast live and 
taped and may be seen by Cable subscribers in 
Multnomah County at the following times: 

Thursday, 9:30 AM, .(L.lYE) Channel 30 
Friday, 10:00 PM, Channel30 
Sunday, 1:00 PM, Channel 30 

Produced through Multnomah Community 
Television 



Tuesday, November 3, 1998 - 9:30 AM 
Multnomah County Courthouse, Boardroom 602 

1021 SW Fourth Avenue, Portland 

BUDGET BRIEFING 

B-1 Department of Environmental Services Briefing and Work Session to Review 
Performance Trends and Key Results Measures and to Discuss Upcoming 
Issues and Opportunities. Presented by Lany Nicholas, Hank Miggins, Vicki 
Ervin, F. Wayne George, Tom Guiney, Kathy Busse, Bob Ellis, Kathy 
Tuneberg and Harold Lasley. 2.5 HOURS REQUESTED. 

Thursday, November 5, 1998 - 9:30 AM 
Multnomah County Courthouse, Boardroom 602 

1021 SW Fourth Avenue, Portland 

REGULAR MEETING 

CONSENT CALENDAR 

NON-DEPARTMENTAL 

C-1 Appointments of Francis Landfair, Charles Kurtz, Charles Shi and Phyllis 
Rand and Reappointment of Claudia Robertson to the ELDERS IN ACTION 
COMMISSION 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AND FAMILY SERVICES 

C-2 Amendment 4 to Intergovernmental Revenue Agreement 101618 with the 
State Mental Health Division, Revising Part III for the Implementation of Self 
Directed Individual and Family Support 

SHERIFF'S OFFICE 

C-3 Bed & Breakfast Liquor License Renewal for BRICKHA VEN BED & 
BREAKFAST, 38717 E. Columbia River Highway, Corbett 

C-4 Package Store Liquor License Renewal for BIG BEARS CROWN POINT 
MARKET, 31815 E. Crown Point Highway, Troutdale 

-2-



C-5 Package Store Liquor License Renewal for LARSON'S MARINA, 14444 NW 
Larson Road, Portland 

C-6 Package Store Liquor License Renewal for PLAINVIEW GROCERY, 11800 
NW Cornelius Pass Road, Portland 

C-7 · Package Store Liquor License Renewal for ROCKY POINT MARINA, 23586 
NW St. Helens Highway, Portland 

C-8 Restaurant Liquor License Renewal for BIG BEARS CROWN POINT 
MARKET, 31815 E. Crown Point Highway, Troutdale 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 

C-9 ORDER Cancelling Land Sale Contract 15244R2 with William and Dorothy 
Jelinek Upon Default of Payments and Performance of Covenants 

C-10 ORDER Cancelling Land Sale Contract 15455 with Arthur L. Jenkins and 
Estate of Lillian Jenkins Upon Default of Payments and Performance of 
Covenants 

C-11 ORDER Cancelling Land Sale Contract 15641 with Lynda L. Nelson Upon · 
Default of Payments and Performance of Covenants 

C-12 CU 7-98/SEC 24-98/HV 11-98 Report the Hearings Officer Decision 
Regarding Approval of a Template Dwelling Conditional Use Permit and a 
Significant Environmental Concern for Wildlife and Streams Perm.it, and 
Minor Variance to Allow the Construction of a New Single Family Dwelling, 
Subject to Conditions, on Lands Designated Commercial Forest Use for 
Property Located at 21574 NW GILKISON ROAD, PORTLAND 

REGULAR AGENDA 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

R-1 Opportunity for Public Comment on Non-Agenda Matters. Testimony 
Limited to Three Minutes Per Person. 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 

·-3-



R-2 Results from RESULTS: Centralized Clinical Services Program Presentation 
by Linda Anthony, Sara Cruz and Others. 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 

R-3 PRE 4-998/PRE 5-98 Report the Hearings Officer Decision Regarding· 
Denial of an Appeal of Two Administrative Decisions for Dwelling Approval 
Validation; Implementation of Approved Farm Management Plans on Lands 
Designated Exclusive Farm Use for Property Located at 12955 and 12989 NW 
SKYLINE BLVD., PORTLAND; arid Requesting a De Novo Hearing Date of 
DECEMBER 10, 1998 

NON-DEPARTMENTAL 

R-4 RESOLUTION Authorizing Multnomah County to Act as a Co-convener of 
the Central City Summit of 1998 and Approving a Contribution of $5,000 

COMMISSIONER COMMENT 

R-5 Opportunity (as Time Allows) for Commissioners to Provide Informational 
Comments to Board and Public on Non-Agenda Items of Interest. Comments 
Limited to Three Minutes Per Person. 

Thursday, November 5, 1998 - 10:00 AM 
(OR IMMEDIATELY FOLLOWING REGULAR MEETING) 

Multnomah County Courthouse, Boardroom 602 
1021 SW Fourth Avenue, Portland 

BOARD BRIEFING 

B-2 Continued Public Safety Planning Discussion with Peter Ozanne, Sheriff Dan 
Noelle, Michael Schrunk, Judge Jim Ellis and Elyse Clawson. · 1.5 HOURS 
REQUESTED. 

-4-



r MEETING DATE: NOV O 5 l998 
AGENDA NO: C.- \ 
ESTIMATED START TIME:C\'."30 

(Above Space for Board Clerk's Use ONLY) 

AGENDA PLACEMENT FORM 

SUBJECT: Appointments and Reappointment to Elders in Action Commission 

BOARD BRIEFING: 

REGULAR MEETING: 

DEPARTMENT: Nondepartmental 

CONTACT: Delma Farrell 

DATEREQUESTED~: ____________ _ 
REQUESTEDBY~: ______________ _ 
AMOUNT OF TIME NEEDED"-: ----

DATE REQUESTED: 1115198 

AMOUNT OF TIME NEEDED: Consent 

DIVISION: Chair's Office 

TELEPHONE~~2~4=8~~=9=53~-----­
BLDGIROOM #~: 1"""'0'-=61....:...1=-51"""'5'------------

PERSON(S) MAKING PRESENTATION~: ----------------------------­

ACTION REQUESTED: 

[ 1 INFORMATIONAL ONLY [ 1 POLICY DIRECTION [X 1 APPROVAL [ 1 OTHER 

SUGGESTED AGENDA TITLE: 
Appointments of Francis Landfair, Charles Kurtz, Charles Shi and Phyllis Rand and 
reappointment of Claudia Robertson to the Elders in Action Commission 

SIGNATURES REQUIRED:~ 

f~~)CTED OFFICIAL.~: ______ \C..;:::;J.::;;:.:Ji-=&-::._L::;....t!J__~: ;..::::tdc:,(/
1
,F. -"'-=.A0d--fj..l.o, =td-4~0J~· -----------;;r;;;,;-:!'·:: --:-··· ----¥::i+.-~: 

DEPARTMENT ~ :t;I 

MANAGER.~:----------------------------------------~~--~ 
(.\;.") ~·· 

ALL ACCOMPANYING DOCUMENTS MUST HAVE REQUIRED SIGNtf~~ES t~l 
~~ .~".,:· ~~;.~: 
w-1 :::~~ ·< C::.J'1 g,:: 

&'-Any Questions: Call the Board Clerk @ 248-3277 

2/97 
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NO-V-0-5, 1998 ,l MEETING DATE: _ _:___:_ _ __::=::=:=.__ 

AGENDA NO: ____ L--:::--:=2_=-------
ESTIMATED START TIME: C\: '31-:J 

(Above space for Board Clerk's Use Only) 
AGENDA PLACEMENT FORM 

SUBJECT County Acceptance of revision to 1997-99 Intergovernmental Agreement which adds a revised 
Part III for Residental Care Facilities, MHS 28 with Part Ill, Residential Treatment Facilities (RTF), MHS 
and revised Oregon Administrative Rule citations regulating the facilities. 

BOARD BRIEFING Date Requested: -----------
Requested By: ___________ _ 

Amount of Time Needed: 15 minutes 

REGULAR MEETING Date Requested: __ . ~ · ~ 
Amount of Time Needed: ---"-'10'-'m=in=ut=e.::..s ____ _ 

DIVISION: Behavioral Health DEPARTMENT: Community and Family Services 
CONTACT: Lolenzo Poe/Gloria Wang TELEPHONE: =..24..:..::8!....:-3~6~9~1 __ _ 

BLDG/ROOM: =B=16=6:.:....17.:....:t=h __ _ 

PERSON(S) MAKING PRESENTATION: Lolenzo Poe/Gloria Wang 

ACTION REQUESTED: 

[]INFORMATIONAL ONLY []POLICY DIRECTION [X] APPROVAL []OTHER 

SUGGESTED AGENDA TITLE 

Approval Of The Amendment To The Intergovernmental Agreement With The State Mental 
Health Division. 

SIGNATURES REQUIRED: 

\\lC(lqro~c:l~t...:>A-LS +o Jo ~s~ 
ELECTED OFFICIAL: ___ ____, _______________________ _ 

DE~~RTMENTMANAG;;g k;L/) 7. Pd.Vp . .Pee-- ~ 
ALL ACCOMPANYING DOCUMENTS MUST HAVE REQUIRED SIGNATURES

0
.t:; 

Any Questions: Call the Board Clerk@ 248-3277 ~:~~ 

f: \admin \ceu \contract. 99\bccgda99 .mtr 

~""" t;;'l 

5~ 
=! 
"'-'<: 

I'.) 
(.(;, 



mULTnCmRI-I C::CUnTLwJ CFIEGCn 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AND FAMILY SERVICES 
421 SW SIXTH AVENUE, SUITE 700 
PORTLAND, OREGON 97204 
PHONE (503) 248-3691 
FAX (503) 248-3379 
TDD (503) 248-3598 

TO: Board of County Commissioners 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

BEVERLY STEIN • CHAIR OF THE BOARD 
DAN SALTZMAN • DISTRICT 1 COMMISSIONER 
GARY HANSEN • DISTRICT 2 COMMISSIONER 

TANYA COLLIER • DISTRICT 3 COMMISSIONER 
SHARRON KELLEY • DISTRICT 4 COMMISSIONER 

FROM: Lolenzo Poe, Director "-f!_j) ~ 
Department ofCommW.n!Fa~ily Services 

DATE: September 25, 1998 

SUBJECT: FY 1998-99 Amendment to Intergovernmental Revenue Agreement with State Mental 
Health Division 

!: Recommendation/Action Requested: The Department of Community and Family Services recommends 
County Commissioner approval of the attached amendment to the intergovernmental revenue agreement, with the 
State Mental Health Division,. The amendment becomes effective when signed by the authorized county 
representatives, and those of the Division and the Department of Justice and expires June 30, 1999. 

II. Background/Analysis: Oregon is one of five states selected to receive funding through a three-year State 
Incentive Cooperative Agreement (SICA) from the federal Center for Substance Abuse Prevention as part of the 
National Youth Substance Abuse Prevention Initiative. This amendment replaces the 1997-99 Intergovernmental 
Agreement Part III, Residential Care Facilities (RCF), MHS 28 with Part III, Residential Treatment Facilities (RTF), 
MHS and revised Oregon Administrative Rule citations regulating the facilities. 

III. Fiscal Impact: This amendment has no fiscal impact. 

IV. Legal Issues: None 

V. Controversial Issues: None 

VI. Link to current County Policies: Prevention programs will focus on benchmarks, science-based prevention 
practices, and outcomes. Collaborative planning efforts will involve Caring Communities and the Community 
Building Initiative. 

VII. Citizen Participation: Collaborative planning will include advisory groups, neighborhood associations, 
other citizen groups, and existing prevention programs. Youth will be engaged in the planning process as well. 

VIII. Other Governmental Participation: Regional Drug Initiative (RDI) has broad governmental participation 
(cities, State, and federal) . Public school districts, and Oregon Health Science University will participation in the 
planning process. 

f:\admin\ceu\contract.99\smhdm023.doc 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 



MULTNOMAH COUNTY CONTRACT APPROVAL FORM 
(See Administrative Procedure CON-1) 

Contract#: 101618 

Pre-approved Contract Boilerplate (with County Counsel signature) [ 1 Attached [ 1 Not Attached Amendment #: 4 
Class I Class II Class Ill 

D Professional Services not to exceed $50,000 [] Professional Services that exceed $50,000 or (X] Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) 
(and not awarded by RFP or Exemption) awarded by RFP or Exemption (regardless of that exceeds $50,000 

I] Revenue not to exceed $50,000 (and not amount) I ] Expenditure 
awarded by RFP or Exemption) I ] PCRB Contract 

IX 1 Rel"frovED MULTNOMAH COUNTY 1 ]Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) not to I I Maintenance Agreement 
exceed $50,000 I ]licensing Agreement BOARD OF COMMISSIONER; .;~ B I ) Expenditure 1 ) Construction AGENDA## C- 2 DATE 11 5 II Revenue II Grant DEB BOGSTAD I) Architectural & Engineering not to exceed [) Revenue that exceeds $50.000 or awarded 

BOARD CLERK $10,000 (for tracking purposes only) by RFP or Exemption (regardless of amount) 

Department: Community and Family Services Division: 

Originator: Lynn Hingson Phone: 

Behavioral Health Date: 
--~~---------------------X 26370 Bldg/Rm: 

August10, 1998 

166/6 
Contact: 

--~~---------------------
_X_22_2_3_1 --------- Bldg/Rm: Phone: Jo Storsberg 166/7 

Description of Contract: This amendment revises Part Ill for the implementation of Self Directed Individual and Family Support. 

RENEWAL:[] 

RFP/BID: 

PREVIOUS CONTRACT #(S): 
_NI_A_R.;.,..e_ve_n_ue ___ IG_A _______ ____,_ RFP/BID DATE: 

;EXEMPTION EXEMPTION EXPIRATION ORS/AR 

~#Jo~TE: DATE: ------- #: 
·CONTRACTQRJ$.;JJ MBE Ll W§t;JJ.~~S~JI QRF Llll/ALJ NONI;.{~_aJLI~.X!!S that/lPeM __________________ __. 

Contractor State Mental Health Division 
Address 2575 Bittern St. NE 

Salem, OR 97310·0520 
Remittance Address 

(If different) ----------------------
Phone (503) 945·9499 FAX 373-7951 Payment Schedule /Terms 

Employer ID# or SS# .....:..:.N/:.:...A.:....________________________ [I Lump Sum $ ---------------
Effective Date When signed by authorized staff [I Monthly $ ---------------Termination Date June 30, 1999 [] Other $ 

---------------Original Contract Amount $ ------------------Total Amt of Previous Amendments$ [ 1 Requirements$ ------------------Amount of Amendment$ 0 NO FISCAL IMPACT 
TotaiAmountofAgreement$ 141,576,214 Encumber [I Yes [I No 

REQUIRED SIGNATURES 

-~ 

County Counsel ~~:(1~~~~¥======-----------------------
County Chair !lfl/ ~,.._...-'-"--A--+----F+"-..._ ______________________________ _ 

Sheri -------1-+--------------------------------------­
Contract Administratln -----------------------------------------------

LGFS VENDOR CODE GV7856 DEPT REFERENCE 

SUB OBJ/ SUB· REP 
LINE# FUND · AGENCY ORG ORG ACTIVITY REV OBJ CAT LGFS DESCRIPTION 

01 156 010 1611 2605 9101X No fiscal impact 
02 

03 

[I Due on Receipt 
[] Net30 

11 Other 

DATE J/)-~-7t 
DATE 

DATE {_ Z> /2-K/]_fS 
DATE 11/5/98 

DATE 

DATE 

INC 
AMOUNT DEC 



1997-99 
INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT 

PART I 
AGREEMENT FINANCIAL SUMMARY, 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS AND SIGNATURES 
AMENDMENT # 0 2 3 

DATE ISSUED: 09/11/98 
AGREEMENT NUMBER: 26-001 
AGREEMENT PERIOD: JULY 1, 1997 THROUGH JUNE 30, 1999 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT UNIT: MULTNOMAH COUNTY 

SOCIAL SERVICES DIVISION 
426 SW STARK ST, RM 160,6TH FL 
PORTLAND , OR 97204 

AGREEMENT LIMITATION: 
LOCAL ADMINISTRATION: 

MENTAL HEALTH SERVICES: 
DEVELOPMENTAL DISABILITY SERVICES: 

ALCOHOL AND DRUG SERVICES: 

AGREEMENT TOTAL: 

$3,191,753.00 
$40,100,236.00 
$78,027,912.00 
$20,256,313.00 

$141,576,214.00 

DEPT. OF COMM & 
FAM. SVCSJFISCAL 

These limitation amounts may be paid based on authorization in Plan/Amendment 
Approval Forms (PAAF) signed by the designated county employee listed below 
and the Division Contract Officer. 

AND/OR 

N(A= 
CMHP Director or other 
Designated County Employee 

Printed Name 

Title 

11/5/98 

Date 
MENTAL HEALTH AND DEVELOPMENTAL 
DISABILITY SERVICES DIVISION: 

Lo <).&-·rl ___ __;__ __ 
Date Division Contract Officer 

Date 

Date 
Appr 
Assi 

Date 

Date 

APPROVED MULTNOMAH COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

AGENDA## c.,.z DATE 11/5/98 
DEB BOGSTAD 
BOARD CLERK 



1997-99 
MENTAL HEALTH AND DEVELOPMENTAL DISABILITY SERVICES DIVISION 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT 

CONTRACT #: 26-001 
AMENDMENT#: 023 

DIVISION 

LOCAL ADMINISTRATION 

MENTAL HEALTH SERVICES 

DEVELOPMENTAL DISABILITY 

ALCOHOL AND DRUG SERVICES 

CONTRACT TOTAL 

PURPOSE OF AMENDMENT: 

FINANCIAL DETAIL 

CONTRACTOR: MULTNOMAH COUNTY 

PRIOR NEW 
CONTRACTED CONTRACT CONTRACTED 

AMOUNT CHANGE AMOUNT 

3,191,753.00 $0.00 3,191,753.00 

40,100,236.00 $0.00 40,100,236.00 

78,027,912.00 $0.00 78,027,912.00 

20,256,313.00 $0.00 20,256,313.00 

141576214.00 $0.00 141576214.00 

This amendment replaces the 1997-99 Intergovernmental Agreement Part III, 
Residential Care Facilities (RCF), MHS 28 with Part III, Residential 
Treatment Facilities (RTF), MHS 28 and revised Oregon Administrative Rule 
citations regulating the facilities. 

The changes .in the Part III are shown by 
strike-outs for deletions, and double underlining for additions. This 
change follows the filing June 1, 1998 of amendments to OAR 309-035-0100 
through 309-035-0190. Those requirements revise outdated definitions and 
reorganize and clarify licensing requirements. They update sections on 
administrative management, staffing, facility requirements, safety, 
sanitation, resident furnishings, admission to facility, termination of 
residency, resident rights, resident services and activities, food 
services, health services, civil penalties and criminal penalties. They 
create new sections addressing records, contracts and rates, grievances 
and appeals, resident assessment and residential service plan, and use of 
seclusion and restraints. The amendments include new requirements for 
crisis-respite services and secure residential treatment facilities. 
They incorporate revisions for consistency with client rights and abuse 
reporting statutes, recent building and fire code revisions, the 
Americans with Disabilities Act and fair housing law, and various health 
and sanitation regulations. 

This amendment becomes effective when signed by the authorized county 
representative, and those of the Division and the Department of Justice. 



MENTAL HEALTH AND DEVELOPMENTAL DISABILITY SERVICES DIVISION 

1997-99 Intergovernmental Agreement/Contract, Part III 

Service Name: 

Service ID Code: 

Service Requirements and Payment Procedures 

RESIDENTIAL GARB TREATMENT FACILITY SERVICES (RGF) 

arnJ 

MRS28 

I. Service Description 

Residential Gare Treatment Facility (Rt:F) (RID Services provide 24-hour care, 

supervision, medication supervision and administration and other services described in 
administrative rule to Priority I mentally and emotionally disturbed persons in need of 

continuing services to avoid hospitalization or who are a hazard to themselves or 

others or who otherwise require such long-term care to remain in the community. 

Providers are licensed under OAR 309-Q35-100 through 309-Q35-190, "Community 

Residential Gare- Treatment Facilities". · 

II. Performance Requirements 

A. 100% of the persons served with State funds will meet the eligibility criteria 

specified above and will be referred and approved by the Community Mental 

Health Program as measured through CPMS. 

B. Maintain at least 90% bed utilization as measured through CPMS. · 

C. Maintain license as required in ORS 443.410. 

III. Special Reporting Requirements 

The provider must enroll all eligible clients on DIVISIONs Client Process Monitoring 

System (CPMS) in MRS 28. All persons funded under MRS 28 enrolled in an RCF 

must also be enrolled in Adult Mental Health Services (MHS 20). Instructions for 

enrollment, periodic updates and terminations are to be followed per the most current 

version of the Office of Mental Health Services Client Process Monitoring System 

User's Manual. 

IV. Payment Procedures 

Payment is based on the dollar amou'nts and bed capacity specified in Plan/ Amendment 

Approval Forms (PAAFs) signed by DIVISIONs Contract Officer and the Community 

Mental Health Program (CMHP) director or other COUNTY designee, except that 



------------~--~ 

payments will be reduced by the amount of "client resources" received by the licensee 
in support of services provided. 

Funds are disbursed through monthly allotments which are adjusted to reflect receipt 
of "client resources" applied as an offset to DIVISION payments. The offsets will be 
shown on the Client Offset Report and the Preliminary Provider Financial Statement 
Report. The amounts will be assumed to be correct unless a request for correction to 
the total offset amount for COUNTY is sent to DIVISION no later than the 20th of 
the following month. 

Allotments may also be adjusted by DIVISION when dollar amounts are changed in 
subsequent P AAFs. 

Settlement will reconcile any discrepancies between payments and amounts due which 
may have occurred during the biennium. 

All funds paid as described above must be expended on services approved by 
DMSION. 

MHS28/9-3-98 
T:IPASSTHRU\OMHS\PARTIINIIMH28r ./XX 
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1Dregon 
fohn 1\. Kit:zhaber, M.D., Governor 

i 
I 

; 

September 18. 1998 

i 
' 

The Hono~able Beverly Stein. Chairperson 
Board ofi County Commissioners 
Multnomah County Courthouse 
Portl andi. OR 97204 

i 

P.2 

·Department of Human Resources 
Mental Health and Developmental 

. Disability Services Division 
2575 Bittern Street NE 

Salem OR 97310-0520 
(503) 945-9499 
FAX 378-3796 
TTY 945-9836 

1997-99 INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT 
#26-001 

AMENDMENT #023 

~CESSARY ACTIO~: 

COUNTY ACCEPJANCE OR REJECTION WITHIN 60 DAYS 

Dear Co~issioner Stein: 
• I 

I 

Please find enclosed an amendment to the 1997-99 Intergovernmental Agreement, 

adding~ revised Part III for Residential Treatment Facility Services <MHS 

28). This change reflects revised Administrative Rule citations regulating 

the facilities. This amendment must· be accepted by the county in order to · 

receive!payments under a Plan Amendment Approval Form CPAAF) for these 

service$. 

This action constitutes an amendment to the 1997-99 Intergovernmental Agrement 

and nec$ssitates the county's approval/disapproval as described in Part II. 

Section/ I. Subsection E. of the Agreement. If you have questions about this 

revisio~. please contact Sheri Gain.es at (503) 945,·9467 or me at (503) 945-

9481. : . 

Thank ybu for your continuing support of community mental health services. 
I . 

; 
' 

Sincereh. 
I 
; 
i 

~ 
Mike Schrunk 
Office pf Finance 

Assisting People to Become Independent, Healthy and Safe 

An Equal opportunity Employer 



MEETING DATE: ___ NO_V_0_5_19_98 ___ _ 

AGENDA#: _____ ~__;:-_3=-----

0:"30 
ESTIMATED START TIME:--------

(Above space for Board Clerk's Use Only) 

AGENDA PLACEMENT FORM 

SUBJECT: OLCC License Renewal 

BOARD BRIEFING: 

REGULAR MEETING: 

DEPARTMENT: Sheriffs Office 

CONTACT: Rick Barnett 

DATE REQUESTED:--------------

REQUESTED BY: _____________ _ 

AMOUNT OF TIME NEEDED: __________ _ 

DATE REQUESTED:-------------­

AMOUNT OF TIME NEEDED:-----------

DIVISION: ________________ _ 

TELEPHONE: 251-2441 
BLDG/ROOM: 313/120 

PERSON(S) MAKING PRESENTATION: Sergeant Brett Elliott 

ACTION REQUESTED: 

[ ] INFORMATIONAL ONLY [ ]POLICY DIRECTION [X] APPROVAL 

SUGGESTED AGENDA TITLE: 

This is an OLCC Bed & Breakfast License Renewal application for : 

Brickhaven Bed & Breakfast 
38717 E. Columbia River Highway 

Corbett, Oregon 979._~9- _,
6

.u­
ttl'-\cte o .. z.tuft.>A L. to <=?~ "~' 

The backgrounds have been checked on applicants: Phyllis L. Thiemann and Edward D. Thiemann 
and no criminal history can be found on the above. 

SIGNATURES REQUIRED: 
ELECTED 
OFFICIAL: ________________________ _ 

(OR) 
DEPARTMENT 
MANAGER: __ -r~~~~--------~~-------------------------

A ACCOMPANYING DOCUMENTS MUST HAVE REQUIRED SIGNATURES 
Any questions: Call the Board Clerk at 248-3277 

8/98Agenda 



- Oregon Liquor Control Commission 
PO Box 22297, ;Milwaukie, OR 97269 1-800-452-6522 

License Renewal Application 

IMPORTANT: Failure to fully disclose any information requested,·or providing false or misleading information 
on this form is grounds to refuse to renew the license. Your license expires December 31, 1998 

J License Type: Bed & Breakfast I District: 1 I County/City: 2617 I RO#: R26715A I 425/204 

BRICKHA VEN LLC 
BRINKHAVEN LLC 
POBOX324 
CORBETT, OR 97019 

Instructions: 

Licensee(s) BRICKHA VEN LLC 

Tradename BRICKHA VEN BED & BREAKFAST 
38717 E COLUMBIA RIVER HWY 
CORBETT, OR 97019 

1. Answer all questions completely on the renewal application. 
2. Have each partner or an authorized corporate officer sign the renewal application. 
3. Have the local governing body endorse the renewal application. 
4. Return completed renewal application along with the appropriate license fee due before December 11, 1998 to avoid late fees. 

SNO 0 YES <:ir EXPLAIN: 

,'; I 



SUBJECT: OLCC License Renewal 

BOARD BRIEFING: 

REGULAR MEETING: 

DEPARTMENT: Sheriffs Office 

CONTACT: Rick Barnett 

MEETING DATE: _ ___:_:N-=-OV.:..........::.O -=-5 ~19::.::::.98::::.__ __ _ 

AGENDA#: L- tJ 
ESTIMATED START TIME: Q·. ":>0 

(Above space for Board Clerk's Use Only) 

AGENDA PLACEMENT FORM 

DATE REQUESTED: _____________ _ 

REQUESTED BY:--------------

AMOUNT OF TIME NEEDED:-----------

DATE REQUESTED:--------------

AMOUNT OF TIME NEEDED:-----------

DIVISION: _______________ _ 

TELEPHONE: 251-2441 
BLDG/ROOM: 313/120 

PERSON(S) MAKING PRESENTATION: Sergeant Brett Elliott 

ACTION REQUESTED: 

[ ] INFORMATIONAL ONLY [ ] POLICY DIRECTION [X] APPROVAL [ ]OTHER 

SUGGESTED AGENDA TITLE: 
<.0 

(_~: (X) s:_;" 

This is an OLCC Package Store License Renewal application for : 
r ;,s 
--·-1 <:::) z ;; 
::;:~ ~ ~ 

g ~~;!. ") '-~ .~?.~ 
Big Bear Crown Point Market m.~~ u:) ~:;; "'" x·e; 

31815 E. Crown Point Highway §g;;; ~ ~-:;;<;; 
Troutdale, Oregon 97060 ~ =::: ~~-

Hjql4e 0(2.~etYuAL 1-1:> ~~ 0a4-t:k..t\- ~ ~-? ~~ 
-< ()1 c:-; 

The backgrounds have been checked on applicants: Phillip J. DuFresne and Judy K.'f'>uFresne and 
no criminal history can be found on the above. 

SIGNATURES REQUIRED: 
ELECTED 
OFFICIAL: ________________________ _ 

(OR) 
DEPARTMENT ~ t L1 
MANAGER: __ ~r·-~~c~~-~------------------------------------­

ALACCDMPANYING DOCUMENTS MUST HAVE REQUIRED SIGNATURES 
Any questions: Call the Board Clerk at 248-3277 

8/98 Agenda 



1 rr=.,=.~======================~~======================================~ 
· Oregon Liquor Control Commission 

PO Box 22297, Milwaukie, OR 97269 1-800-452-6522 

License Renewal Application 

IMPORTANT: Failure to fully disclose any information requested, or providing false or misleading information 

on this form is grounds to refuse to renew the license. Your license expires December 31, 1998 

I License Type: Package Store I District: 1 I County/City: 2600 I RO#: R00236A j4211203 

BIG BEARS CROWN POINT MARKET INC 
31815 E CROWN POINT HWY 
TROUTDALE OR 97060 

Licensee(s) BIG BEARS CROWN POINT MARKET INC 

Tradename BIG BEARS CROWN POINT MARKET 
31815 E CROWN POINT HWY 
TROUTDALE OR 97060 

Instructions: 
1. Answer all questions completely on the renewal application. 
2. Have each partner or an authorized corporate officer sign the renewal application. 

3. Have the local governing body endorse the renewal application. 
4. Return completed renewal application along with the appropriate license fee due before December 11, 1998 to avoid late fees. 

any cnme, or 
infraction of any law during the last year even if they are not liquor 
related for anyone who holds a fmancial interest in the licensed business. 
Attach additional sheet to back of form if needed. · · · 

(3) Will anyone share in the profits who is not a licensee of this 
business? If yes, please give name(s) and explain. 

Date City/State 

0 NO 0 YES csr EXPLAIN: 

0 NO 0 YES <lP EXPLAIN: 



MEETING DATE: NOV 0 5 1998 

C..- c:::. AGENDA#: _____ ~ ______ _ 

ESTIMATEDSTARTTIME: Q'l30 ------------------
(Above space for Board Clerk's Use Only) 

AGENDA PLACEMENT FORM 

SUBJECT: OLCC License Renewal 

BOARD BRIEFING: DATE REQUESTED:--------------

REQUESTED BY:--------------

AMOUNT OF TIME NEEDED:-----------

REGULAR MEETING: DATE REQUESTED:--------------

AMOUNT OF TIME NEEDED:-----------

DEPARTMENT: Sheriff's Office DIVISION: ________________ _ 

CONTACT: Rick Barnett TELEPHONE: 251-2441 
BLDG/ROOM: 313/120 

PERSON(S) MAKING PRESENTATION: Sergeant Brett Elliott 

ACTION REQUESTED: 

[ ] INFORMATIONAL ONLY [ ] POLICY DIRECTION [X] APPROVAL 

SUGGESTED AGENDA TITLE: 

This is an OLCC Package Store License With Pumps Renewal application for : 

Larson's Marina 
14444 NW Larson Road 

· Portland, Oregon 97231 
\\ 1~ l4e> 01ftol..>~ L to C(rc..ll::. ~ 

[ ]OTHER 

3:.: (0 

c: (X) 

r-·-· 
-·{ 0 
:z: " -i Oc: 
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z ,..,. 
~ , ... ~. 

The backgrounds have been checked on applicants: Martin D. Larson and Elizabeth Larson and 
no criminal history can be found on the above. 

SIGNATURES REQUIRED: 
ELECTED 
OFFICIAL:-------------------------------------------------­
(OR) 
DEPARTMENT 
MANAGER: 

8/98 Agenda 

~Wr)M 
ALc:'ccOMPANYING DOCUMENTS MUST HAVE REQUIRED SIGNATURES 

Any questions: Call the Board Clerk at 248-3277 

-·· 



'I 
r=================~==~~~~~==~~============~======, 

--, Oregon Liquor Control Commission . 
-PO Box 22297, Milwaukie, OR 97269 1-800-452-6522 

License Renewal Application 

IMPORTANT: Failure to fully disclose any information requested, or providing false or misleading information 
- on this form is grounds to refuse to renew the license. Your license expires December 31, 1998 

License Type: Package Store with District: 1 County/City: 2600 RO#: R24534A 421/203 
Pumps 

LARSON'S MARINA, INC. 
14444 NW LARSON RD 
PORTLAND OR 97231 

Instructions: 

Licensee(s) LARSON'S MARINA, INC. 

Tradename LARSON'S MARINA 
14444 NW LARSON RD 
PORTLAND OR 97231 

1. Answer all questions completely on the renewal application .. 
2. Have each partner or an authorized corporate officer sign the renewal application. 
3. Have the local governing body endorse the renewal application. 
4. Return completed renewal application along with the appropriate license fee due before December 11, 1998 to avoid late fees. 

any or 
infraction of any law during the last year even if they are not liquor 
related for anyone who holds a fmancial interest in the licensed business.· 
Attach additional sheet of to back of form if needed. 
(3) Will anyone share in the profits who is not a licensee of this 
business? If yes, please give name(s) and explain. 

NO 0 YES qr EXPLAIN: 

NO 0 YES qr EXPLAIN: 

··.!: ''· /;. 

.• • .. 



MEETING DATE: NOV 0 5 1998 
(~-, 

AGENDA#: C.-(Q ____ _ 
Q: :2._0 ESTIMATED START TIME:. ___ ~..::>::::::::..__ __ _ 

(Above space for Board Clerk's Use Only) 

AGENDA PLACEMENT FORM 

SUBJECT: OLCC License Renewal 

BOARD BRIEFING: DATE REQUESTED:-------------

REQUESTED BY:--------------

AMOUNT OF TIME NEEDED:-----------

REGULAR MEETING: DATE REQUESTED: ____________ _ 

AMOUNT OF TIME NEEDED:-----------

DEPARTMENT: Sheriffs Office DIVISION: _______________ _ 

CONTACT: Rick Barnett TELEPHONE: 251-2441 
BLDG/ROOM: 313/120 

PERSON(S) MAKING PRESENTATION: Sergeant Brett Elliott 

ACTION REQUESTED: 

[ 1 INFORMATIONAL ONLY [ 1 POLICY DIRECTION [X 1 APPROVAL 

SUGGESTED AGENDA TITLE: 

This is an OLCC Package Store License Renewal application for : 

Plainview Grocery 
11800 NW Cornelius Pass Road 

Portland, Oregon 97231 
tll~~~o-a.fc.iTA.!>Al. i1> 0cX ~t.*" 

[ 1 OTHER 

3:: tO 
CX> c .. :; 

c. '--'·' 
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c..,·. 

The backgrounds have been checked on applicant: Steven J. Linden and no criminal history can be 
found on the above. 

SIGNATURES REQUIRED: 
ELECTED 
OFFICIAL: __ ----==-----------------------­
(OR) 
DEPARTMENT 
MANAGER: __ ~~~~~---------------------------------------

8/98 Agenda 

ACCOMPANYING DOCUMENTS MUST HAVE REQUIRED SIGNATURES 
Any questions: Call the Board Clerk at 248-3277 



( 
• · .. , ·· Oregon Liquor Control Commission 

PO Box 22297, Milwaukie, OR 97269 1-800-452-6522 

License Renewal Application 

IMPORTANT: Failure to fully disclose any information requested, or providing false or misleading information 
on this form is grounds to refuse to renew the license. Your license expires December 31, 1998 · 

I License Type: Package Store I District: 1 ·I County/City: 2600 I RO#: R00285A I 421/203 

LINDEN STEVEN A Licensee(s) LINDEN STEVEN A 
11800 NW CORNELIUS PASS RD 
PORTLAND OR 97231 

Tradename PLAINVIEW GROCERY 
11800 NW CORNELIUS PASS RD 
PORTLAND OR 97231 

Instructions: 
I. Answer all questions completely on the renewal application. 
2. Have each partner or an authorized corporate officer sign the renewal application. 
3. Have the local governing body endorse the renewal application. 
4. Return completed renewal application along with the appropriate license fee due before December 11, 1998 to avoid late fees. 

~ b~ m 
infraction of any law during the last year even if they are not liquor 
related for anyone who holds a fmancial interest in the licensed business. 
Attach additional sheet of to back of form if needed. 
(3) Will anyone share in the profits who is not a licensee of this 
business? If yes, please give name(s) and explain. 

ll'NO D YES cr EXPLAIN: 



MEETING DATE: __ N_O_V_0_5_1_99_8 ___ _ 

AGENDA#: ____ C.._-.......l.Lr--:.....:.:·,j=--------
n-. "2..Q 

ESTIMATED START TIME: __ '--"' __ .eJ ____ _ 

(Above space for Board Clerk's Use Only) 

AGENDA PLACEMENT FORM 

SUBJECT: OLCC License Renewal 

BOARD BRIEFING: DATE REQUESTED: _____________ _ 

REQUESTED BY:--------------

AMOUNT OF TIME NEEDED: __________ _ 

REGULAR MEETING: DATE REQUESTED: _____________ _ 

AMOUNT OF TIME NEEDED:-----------

DEPARTMENT: Sheriffs Office DIVISION: _______________ _ 

CONTACT: Rick Barnett TELEPHONE: 251-2441 
BLDG/ROOM: 313/120 

PERSON(S} MAKING PRESENTATION: Sergeant Brett Elliott 

ACTION REQUESTED: 

[ 1 INFORMATIONAL ONLY [ 1 POLICY DIRECTION [X 1 APPROVAL 

SUGGESTED AGENDA TITLE: 

This is an OLCC Package Store License Renewal application for : 

[ 1 OTHER 

Rocky Point Marina ;:'- ;~ 
23586 NW St. Helens Hwy r-

o 
Portland, Oregon 97231 oC:·· ~ 

''(qjqe> OR\of..>Al. t-o '«eX~~ :&:?;: ~ 
The backgrounds have been checked on applicants: Richard H. Tonnesen and ~~:~:: 
Janie Johnson-Tonneson and no criminal history can be found on the above. zB 

~ '~':':-) 
=-~ Vl 

M 
SIGNATURES REQUIRED: 

ELECTED 
OFFICIAL: ________________________ _ 

DEPARTMENT • c·~. . (OR) ~ 
MANAGER: __ ~~-~~~~------------------------------------­

AACCOMPANYING DOCUMENTS MUST HAVE REQUIRED SIGNATURES 
Any questions: Call the Board Clerk at 248-3277 

8/98 Agenda 
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~=·=-======================~~O~r=e=g=o=n~L~i~q=u=o=r~c=o=n=t~r=o7I~C~o=rn==rn~h=s~i=on============================9 
I

I PO Box 22297, Milwaukie, OR 97269 1-800-452-6522 

I License Renewal Application 

IMPORTANT: Failure to fully disclose any information requested, or providing false or misleading information 
on this form is grounds to refuse to renew the license. Your license expires December 31, 1998 

I License Type: Package Store I District: 1 I County/City: 2600 I RO#: R26109A 1421/203 

ROCKY POINTE MARINA, LLC 
23586 NW ST. HELENS HWY 
PORTLAND OR 97231 

Instructions: 

Licensee(s) ROCKY POINTE MARINA, LLC 

Tradename ROCK POINTE MARINA 
23586 NW ST. HELENS HWY 
PORTLAND OR 97231 

1. Answer all questions completely on the renewal application. 
2. Have each partner or an authorized corporate officer sign the renewal application. 
3. Have the local governing body endorse the renewal application. 
4. Return completed renewal application along with the appropriate license fee due before December 11, 1998 to avoid late fees. 

NO D YES <:r EXPLAIN: 



SUBJECT: OLCC License Renewal 

BOARD BRIEFING: 

REGULAR MEETING: 

DEPARTMENT: Sheriff's Office 

CONTACT: Rick Barnett 

MEETING DATE: _ _.:..;N:..=..OV..:.........:..O ~5 ..l.ll199~-8~----

AGENDA#: C.,-f? 

ESTIMATED START TIME: Q ~ 30 
-----=~---------

(Above space for Board Clerk's Use Only) 

AGENDA PLACEMENT FORM 

DATE REQUESTED: ____________ _ 

REQUESTED BY: _____________ _ 

AMOUNT OF TIME NEEDED:------------

DATE REQUESTED: _____________ _ 

AMOUNT OF TIME NEEDED:-----------

DIVISION: _______________ _ 

TELEPHONE: 251-2441 
BLDG/ROOM: 313/120 

PERSON(S) MAKING PRESENTATION: Sergeant Brett Elliott 

ACTION REQUESTED: 

[ ] INFORMATIONAL ONLY [ ] POLICY DIRECTION [X] APPROVAL 

SUGGESTED AGENDA TITLE: 

This is an OLCC Restaurant License Renewal application for : 

Big Bear Crown Point Market 
31815 E. Crown Point Highway 

[ ] OTHER 

(b 
co cc-~ 

'\:::;" 
·.:;;;; 

..... 0 z 
-,.. " ;;r;£ 

0r'\ -1 . <'V• 

:::0 i; ,......_) :_~_,_· :.·_::_~-~-:;·~·:_· ~ -~r:: (.!) ,.,._.. ~ 
~= 

~;; ·~.~~' 

I 
Trqut9a1e, Oreggn 97060 c.';) -~j,-.-·. 

\\ O.{qf::> ~lCAtA->AL h;, ~cJ::: ~~U{- ~ ~ ~~; 
-....j . ;:~:.. 

The backgrounds have been checked on applicants: Phillip J. DuFresne and Judy<K. ~F~sne and 
no criminal history can be found on the above. 

SIGNATURES REQUIRED: 
ELECTED 
OFFICIAL: ________________________ _ 
(OR) 
DEPARTMENT I A } • 
MANAGER:-+,_·~~~~-~·-~~~~~--~---~~~-------

L ACCOMPANYING DOCUMENTS MUST HAVE REQUIRED SIGNATURES 
Any questions: Call the Board Clerk at 248-3277 

8/98Agenda 



·oregon Liquor Control Commission 
PO Box 22297, Milwaukie, OR 97269 1-800-452-6522 

License Renewal Application 

IMPORTANT: Failure to fully disclose any information requested, or providing false or misleading information 

on this form is grounds to refuse to renew the license. Your license expires December 31, 1998 

I License Type: Restaurant I District: 1 I County/City: 2600 1· RO#: R00236B I 421/205 I 

BIG BEARS CROWN POINT MKT INC 
31815 E CROWN POINT HWY 
TROUTDALE OR 97060 

Server Education Designee(s) 

\)\/DUFRESNE, PIDLLIP J 

Instructions: 

Licensee(s) BIG BEARS CROWN POINT MKT INC 

Tradename BIG BEAR CROWN POINT MARKET 
31815 E CROWN POINT HWY 
TROUTDALE OR 97060 

1. Answer all questions completely on the renewal application. 

2. Have each partner or an aut..'lorizcd corporate officer sign the renewal application. 

3. Have the local governing body endorse the renewal application. 

4. Return completed renewal application along with the appropriate license fee due before December 11, 1998 to avoid late fees. 

you are required Insurance/Bonding Company 

to maintain a Liquor Liability policy of NO LESS THAN $300,000. 

Please list Insurance/Bonding Company and Policy/ID # and attach 

insurance certificate the OLCC as a certificate holder. 

(5) Will anyone share in the profits who is not a licensee of this 

business? If yes, please give name(s) and explain, 

0 NO 0 YES w- EXPLAIN: 
'' ' 

; . 

- vr 



MEETING DATE: NOV 0 5 1998 

AGENDANO: C-~ . 
ESTIMATED START TIME: Ot~;o. 

(Above Space for Board Clerk's Use ONLY} 

AGENDA PLACEMENT FORM 

SUBJECT: Cancellation of Defaulted Land Sales Contract 

BOARD BRIEFING: Date Requested:. __________________ _ 
Requested by: 
Amount of Tim._e"N-ee'd~ed': ----------------

REGULAR MEETING: Date Requested:. __________________ _ 

Amount of Time Needed:~C~on!..!,!,s~en'-!!,t _____________ _ 

DEPARTMENT: Environmental Services DIVISION: Assessment & Taxation 

CONTACT: Kathy Tuneberg TELEPHONE #: 248-3590 
BLDG/ROOM #:--'7=16~6~/3~00~/T=-a-x=Ti""""tle ____ _ 

PERSON(S) MAKING PRESENTATION:._~C~on=s=en.ll.t =Ca=le:!..Wn=da~r ____________ _ 

ACTION REQUESTED: 

[]INFORMATIONAL ONLY [] POLICY DIRECTION [X] APPROVAL []OTHER 

SUGGESTED AGENDA TITLE: 

Request cancellation of Land Sales Contract 15244R2 to WILLIAM & DOROTHY JELINEK. 

Cancellation Order and Copy of Default Notice attached 

I '('\lqe, ~t.O~I.4t.. c..:>{-):t:.s +o i-A1t~t1'i. 

SIGNATURES REQUIRED: 

2/97 



BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON 

ORDER NO. 98-174 

Cancelling Land Sale Contract 15244R2 with WILLIAM & DOROTHY JELINEK upon Default of Payments and 
Performance of Covenants 

The Multnomah County Board of Commissioners Finds: 

a) Contract purchaser, WILLIAM & DOROTHY JELINEK, by contract dated August 9, 1995, book 95 and Page 
94905, agreed to purchase from Multnomah County upon terms and conditions provided therein, the following 
tax foreclosed property: 

LOTS 5 & 6, BLOCK 1, GRAYBROOK ADD, a recorded subdivision in the City of Portland, County of 
Multnomah, and State of Oregon. 

b) The purchaser is now in default of the terms of contract in that purchaser 

Failed to make monthly payments of $105.42 since August 9, 1996 for a total of $2,319.24. 
Failed to pay delinquent taxes for tax years 95/96 & 96/97 for a total of $2,409.51. 
Failed to pay delinquent City Liens in the amount of $6,974.65. 
Failure to correct code violations. 
Failure to provide homeowner's owner and fire insurance as required by contract. 

c) · ORS 275.220 provides that upon default, the Board may cancel the contract: 

d) The County sent notice to contract purchaser and other interested parties of this cancellation consistent with 
ORS 93.915. · 

The Multnomah County board of Commissioner Orders: 

1. The subject contract be and is declared CANCELLED. 

2. The Multnomah County Tax Collector remove the above property from taxation and cancel all unpaid taxes in 
accordance with the provisions of ORS 275.240. 

3. The MUL TNOMAH COUNTY SHERIFF serve a certified copy of this order and a return of service be made 
upon such copy of the order to: 

WILLIAM & DOROTHY JELINEK, 7522 N OMAHA ST, PORTLAND OR 97217 

Approved this 5th day of November 



WILLIAM & DOROTHY JELINEK 
7522 N OMAHA ST 
PORTLAND OR 97217 

MULlNOMAH COUNTY TAX TITLE 
PO BOX 2716, PORTIAND OR 97208 

421 SW 6TH AVE, RM 300, PORTI.AND OR 97204 
503-248-3590 

RNAL NOTICE OF DEFAULT AND PENDING CANCELLATION OF CONTRACT 15244R2 

July 22, 1997 

YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED THAT YOU ARE IN DEFAULT UNDER CONTRACT #15244R2 RECORDED ON August 9, 1995, BOOK 
95, PAGE 94905 BElWEEN SB..l.ER, MULlNOMAH COUNTY AND CONTRACT PURCHASER, WIWAM & DOROTHY JEUNEK AND 
FOR THE PROPERTY LEGALLY DESCRIBED AS: 

LOTS 5 & 6, BLOCK 1, GRAYBROOK ADD, a recorded subdivision in the City of Portland, County of Multnomah, and State of Oregon, 
also known as 7522 N OMAHA ST (R-33950-0050) . 

. This contract is in Default because: 

1) Starting from August 9, 1996, no installments have been paid on Contract 15244R2. As of September 22; 1997, the amount due on 
the contract will be $2,319.24. This figure includes interest and principal. 

2) The delinquent taxes have not been paid for tax years 95/96 & 96/97 for a total of $2,409.51 . This figure includes taxes, interest, and 
fees through September 22, 1997. · 

3) ., The delinquent City liens have not been paid, a total of $6,974.65 is owned to the City of Portland Auditor's office. You will need to 
call (503) 823-4090 for payoff instructions. PROOF OF PAYMENT MUST BE PRESENTED TO OUR OFRCE (copy of receipt 
showing paid). 

4) Correct all code violations and bring structure to code. , 
5) Provide proof of homeowner's insurance as required per your contract. 

TOTAL OF DEFAULT IS $11,703.40. You have 60 days to cure this default, deadline is September 22, 1997. 

IN ORDER TO CURE THE DEFAULT YOU MUST PAY ALL INSTALLMENTS DUE, INCLUDING INTEREST, ALL DELINQUENT TAXES, 
INCLUDING INTEREST' AND FEES, AND ALL COSTS INCURRED THE COUNTY RESULTING FROM THIS DEFAULT AS DESCRIBED 
ABOVE. PLEASE BE ADVISED THAT THE BACK INSTALLMENTS AND TAXES MUST BE PAID CURRENT TO THE DATE OF 
ACTUAL PAYMENT AND ARE SUBJECT TO CONTINUING ACCUMULATION OF INTEREST OR PRINCIPAL OR BOTH. PAYMENT 
MUST BE MADE TO TAX TITLE, IN CERTIFIED FUNDS (NO PERSONAL OR BUSINESS CHECKS WILL BE ACCEPTED). YOU CAN 
MAIL TO THE PO BOX OR BRING YOUR PAYMENT IN PERSON TO THE STREET ADDRESS liSTED IN THE ABOVE LETTERHEAD. 

IF TiiE DEFAULT IS NOT CURED BEFORE September 22, 1997, (60 days) TI-llS CONTRACT WILL BE CANCELED, AND EVERY 
RIGHT, OR INTEREST OF ANY PERSON IN THE PROPERTY WILL BE FOREITED FOREVER TO THE COUNTY. 

SINCERELY, 
Recorded in the County of Multnomah Oregon 

llttlltltlllltlllnillltrrm~lfllitlitltmrnpust.y0 0c 
1 
er k . 

Vanessa Witka 
97110409 1:26pm 07/23/97 

014 60004074 06 02 ' 
Senior Office Assistant A90 1 0.00 5.00 3.00 0.00 0.00 

MUL TNOMAH COUNTY ASSESSMENT & TAXATION 

cc: CITY OF PORTLAND, BUREAU OF BUILDINGS, 1120 SW 5TH AVE, PORTLAND OR 97204-1992 
CHIEF, SPECIAL PROCEDURES FUNCTION, INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICES, PO BOX 3550, PORTLAND OR 97208 
DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE, 955 CENTER ST, SALEM OR 97310 

AFTER RECORDING RETURN TO l66/300/TAX TITLE 



\,, 

MEETING DATE: NOV 0 5 19-98 

AGENDA NO: C.-\ 0 . 
ESTIMATED START TIME: Or·"?c--:>. 

(Above Space for Board Clerk's Use ONLY} 

AGENDA PLACEMENT FORM 

SUBJECT: Cancellation of Defaulted Land Sales Contract 

BOARD BRIEFING: Date Requested: __________________ _ 
Requested by: 
Amount of Tim-e=N-ee---;d-ed.--: ----------------

REGULAR MEETING: Date Requested: __________________ _ 

Amount of Time Needed:~C=o,_,ns=en:..:..:.t _____________ _ 

DEPARTMENT: Environmental Services DIVISION: Assessment & Taxation 

CONTACT: Kathy Tuneberg TELEPHONE #: 248-3590 
BLDG/ROOM #:~16::-::6~/3~00~/T=-a-x-=T=itle ____ _ 

PERSON(S) MAKING PRESENTATION:_~C~on~s~en~t~Ca=le:!.!...!n~da::u...r ____________ _ 

ACTION REQUESTED: 

[]INFORMATIONAL ONLY []POLICY DIRECTION [X] APPROVAL []OTHER 

SUGGESTED AGENDA TITLE: 

Request cancellation of Land Sales Contract 15455 to ARTHUR L JENKINS. 

Cancellation Order and Copy of Default Notice attached 
nl~l'te> c.~~~t..ec{:>~t.'=> -to~.(. +itlt 

SIGNATURES REQUIRED: 

-····! 

~~ 
:e:. ~~:~: if:l .,., 

c.- iii:S' 

ELECTEDOFRCIAL: ___ ~~-~~--~-~------~~~~~-~~"~-~ _ 
OR 0') 

DEPARTMENTMANAGER~: ~~~~~~~~~~~~-----------------

2/97 



BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
FOR MUL TNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON 

ORDER NO. 98-175 

Cancelling Land Sale Contract 15455 with ARTHUR L JENKINS and ESTATE OF LILLIAN JENKINS upon 
Default of Payments and Performance of Covenants 

The Multnomah County Board of Commissioners Finds: 

a) Contract purchaser, ARTHUR L JENKINS and ESTATE OF LILLIAN JENKINS, by contract dated December 
23, 1988, book 2166 and Page 568, agreed to purchase from Multnomah County upon terms and conditions 
provided therein, the following tax foreclosed property: . 

LOT 5, BLOCK 28, ALBINA HOMESTEAD, a recorded subdivision in the City of Portland, County of 
Multnomah, and State of Oregon. 

b) The purchaser is now in default of the terms of contract in that purchaser 

Failed to make monthly payments of $95.98 since February 27, 1995 for a total of $4,031.16. 
Failed to pay delinquent taxes for tax years 95/96, 96/97, & 97/98 for a total of $1 ,485.49 . 
.Failed to pay' delinquent City Liens in the amount of $6,415.53. 
Failure to secure homeowner &·fire insurance as required by contract. 

c) ORS 275.220 provides that upon default, the Board may cancel the contract: 

d) The County sent notice to contract purchaser and other interested parties of this cancellation consistent with 
ORS 93.915. 

The Multnomah County board of Commissioner Orders: 

1. The subject contract be and is declared CANCELLED. 

2. The Multnomah County Tax Collector remove the above property from taxation and cancel all unpaid taxes in 
accordance with the provisions of ORS 275.240. 

3. The MULTNOMAH COUNTY SHERIFF serve a certified copy of this order and a return of service be made 
upon such copy of the order to: 

ARTHUR L. JENKINS, 3945 N WILLIAMS AVE, PORTLAND OR 97227 
(Husband & Personal Representative of Lillian Jenkins) 

Approved this · 5th day of November 

MMISSIONERS 
I REGON 
7. 



MULTNOMAH COUNTY TAX TITLE 
PO BOX 2716, PORTIAND OR 97208 

p/u s .. £~-C~B 

ARTHUR L JENKINS 
ESTATE OF LILLIAN JENKINS 
3945 N WILLIAMS AVE 
PORTLAND OR 97227 

421 SW 6TH AVE, RM 300, PORTIAND OR 97204 
503-248-3590 

Recorded in the County of Multnomah Oregon 
C. Swick, Deputy Clerk ' 

I 111111 IIIII 11111111111111111111111111111111111111 8 . 0 0 
98074574 09:32am 05/04/98 

014 20016623 02 12 
A90 1 0.00 5.00 3.00 0.00 0.00 

ANAL NOTICE OF DEFAULT AND PENDING CANCELLATION OF CONTRACT 15455 

April27, 1998 

YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED THAT YOU ARE IN DEFAULT UNDER CONTRACT #15455 RECORDED ON December 23, 1988, BOOK 
2166, PAGE 568 BETWEEN SELLER, MULTNOMAH COUNTY AND CONTRACT PURCHASER, ARTHUR LJENKINS AND ESTATE OF 
UWAN JENKINS FOR THE PROPERTY LEGALLY DESCRIBED AS: 

LOT 5, BLOCK 28, ALBINA HOMESTEAD, a recorded subdivision in the City of Portland, County of Multnomah, and State of Oregon, 
also known as 3935-3939 N WILLIAMS AVE (R-01050-5740). 

This contract is in Default due to: 

1) Starting from February 27, 1995, no installments have been paid on Contract 15455. As of July 27, 1998, the amount due on the 
contract will be $4,031.16. This figure includes interest and principal. 

2) The delinquent taxes have not been paid for tax years 95/96, 96/97, & 97/98 for a total of $1,485.49. This figure includes taxes, 
interest, and fees through July 27, 1998. 

3) The delinquent City liens have not been paid. A total of $6,415.53 is owed to the City of Portland Auditor's office. You will need to 
call (503) 823-4090 for payoff instructions. PROOF OF PAYMENT MUST BE PRESENTED TO OUR OFRCE (copy of receipt 
showing paid). 

4) Failure to provide proof of homeowner & fire insurance as required per contract. PROOF OF HOMEOWNER & RRE INSURANCE 
MUST BE PRESENTED TO OUR OFFICE. 

TOTAL OF DEFAULT IS $11,932.18. You have 90 days to cure this default. The deadline is July 27, 1998. 

IN ORDER TO CURE THE DEFAULT YOU MUST PAY ALL INSTALLMENTS DUE, INCLUDING INTEREST, ALL DELINQUENT TAXES, 
. INCLUDING INTEREST AND FEES, AND ALL COSTS INCURRED BY THE COUNTY RESULTING FROM THIS DEFAULT AS 

DESCRIBED ABOVE. PLEASE BE ADVISED THAT THE BACK INSTALLMENTS AND TAXES MUST BE PAID CURRENT TO THE 
DATE OF ACTUAL PAYMENT AND ARE SUBJECT TO CONTINUING ACCUMULATION OF INTEREST OR PRINCIPAL OR BOTH. 
PAYMENT MUST BE MADE TO TAX TITLE, IN CERTIFIED FUNDS (NO PERSONAL OR BUSINESS CHECKS WILL BE ACCEPTED). 
YOU CAN MAIL TO THE PO BOX OR BRING YOUR PAYMENT IN PERSON TO THE STREET ADDRESS LISTED IN THE ABOVE 
LETTERHEAD .. 

. IF THE DEFAULT IS NOT CURED BEFOREJuly27, 1998, (90 days) THIS CONTRACT WILL BE CANCELED, AND EVERY RIGHT, OR 
INTEREST OF ANY PERSON IN THE PROPERTY WILL BE FOREITED FOREVER TO THE COUNTY. 

JERE~ 

GA~MAS 
FORECLOSED PROPERTY COORDINATOR 

cc: George G. & Bonnie Gutfleisch 
Ward E. & Rosemary Walker 
S. Jane Patterson, Attorney at Law 



MEETING DATE: NOV 0 5 1998 

AGENDA NO: C-1 \ . 
ESTIMATED START TIME: q ~ 3o 

(Above Space for Board Clerk's Use ONLY) 

AGENDA PLACEMENT FORM 

SUBJECT: Cancellation of Defaulted Land Sales Contract 

BOARD BRIEFING: Date Requested: __________________ _ 
Requested by: 
Amount of Tim'-e-:-;N-ee--;d-ed-;-: ----------------

REGULAR MEETING: Date Requested: __________________ _ 

Amount of Time Needed:,~C=o~ns=en~t _____________ _ 

DEPARTMENT: Environmental Services DIVISION: Assessment & Taxation 

CONTACT: Kathy Tuneberg TELEPHONE#: 248-3590 
BLDG/ROOM #:--¥16~6~/3~00~/T;....a-x=T=itle ____ _ 

PERSON(S) MAKING PRESENTATION:_~C~on~s~en!.ll.t~C.!:!.!al!::!..!.en.!.l::!d.!:!.!ar _____________ _ 

ACTION REQUESTED: 

[]INFORMATIONAL ONLY []POLICY DIRECTION [X] APPROVAL []OTHER 

SUGGESTED AGENDA TITLE: 

Request cancellation of Land Sales Contract 15641 to LYNDA L. NELSON. 

Cancellation Order and Copy of Default Notice attached •t l 
ll{~t~e c.,~+cl.u.t.. ~~otS to+AK fi L 

SIGNATURES REQUIRED: 

2/97 



'•' 
BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

FOR MUL TNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON 

ORDER NO. 98d76 

Cancelling Land Sale Contract 15641 with LYNDA L. NELSON upon Default of Payments and Performance of 
Covenants · 

The Multnomah County Board of Commissioners Finds: 

a) Contract purchaser, LYNDA L. NELSON, by contract dated December 27, 1991, book 2491 and Page 350, 
agreed to purchase from Multnomah County upon terms and conditions provided therein, the following tax 
foreclosed property: · 

AS DESCRIBED IN ATIACHED EXHIBIT "A", also known as 838 N ALBERTA ST (R-52070-7150). 

b) The purchaser is now in default of the terms of contract in that purchaser 

Failed to make monthly payments of $80.00 since May 8, 1994 for a total of $4,000.00. 
Failed to pay delinquent taxes for tax years 94/95, 95/96, 96/97, & 97/98 for a total of $3,375.31. 
Failure to provided proof of homeowner & fire insurance as required per contract. 

c) ORS 275.220 provides that upon default, the Board may cancel the contract: 

d) The County sent notice to contract purchaser and other interested parties of this cancellation consistent with 
ORS 93.915. 

The Multnomah County board of Commissioner Orders: 

1. The subject contract be and is declared CANCELLED. 

2. The Multnomah County Tax Collector remove the above property from taxation and cancel all unpaid taxes in 
accordance with the provisions of ORS 275.240. 

3. The MULTNOMAH COUNTY SHERIFF serve a certified copy of this order and a return of service be made 
upon such copy of the order to: 

LYNDA L. NELSON, 838 N ALBERTA ST, PORTLAND OR 97217 

Approved this 5th day of November 

REVIEWED: 
Thomas Sponsler, County Counsel 
for Multno regon 



EXHIBIT•N 

The East 30 feet of the North 100 feet of the West 290 feet of the Lot lettered "N" in M. PATION'S 
TRACT, in the City of Portland, County of Multnomah and State of Oregon, more particularly described 
as follows: 

Commencing at a point of intersection of the East line of N. Michigan Avenue (60 feet wide) with the 
South line of N. Alberta Street (60 feet wide); thence East along the South line of said N. Alberta Street, 
290 feet to the true point of beginning; thence South parallel with the said East line of N. Michigan 
Avenue, 100 feet; thence West parallel with the said South line of N. Michigan Avenue, 100 feet to the 
said South line of N. Alberta Street; thence East 30 feet to the true point of beginning. 



LYNDA L. NELSON 
838 N ALBERT A ST 
PORTLAND OR 97217 

MULTNOMAH COUNTY TAX TITLE 
PO BOX 2716, PO~D OR 97208 

421 SW 6TH AVE, RM 300, PORTI.AND OR 97204 

5ro-2~90VM 3-l<b- ct<t 

ANAL NOTICE OF DEFAULT AND PENDING CANCELLATION OF CONTRACT 15641 

March 18, 1998 

YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED THAT YOU ARE IN DEFAULT UNDER CONTRACT #15641 RECORDED ON December 27, 1991 ,BOOK 
2491, PAGE 350 BETWEEN SELLER, MULTNOMAH COUNTY AND CONTRACT PURCHASER, LYNDA L NELSON FOR THE 
PROPERTY LEGALLY DESCRIBED AS: 

AS DESCRIBED IN ATTACHED EXHIBIT 'A', also known as 838 N ALBERTA ST (R-52070-7150). 

This contrq.ct is in Default due to: 

1) · Starting from May 8, 1994, no installments have been paid on Contract 15641. As of June 15, 1998, the amount due on the contract 
will be $4,000.00~ This figure includes interest and principal. 

2) The delinquent taxes have not been paid for tax years 94/95, 95/96, 96/97, &' 97/98 for a total of $3,375.31. This figure includes 
. taxes, interest, and fees throughJune 15, 1998. 

3) Failure to provide proof of homeowner & fire insurance as required per contract. PROOF OF HOMEOWNER & ARE INSURANCE 
MUST BE PRESENTED TO OUR OFFICE. 

TOTAL OF DEFAULT IS $7,375.31. You have 90 days to cure this default. The deadline is June 15,1998. 

IN ORDER TO CURE THE DEFAULT YOU MUST PAY ALL INSTALLMENTS DUE, INCLUDING INTEREST, ALL DELINQUENT TAXES, 
INCLUDING INTEREST AND FEES, AND ALL COSTS INCURRED BY THE COUNTY RESULTING FROM THIS DEFAULT AS 
DESCRIBED ABOVE. PLEASE BE ADVISED THAT THE BACK INSTALLMENTS AND TAXES MUST BE PAID CURRENT TO THE 
DATE OF ACTUAL PAYMENT AND ARE SUBJECT TO CONTINUING ACCUMULATION OF INTEREST OR PRINCIPAL OR BOTH. 
PAYMENT MUST BE MADE TO TAX TITLE, IN CERTIFIED FUNDS (NO PERSONAL OR BUSINESS CHECKS WILL BE ACCEPTED). 
YOU CAN MAIL TO THE PO BOX OR BRING YOUR PAYMENT IN PERSON TO THE STREET ADDRESS LISTED IN THE ABOVE 
LETTERHEAD. 

IF THE DEFAULT IS NOT CURED BEFORE June 15, 1998, (90 days) THIS CONTRACT WILL BE CANCELED, AND EVERY RIGHT, OR 
INTEREST OF ANY PERSON IN THE PROPERTY WILL BE FOREITED FOREVER TO THE COUNTY. 

SINCERELY, 

,g, L 
GAR~MAS 
FORECLOSED PROPERTY COORDINATOR 

Recorded in th~ County of Multnomah, Oregon 

1111111 IIIII IIIII ~IIi III~WifWiillil 11~1r13. eel er k 
98043025 4:43pm 03/18/98 

014 20015553 02 14 
A90 2 0.00 10.00 3.00 0.00 0. 00 cc: INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE 

1-
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EXHIBIT•A• 

The East 30 feet cit the North 100 feet of the West 290 feet of the Lot lettered "N" in· M. PA TION'S 
TRACT, in the City of Portland, County of Multnomah and State of Oregon,· more particularly described 
as follows: 

Commencing at a point of intersection of the East line of N. Michigan Avenue (60 feet wide) with the 
South line of N. Alberta Street (60 feet wide); thence East along the South line of said N. Alberta Street, 
290 feet to the true point of beginning; thence South parallel with the said East line of N. Michigan 
Avenue; 100 feet; thence West parallel with the said South line of N. Michigan Avenue, 100 feet to the 
said South line of N. Alberta Street; thence East 30 feet to the true point of beginning. . ' 
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...... '.' Meeting Date: NOV 0 5 1998 
AgendaNo: ---=C...:=:---"-\ 2.-=-----

Est. Start Time: ___ C\_· ....... ~~'----

(Above Space for Board Clerk's Use ONLY) 

AGENDA PLACEMENT FORM 

SUBJECT: Report to the Board the Hearings Officer's decision on CU 7-98, SEC 24-98 & 
HV 11-98. 

BOARD BRIEFING Date Requested: 
Amt. of Time Needed: 

Requested By: 

REGULAR MEETING . Date Requested: 
Amt. of Time Needed: 

November 5, 1998 
5 minutes 

DEPARTMENT: DES 
CONTACT: Derrick Tokos 

DIVISION: Transportation & Land Use Planning 
TELEPHONE: 248-3043 
BLDG/ROOM: 412 I 109 

PERSON(S) MAKING PRESENTATION: Stuart Farmer 

ACTION REQUESTED 

[ ] Informational Only ] Policy Direction [ x ] Approval [ ] Other 

SUGGESTED AGENDA TITLE 

Report to the Board the Hearings Officer's decision regarding an ApprovalofCU 7-98, 
SEC 24-98 & HV 11-98 with conditions to allow the construction of a new single family 
dwelling, subject to the applicant/owner satisfying specific conditions as listed in the decision. 

SIGNATURES REQUIRED 

or 



~~-

BOARD HEARING: NOVEMBER 5, 1998 

TIME: 9:30 AM 

CASE NAME: CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT FOR TEMPLATE 
DWELLING, SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN FOR 
WILDLIFE AND STREAMS PERMIT, AND MINOR Y ARIANCE 

NUMBER: CU 7-98 
SEC 24-98 & HV 11-98 

1. Applicant Name/Addre~s: 

Robert Huseby 
3385 SW 87th Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97225 

2. Action Requested By Applicant: 

Applications for a ''Template Dwelling" 
Conditional UsePermit, Significant 
Environmental· Concern for Wildlife and Streams 
Permit, and Mirior Variance to allow a single 
. family dwelling to be constructed on 
Commercial Forest Use zoned property. 

3. Planning Staff Recommendation: 

Action Requested Of Board 

[gJ Affirm Hearings Officer Decision 

D . Hearing/Rehearing 

Scope of Review 

D ·On the Record , 

D DeNovo 

D New Information Allowed 

Approval of the application subject to specific conditions li~ted in the staff report. 

4. Hearings Officer Decision: 

Approve the proposed "Template Dwelling" Conditional Use Permit, Significant Environmental 
Concern for Wildlife and Streams Permit, and Minor Variance to allow the construction of a new 
single family dwelling~ subject to the applicant/owner satisfying specific conditions as listed in the 
d~cision. 

. 5. If Recommendation And Decision Are Different, Why? 

The Hearings Officer's decision is consistent with the.staffrecommendation. 

6. Issues: 

None are apparent. 

7. Do Any Of These Issues Have Policy Implications? Explain. 

Contact: Derrick I. Tokos, AICP 
File: CU9807 Board Summary.doc 

Date: October 27, 1998 · 
Page: 1 of 1 
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BEFORE THE HEARINGS OFFICER 
FOR MUL TNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON 

FINAL ORDER 

This Decision Consists of Conditions, Findings of Fact and Conclusions 

CU 7 -98/SEC 24-98 
HV 11-98: 

Location: 

Applicant and 
Owner: 

Site Size: 

Present Zoning: 

October 19, 1998 

A ·'Template Dwelling" Conditional Use, Significant 
Environmental Concern for Wildlife and Streams, and 
Minor Variance to allow a new single family dwelling on 
Commercial Forest Use zoned property. 

21574 NW Gilkison Road 
Tax Lot 37, Sec 26, T3N, R2W, W.M (R-98226-0370) 

Robert Huseby 
3385 SW 87th Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97225 

17.80 acres 
•'····, 
.. ·: ' -~ . ' 

" Commercial Forest Use (CFU) ;·~·1(') 3:.: 
-.··.; () 
-·! L-.··-· I'V Significant Environmental Concern (SEC) r·=r·,: 
CD 2: .&;- r j 

Approval Criteria: -p--4 \.D Multnomah County Code (MCC): MCC 11.15.204'2-< 
Commercial Forest Use; MCC 11.15.6400 Significant 
Environmental Concern; MCC 11.15. 71 OS Conditional 
Use; MCC 11.15.8505 Variances; Comprehensive Plan 
Policies 13, 14, 22, 37, 38, & 40 

Hearings Officer Decision: 

Approve the proposed "Template Dwelling" Conditional Use Permit, Significant 
Environmental Concern for Wildlife and Streams Permit, and Minor Variance to 
allow the construction of a new single family dwelling, subject to the conditions 
stated herein. 

Conditions: 

1. This Conditional Use approval shall be specific to the use(s) described together with 
the limitations or conditions as determined herein. Any change of use from the use 
described in the land use application or modification of limitations or conditions shall 
be subject to approval by the approval authority and may require a public hearing. 

HEARINGS OFFICER DECISION 
October 19, 1998 

CU 7-98/SEC 24-98/HV 11-98 
Page:1 
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2. A forest stocking survey shall be submitted prior to issuance of a building permit in 
accordance with the procedures and provisions of MCC 11.15.2052 (A)(6). 

3. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant is to provide verification that the 
proposed driveway from the public road to .the home has been constructed to the 
specified width, grade, and location and that the surface can support 52,000 lbs. 
GVW. [MCC 11.15.207 4 (D).] That verification shall be provided, in writing, from a 
qualified professional engineer. 

4. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant is to provide verification that the 
proposed driveway, as constructed, meets the access requirements of the 
Scappoose Fire District. 

5. The applicant is to submit a copy of an approved septic permit from the City of 
Portland Sanitarian. Additionally, a revised copy of sheet #2 of the site plan is to be 
submitted illustrating the final location for the septic system, including its relationship 
to neighboring water sources and the proposed french drain system. Both of these 
items are to be provided prior to building permits being signed-off for the proposed 
dwelling. 

6. Prior to issuance of a building permit and as long .as the property is under forest 
resource zoning, the applicant is to maintain primary and secondary fire safety 
zones around all new structures, in accordance with MCC 11.15.207 4 (A)(5). 

7. The dwelling shall have a fire retardant roof and all chimneys shall be equipped with 
spark arresters. The dwelling shall also comply with Uniform Building Code, be 
attached to a foundation for which a building permit has been obtained, and have a 
minimum floor area of 600 square feet. 

8. · Prior to the issuance of a building permit, a well report shall be submitted 
demonstrating COI!lpliance with MCC 11.15.2074(C), and at that time, persons 
entitled to notice will again be notified that the water service part of the approval 
criteria is being reviewed and there is the opportunity to comment and appeal of 
those particular findings. 

9. A Hillside Development Permit (HOP) has been applied for and must be obtained 
. prior to issuance of a building permit for the proposed dwelling.· The HOP Permit will 

be required only for areas of soil or earth disturbance not covered under the Oregon 
Department of Forestry (ODF) permit. 

10. The nuisance plants listed in Finding #9G shall not be planted on the property and 
shall be removed from cleared areas of the property. 

11 . Prior to issuance of a building permit the applicant is to provide supplemental 
evidence further describing the re-vegetation plan proposed on sheet #4 of the site 
plan (Exhibit A 19). Such supplemental evidence shall include descriptions of the 
types and amounts of native vegetation to be planted, installation methods to be 
used, and a timeframe within which the work is to be completed. Additionally, a 
monitoring plan is to be prepared consistent with Finding #11 D, to ensure the 
survival of the new plantings. 

HEARINGS OFFICER DECISION 
October 19, 1998 

CU 7 -98/SEC 24-98/HV 11-98 
Page:2 



12. Soil disturbing activities within the Stream Conservation Area as depicted on sheet 
#4 of the site plan shall be limited to the period between June 15th and September 
15th_ Revegetation/ soil stabilization must be accomplished no later than October 
15th. Best Management Practices related to erosion control shall be conducted 
within a Stream Conservation Area. 

13. Approval of this Conditional Use shall expire two years from the date of the Board 
Order unless "substantial construction" has taken place in accordance with MCC 
11.15. 711 O(C) or the subject proposal is completed as approved. For the purposes 
of this decision, "completion" of the development under this conditional use review 
will involve, at a minimum, the following (summarized actions) to have taken place 
prior to the expiration date of the Conditional Use: 

A Applying for and approval of a Hillside Development Permit, if necessary; 
B. Forest stocking survey report submitted; 
C. Fire safety zones cleared and inspected by Planning staff; 
D. Submittal of a well drilling report, then 10 day opportunity for parties entitled 

to notice to appeal determination that the well report satisfies the service 
requirements of Comprehensive Plan Policy 37, Utilities. 

E. Application for Right-of-Way permits for a new driveway, if applicable, and 
construction of the driveway to the design and specifications shown on plans 
submitted with the Conditional Use application, and; 

F. The conditions of approval relating to the fire retardant roof, chimney spark 
arresters, foundation, and floor area are shown on the building plans. 

G. The constructed building shall be a single family dwelling based on the 
following characteristics: be lawfully established under required building 
permits; have intact interior walls and roof structures inspected under that 
building permit; has indoor plumbing consisting of a kitchen sink, toilet and 
bathing facilities connected to an approved and permitted sanitary waste 
disposal system; has interior wiring for interior lights inspected under an 
electrical permit; and has a heating system. 

H. If the dwelling is not completed, then the method of determination that 
"substantial construction" has taken place is an application to the Planning 
Director. The application must be submitted on a General Application Form 
with supporting documentation at least 30 days prior to the expiration date. 
The decision of the Planning Director will be a land use decision that may be 
appealed to a Hearings Officer by a party entitled to notice [MCC 11. 15.7110 
(C)(3)]. 

Findings of Fact 

Written responses by the applicant, demonstrating compliance with code criteria, are 
italicized. Planning staff comments and analysis follows applicant responses. Where 
this occurs, the notation "Staff' precedes such comments. The Hearings Officer:, 
analysis and discussion will follow the staff comments. Where I concur with staff, or 
when no additional comment is needed, no discussion will be added to the staff 
comments. 

HEARINGS OFFICER DECISION 
October 19, 1998 

CU 7-98/SEC 24-98/HV 11-98 
Page:3 



1. Project Description: 

Staff: The applicant's request is for approval of a "Template Dwelling" to allow the 
placement of a single family dwelling, and new private driveway on a Commercial 
Forest Use zoned parcel. A Significant Environmental Concern for Wildlife Habitat 
and Streams has been requested for development activities within these zoning 
overlay districts. The minor variance has been requested to permit a 150 foot 
structural setback from .the western property line. 

This application is consistent with what was submitted and approved under Case 
#CU 10-94 and #HV 28-95 (Exhibit AS). This request is necessary in that the 
previous approvals have expired. · 

2. Site and Vicinity Characteristics: . 

Staff: The parcel upon which the 
improvements are proposed is 
approximately 17.80 acres in size. 
Access to the parcel is available off of 
Gilkison Road along an existing logging 
road. The logging road extends south 
and east from Gilkison Road, across 
the northeast corner of the adjoining 
parcel to the west, then extends south ~-;::::::::::::::::-J.h 
into the site. A private access 
easement contains the road where it 
crosses the adjoining parcel (Exhibit 
A 14 ). The property is roughly 
rectangular in shape, with an extension 

VICINITY MAP 
SCALE: 1" = 1500' 
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to the northeast and a small extension t:=~:::i~============:r:l 
to the northwest to obtain frontage on 
Gilkison Road. Topography generally slopes down from southwest to northeast, 
although the terrain is uneven and contains ridges, bowls and drainageways. The 
site is currently un-developed. 

A logging road currently extends from the property to the west, south into the parcel 
as illustrated on the applicant's site plan (Exhibit A 17). The property has been 
logged within the last ten (10) years. The property contains a number of branching 

. logging roads in poor condition. There appear to be several easements attached to 
the property, both for logging roads and water, but the exact location of these are 
somewhat uncleaL One of the easements is to allow a water line from a spring to an 
adjoining property. Another nearby property obtains domestic water from the 
tributary of Joy Creek that runs through the northeast corner of the subject property. 

Gilkison Road exists in the far northwest corner of the County. Property in the 
vicinity of the site consists of a number of small lots with residences adjacent to 
Gilkison Road, backed by larger parcels containing forest land. Dwellings currently 
exist on parcels immediately to the north and west of the applicant's property. All 

· other adjoining parcels are undeveloped and forested. 

HEARINGS OFFICER DECISION 
October 19, 1998 

CU 7 -98/SEC 24-98/HV 11-98 
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3. Testimony and Evidence Presented : 

A. Derrick Tokes testified for the County, summarized the staff report and 
discussed the approval criteria. 

B. Robert Huseby, Matt Harrell, Jeffrey Richards and Don Henry spoke in favor of 
the application. · 

C. Marquetta Mitchell spoke in opposition to the application and presented written 
testimony on behalf of herself and Pau~ Wright. 

D. Sue Durrett and Dale Skaggs spoke in opposition to the application, and 
expressed concerns regarding water quality, wildlife and septic issues. 

E. The exhibits considered as evidence for the hearing is listed on the attached 
Exhibit "A" which is incorporated by this reference herein. 

4. Conditional Use (CU) Permit Required: 

11.15.2046 Uses 

No building, structure or land shall be used and no building or structure shall 
be hereafter erected, altered or enlarged in this district except for the uses 
listed in MCC .2048 through .2056. 

* * * 

11.15.2050 Conditional Uses 

The following uses may be permitted when found by the approval authority to 
satisfy the applicable standards of this Chapter: 

* * * 

(B)A Template Dwelling pursuant to the provisions of MCC .2052 and .2074. 

* * * 

Staff: As established under MCC 11.15.2050(8) a "Template Dwelling" request 
requires Conditional Use approval in the Commercial Forest Use zone district. 

5. Compliance with MCC 11.15.2052 Template Dwelling Requirements: 

Per MCC .2052(A), a template dwelling may be sited on a tract, subject to the 
following: 

A. MCC .2052(A)(1 ), The lot or lots in the tract shall meet the lot of record 
standards of MCC .2062(A) and (B) and have been lawfully created prior to 
January 25, 1990; 

HEARINGS OFFICER DECISION 
October 19, 1998 

CU 7-98/SEC 24-98/HV 11-98 
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The parcel meets the lot of record provisions of 11.15.2062(A) and (B) as per the 
Staff Report (CU 10-94) issued for September 20, 1995 Public Hearings pages 19 
and 20 (Exhibit A 1 0). 

Staff: This criterion has been addressed. Compliance with Lot of Record 
requirements of MCC .2062 was established with Hearing's Officer's Decision on 
Case #CU 1 0-94 (Exhibit AS) and is discussed in detail under Finding #S. 

B. MCC .2052(A)(2), The tract shall be of sufficient size to accommodate siting 
the dwelling in accordance with MCC .2074 with minimum yards of 60 feet to 
the centerline of any adjacent County Maintained road and 200 feet to all 
other property lines. Variances to this standard shall be pursuant to Mcc 
.8505 through .8525, as applicable; 

The lot is 17. 80 acres. The site plan illustrates the exact location of the homesite. 
This location was used due to a previous submittal and a minor variance granted 
for 150 feet of distance from the south property line to the homesite. All other 
. distances conform to standards of at least 200 feet to a property line. 

Staff: This criterion has been addressed. Compliance with MCC .2074 is 
established under Finding 6. As illustrated on the applicant's scaled site plan 
(Exhibit A19) the yard requirements of the Commercial Forest Use district have 
been met, with the exception of the setback from the west property line which is to 
be reduced to 1SO feet. This reduction to the 200 foot yard requirement requires a 
minor variance, the criteria for which are contained in Finding #1S. 

C. MCC .2052(A)(3)(c), The tract shall be composed primarily of soils which are 
capable of producing above 85 cf/ac/yr of Douglas Fir timber; and 

(i) The lot upon which the dwelling is proposed to be sited and at least all 
or part of 11 other lawfully created lots existed on January 1, 1993 within a 
160-acre square when centered on the center of the subject tract parallel 
and perpendicular to section lines;· and 

(ii) At least five dwellings lawfully existed on January 1, 1993 within the 
160-acre square. 

The site's soils are Cornelius Silt Loam, 8 to 15 percent slopes (symboi10C) and 
Globe Silt Loam, 15 to 30 percent slopes (symboi17E) and are capable of 
producing 176cflaclyr of Douglas Fir timber. Therefore, there must be eleven other 
lots with at least five dwellings within a 160-acre square. Fifteen other lots or parts 
of lots exist within a 160-acre square and six dwellings exist within the prescribed 
square (Exhibit A 1 0). 

Staff: Compliance with this criterion was established with Case #CU 10-94, the 
previous "Template Dwelling" approval for this site. The staff report prepared for 
that case, and adopted in the Hearing Officer's decision (Exhibit AS), indicated that 
all or part of 16 parcels and 6 houses existed prior to January 1, 1993, within a 
160 acre square template centered on the subject tract. 

HEARINGS OFFICER DECISION 
October 19, 1998 

CU 7-98/SEC 24-98/HV 11-98 
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D. MCC .2052(A)(3)(d), Lots and dwellings within urban growth boundaries shall 
not be counted to satisfy ... (c) above. 

This standard is not applicable because this site and adjacent properties are not 
near or within the Urban Growth Boundary. 

Staff: None of the lots or dwellings used fall within an urban growth boundary. 

E. MCC .2052(A)(3)(e), There is no other dwelling on the tract, 

There are currently no other dwellings on the site. 

Staff: The subject property constitutes the tract and does not currently contain a 
dwelling. 

F. MCC .2052(A)(3){f), No other dwellings are allowed on other lots (or parcels). 
that make up the tract; 

There are currently no other dwellings on the site. 

Staff: No other parcels exist within the tract. 

G. MCC .2052(A)(3)(g), Except as provided for a replacement dwelling, all lots 
(or parcels) that are part of the tract shall be precluded from all future rights 
to site a dwelling; and 

There are currently no other dwellings on the site and applicant accepts the fact 
that no additional dwellings will be placed on the parcel. 

H. MCC .2052(A)(3)(h), No lot (or parcel) that is part of the tract may be used to 
qualify another tract for the siting of a dwelling; 

There are currently no other dwellings on the site. The qualifying of the tract is with 
the use of other parcels and homes from adjacent properties. 

Staff: None of the parcels used to qualify this dwelling are part of this tract or any 
other tract containing a template dwelling. · 

I. MCC .2052(A)(4), The dwelling will be located outside a big game winter 
habitat area as defined by the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, or 
that agency has certified that the impacts of the additional dwelling, 
considered with approvals of other dwellings in the area since 
acknowledgment of the Comprehensive Plan in 1980, will be acceptable. 

A corner of the parcel not the homesite may be within a big game winter habitat 
area. The ODFW has certified that an additional dwelling will be acceptable. See 
Exhibit 8. 
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Staff: As evidenced in the previous Hearing's Officer decision (Exhibit AS), the 
proposed dwelling site is located outside of a Multnomah County Sensitive Big 
Game Wintering Areas map. 

Hearings Officer: Some of the neighbors, who testified at the hearing, expressed 
concern that the parcel was in a big game habitat and that the animals would be 
adversely effected by the proposal. However, this criteria is fully satisfied by the 
certification by the ODFW that this dwelling is acceptable. 

J. MCC .2052(A)(5), Proof of a long-term road access use permit or agreement 
shall be provided if road access to the dwelling is by a road owned and 
maintained by a private party or by the Oregon Department of Forestry, the 
Bureau of Land Management, or the United States Forest Service. The road 
use permit may require the applicant to agree to accept responsibility for 
road maintenance; 

A prior owner has had an easement recorded with the County Recorders Office 
that allows future owners to cross a triangularly shaped parcel adjacent to Gilkison 
Rd. This easement is at least a twenty (20) foot wide access easement across the 
parcel. to Gilkison Rd. The access easement contains an improved road surface 
that the fire district has determined is satisfactory (Exhibit A 14 ). 

Staff: Easement documents submitted do not indicate a twenty (20) foot access 
width, referencing only the use of the existing roadway. However, the roadway 
easement is perpetual, therefore, the requirements of this criterion have been met. 
As documented with Exhibit A?, the Scappoose Fire District has indicated that the 
roadway, as currently constructed, does not meet their requirements. As 
referenced in the easement documents, maintenance of the access road is the 
applicant's responsibility. 

K. · MCC · .2052(A)(6), A condition of approval requires the owner of the tract to 
plant a sufficient number of trees on the tract to demonstrate that the tract is 
reasonably expected to meet Department of Forestry stocking requirements 
at the time specified in Department of Forestry administrative rules, 
provided, however, that: 

(a) The planning department shall notify the county assessor of the 
above condition at the time the dwelling is approved; 

(b) The property owner shall submit a stocking survey report to the 
county assessor and the assessor will verify that the minimum stocking 
requirements have been met by the time required by Department of 
Forestry rules. The assessor will inform the Department of Forestry in 
cases where the property owner has not submitted a stocking survey 
report or where the survey report indicates that minimum stocking 
requirements have not been met; 

(c) Upon notification by the assessor the Department of Forestry will 
determine whether the tract meets minimum stocking requirements of the 
Forest Practices Act. If the department determines that the tract does not 
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meet those requirements, the department will notify the owner and the 
assessor that the land is not being managed as forest land. The assessor 
will then remove the forest land designation pursuant to ORS 321.359 and 
impose the additional tax pursuant to ORS 321.372; 

This property meets the stocking requirements of the Department of Forestry. See 
Exhibit #7. In addition, the OAR supersedes the county requirements. 

Staff: A condition of approval has been included to ensure that the requirements 
of MGC .2052(A)(6) are met. 

L. MCC .2052(A)(7), The dwelling meets the applicable development standards 
of MCC .2074; 

The applicant has submitted a design plan in accordance with MCC. 207 4. 

Staff: Compliance with this criterion is demonstrated under Finding #6. 

M. MCC .2052(A)(8), A statement has been recorded with the Division of 
Records that the owner and the successors in interest acknowledge the 
rights of owners of nearby property to conduct forest operations consistent 
with the Forest Practices Act and Rules, and to conduct accepted farming 
practices; 

The applicants have submitted a form that has been recorded with the Division of 
Records that allows nearby property owners to conduct reasonable forest 
practices (Exhibit A 16). 

N. MCC .2052(A)(9), Evidence is provided, prior to the issuance of a building 
permit, that the covenants, conditions and restrictions form adopted as 
"Exhibit A" to the Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR), Chapter 660, Division 
6 (December, 1995), or a !?imilar form approved by the Planning Director, has 
been recorded with the county Division of Records; 

Applicants will meet this criterion by compliance. 

Staff: This requirement is only applicable when two or more parcels exist within 
the tract. Since the subject property is a one parcel tract, an "Exhibit A" restriction 
need not be filed. 

Hearings Officer: I find that the application complies with the Template Dwelling 
requirements. 

6. Compliance with MCC 11.15.2062. Lot of Record Requirements: 

Per MCC .2062(A)(3), for the purposes of this district, a Lot of Record is a 
group of contiguous parcels of land: 

A 1 MCC .2062(A)(3)(a), For which deeds or oth~r instruments creating the 
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parcels were recorded with the Department of General Services, or were in 
recordable form prior to February 20, 1990; 

Staff: As evidenced in the previous decision, and referenced in the excerpt from 
the staff report prepared for Case #CU10-94 (Exhibit A10) the parcel was created 
in its current form by deed in 1967. Therefore, this criterion has been met. 

B. MCC .2062(A)(2)(b), Which satisfied all applicable laws when the parcels 
were created; 

Staff: As evidenced with Exhibit A 10, the parcel satisfied applicable laws when it 
was created. County zoning for the area at the time the parcel was created was 
"F-2 Agricultural," a district with a minimum lot size standard of 2 acres. 

C. MCC .2062(A)(2)(c), Does not meet the minimum lot size requirements of 
MCC .2058; and 

Staff: This criterion has been met. The parcel subject to this request is 
approximately 17.80 acres in size, well below the minimum lot size of 80 acres 
established under MCC .2058. 

D. MCC .2062(A)(2)(d), Which is not contiguous to another substandard parcel 
or parcels under the same ownership, or 

Staff: Staff is not aware of any contiguous parcels that are currently under the 
same ownership as that of the subject property. 

Hearings Officer: I find that the application complies with the Lot of Record 
Requirements. 

7. Compliance with MCC 11.15.2074. Commercial Forest Use Zone District 
Development Standards: 

A. Per MCC .2074(A)(1), the dwelling or structure shall be located such that it 
has the least impact on nearby or adjoining forest or agricultural lands and 
satisfies the minimum yard and setback requirements of .2058(C) through 
(G); 

The dwelling can be located so that it has the least impact on nearby or adjoining 
forest and agricultural lands and still satisfy the minimum yard and setback 
requirements. The dwelling will be sited a'way from the property lines which 
separates this lot from adjacent forest lands ... The amount of forest land for the 
dwelling and access road is minimized. The amount of land necessary to site the 
structure requires less than one acre. There is no need to use additional forest 
land to access the site. Access to the proposed dwelling site is seNiced by an 
existing logging road. 

The applicant's site is surrounded by homesites on two sides. There are four 
re.sidences with adjoining property lines. There is a fifth residence across Gilkison 
Road. The other two property lines that are furthest from Gilkison Road are 
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surrounded by commercial forest properties. There is no agricultural farmland 
adjacent to the applicant's property. Therefore the applicants site plan 
demonstrates how small the impact would be to adjoining properties. 

Staff: Compliance with the minimum yard requirements of MCC .2058 will be met 
provided the minor variance to allow a 50' foot reduction to the 200' setback from 
the west property line is granted as requested herein. 

B. Per 11.15.207 4(A)(2), the dwelling or structure shall be located such that 
adverse impacts on forest operations and accepted farming practices on the 
tract will be minimized. 

There will be no adverse impacts on forest operations. The reforested trees will be 
encouraged to regrow the forest on the tract. Impacts to farming practices will be 
minimized since the only form of farming· on the tract is the regrowing of the forest. 

C. Per 11.15.2074(A)(3), the dwelling or structure shall be located such that the 
amount of forest land used to site the dwelling or other structure, access 
road, and service corridor is minimized. 

The amount of forest land for the dwelling and access road is minimized. The 
dwelling and driveway to the existing access road will require less than one acre. 
The amount of forest land used is minimized for two reasons. First, the applicants 
using an existing access road. Second, the proposed dwelling site size is minimal; 
50'x100' lot size. 

Staff: In siting the structure in a cleared area and by incorporating an existing 
logging as the new driveway, the applicant has taken steps to minimize 
disturbance of on-site forest lands. 

D. Per 11.15.2074(A)(4), the dwelling or structure shall be located such that any 
access road or service corridor in excess of 500 feet in length is · 
demonstrated by the applicant to be necessary due to physical limitations 
unique to the property and is the minimum length required; and 

The access road to the dwelling site is less than soo· feet, but is also an existing 
road. 

The Applicant's property is characterized by slopes ranging from 2% slope to 20% 
slope. The Applicant proposes to place the dwelling in the area identified as 
having the least slope (12%) on the property and is the most stable, as 
determined by the geotechnical consultants. The physical limitations of the 
property's extreme slopes require that the nonfarm dwelling be sited as depicted 
in the attached site plan and that the existing access road .exceed 500 feet. The 
road is existing to the proposed dwelling site. 

Staff: This requirement has been satisfied. As evidenced on the site plan (Exhibit 
A 19}, the distance from Gilkison Road to the location of the proposed dwelling is 
less than 500 feet. The road extends beyond 500 feet only so far as to provide a 
turn around for emergency vehicles. The location of the proposed dwelling is 
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,. 

consistent with what was approved under the previous conditional use (CU #10-
94). 

E. Per 11.15.2074(A)(5), the dwelling or structure shall be located such that the 
risks associated with wildfire are minimized. Provisions for reducing such 
risk shall include: 

(a) The proposed dwelling will be located upon a tract within a fire 
protection district or the dwelling shall be provided with residential 
fire protection by contract; 

(b) Access for a pumping fire truck to within 15 feet of any perennial water 
source on the lot. The access shall meet the driveway standards of 
MCC .2074(D) with permanent signs posted along the access route to 
indicate,the location of the emergency water source; 

(c) Maintenance of a primary and a secondary fire safety zone on the 
subject tract. 

(i) A primary fire safety zone is a fire break extending a minimum of 30 
feet in all directions around a dwelling or structure. Trees within 
this safety zone shall be spaced with greater than 15 feet between 
the crowns. The trees shall also be pruned to remove low branches 
within 8 feet of the ground as the maturity of the tree and accepted 
silviculture practices may allow. All other vegetation should be 
kept less than 2 feet in height. 

(ii) On lands with 10 percent or greater slope the primary fire safety 
·zone shall be extended down the slope from a dwelling or structure 
as follows: 

Percent Slope 
In Feet 
Less than 10 
Less than 20 
Less than 25 
Less than 40 

Distance 

. Not required 
50 
75 

100 

(iii)A secondary fire safety zone is a fire break extending a minimum of 
100 feet in all directions around the primary safety zone. The goal 
of this safety zone is to reduce fuels so that the overall intensity of 
any wildfire is lessened. Vegetation should be pruned and spaced 
so that fire will not spread between crowns of trees. Small trees 
and brush growing underneath larger trees should be removed to 
prevent the spread of fire up into the crowns of the larger trees. 
Assistance with planning forestry practices which meet these 

. objectives may be obtained from the State of Oregon Department of 
Forestry or the local Rural Fire Protection District. 

No requirement in (i), (ii), or (iii) above may restrict or contradict a 
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forest management plan approved by the State of Oregon 
Department of Forestry pursuant to the State Forest Practice 
Rules; and 

Maintenance of a primary and a secondary fire safety zone is 
required only to the extent possible within the area of an approved 
yard (setback to property line). 

(d) The building site must have a slope less than 40 percent. 

The Applicant will comply with these requirements intended to reduce risk of 
wildfire. As per the site plan there is a primary fire break shown at 50 feet and a 
secondary fire break shown at 100 feet. The dwelling site has a slope of less than 
20 %. Furthermore, the applicant has demonstrated that he does or can comply 
with criteria relevant to prevention of fire. The fire district has indicated that it can 
serve this site at the proposed dwelling site is also located more than 150 feet 
away from the parcel's boundaries, thus minimizing the danger of fire spreading to 
adjacent parcels. 

Staff: To ensure that the requirements of these criteria are met evidence must be 
submitted prior to building permit sign-off that the access road has been 
constructed to the standards of MCC .207 4(0) which will satisfy fire district 
concerns as documented with Exhibit A?. The on-going maintenance 
responsibility for primary and secondary fire safety zones, as delineated on the 
site plan, must also be clearly established. These concerns have been addressed 
with conditions of e3pproval contained herein. 

F. Per MCC .2074(B), the dwelling shall: 

(1) Comply with the standards of the Uniform Building Code or as 
prescribed in ORS 446.002 through 446.200 relating to mobile homes; 
(2) Be attached to a foundation for which a building permit has been 
obtained; 
(3) Have a minimum floor area of 600 square feet; 
(4) Have a fire retardant roof; and 
(5) Have a spark arrester on each chimney. 

The dwelling will comply with Uniform Building Code standards. The dwelling will 
be attached to a foundation for which a building permit has been obtained. The 
dwelling will have a minimum floor area of 600 feet and will have roof and 
chimney that conform to criteria (8)(4) (5). A floor plan has been submitted 
(Exhibit A 17). 

Staff: Evidence of compliance with each of the elements of MCC 207 4(8) must 
be verified at time of building permit review and inspection. A condition of 
approval has been included herein addressing this concern. 

G. Per MCC .2074(C), the applicant shall provide evidence that the domestic 
water supply is from a source authorized in accordance with the Department 
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of Water Resources Oregon Administrative Rules for the appropriation of 
ground water (OAR 690, Division 10) or surface water (OAR 690, Division 20) 
and not from a Class 11 stream as defined in the Forest Practices Rules. 

(1) If the water supply is unavailable from public sources, or sources 
located entirely on the property, the applicant shall provide evidence 
that a legal easement has been obtained permitting domestic water 
lines to cross the properties of affected owners. 

(2) Evidence of a domestic water supply means: 

* * * . 

(c) Verification from the Water Resources Department that a water use 
permit· is not required for the-use described in the application. If the 
proposed water supply is from a well and is exempt from permitting 
requirements under ORS 537.545, the applicant shall submit the 
well constructor's report to the county upon completion of the well. 

The water will be provided to this site from a wei/located on the property and not 
a Class II stream. The well constructors report shall be submitted to the county 
upon completion of the well. 

Staff: To address this criterion a copy of the well constructor's report must be 
submitted prior to building permit sign-off. A condition of approval addressing this 
concern has been included herein. 

Hearings Officer: The issue of water was of significant concern to many of the 
neighbors. Both oral and written testimony was presented by neighbors indicating 
that water quality and quantity for wells in the area was problematic. The 
neighbors were concerned that the drilling of a well on the subject property would 
adversely affect the existing wells in the area. The applicant, however, does have 
the right to drill a well and this criteria is met by the submittal of the well report. 

Since the well report has not been presented, the condition relating to the report 
will also contain the requirement that the parties entitled to notice of this 
proceeding will be notified that the water service part of the approval criteria is 
being reviewed and that there will be an opportunity to comment and· appeal those 
particular findings. 

H. Per MCC .2074(D}, a private road (including approved easements) accessing 
two or more dwellings, or a driveway accessing a single dwelling, shall be 
designed, built, and maintained to: 

(1) Support a minimum gross vehicle weight (GVW) of 52,000 lbs. Written . 
verification of compliance with the 52,000 lb. GVW standard from an 
Oregon Professional Engineer shall be provided for all bridges or 
culverts; 

(2) Provide an all-weather surface of at least 20 feet in width for a private 
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road and 12 feet in width for a driveway; 

(3) Provide minimum curve radii of 48 feet or greater; 

(4) Provide an unobstructed vertical clearance of at least 13 feet 6 inches; 

(5) Provide grades not exceeding 8 percent, with a maximum of 12 
percent on short segments, except as provided below: 

(a) Rural Fire Protection District No. 14 requires approval from the Fire 
Chief for grades exceeding 6 percent; 

(b) The maximum grade may be exceeded upon written approval from 
the fi,re protection service provider having responsibility; 

(6) Provide a turnaround with a radius of 48 feet or greater at the end of 
any access exceeding 150 feet in length; 

(7) Provide for the safe and convenient passage of vehicles by the 
placement of: 

(a) Additional turnarounds at a maximum spacing of 500 feet along a 
private road; or 

(b) Turnouts measuring 20 feet by 40 feet along a driveway in excess 
of 200 feet in length at a maximum spacing of 1/2 the driveway 
length or 400 feet whichever is less. 

The dwelling site will be· accessed by an existing logging road which will be 
upgraded .to conform to the standards (D) (1)-(7). The dwelling site obtains 
access from Gilkison Road via an easement. The access easement will serve only 
the proposed dwelling on this site (Exhibit A 14 ). As per the site plans the driveway 
to the dwelling will conform to the driveway specifications (D) (1 )-(7). The 
engineered driveway plans were also submitted with the Hillside Development 
Permit which is pending. In addition, the Fire Chief for the Scappoose Rural Fire 
District has signed the form entitled "Multnomah County Minimum Design 
Standards for . Residential Driveways and Privately Maintained Roads" 
Furthermore final approval and acceptance will be done by the Fire Chief (Exhibit 
A?). 

Staff: The requirements of MCC .207 4(D) .appear to be either the same or slightly 
more restrictive than the requirements of the Scappoose Fire District (Exhibit A?), 
with the exception of maximum road grade. The Fire District requirements allow a 
maximum grade of fifteen (15) percent (proposed maximum grade is (14) fourteen 
percent). Therefore, recognizing the maximum road grade exception allowed by 
the District, evidence must be provided prior to building permit sign-off 
demonstrating that the access road has been engineered and constructed to all of 
the other standards specified under MCC .2074(D). This concern has been 
addressed with a condition of approval attached herein. 
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i Hearings Officer: I find that the applicant has met all of the requirements of the 
! Commercial Forest Use Zone Development Standards. 

8. Significant Environmental Concern (SEC) Permit Required: 

Per MCC 11.15.6404(A), all uses permitted under the provisions of the 
underlying district are permitted on lands designated SEC; provided, however, 
that the location and design of any use, or change or alteration of a use, 
except as provided in MCC .6406, shall be subject to an SEC permit. 

Staff: The subject property has been identified as being within a Significant 
Environmental Concern overlay zone district as identified on Sectional Zoning Map 
No.2, a copy of which is included as part of the permanent record (Exhibit 86). 

9. Compliance With MCC 11.15.6420. SEC General Approval Criteria: 

Per MCC 11.15.6420, the SEC designation shall apply to those significant 
natural resources, natural areas, wilderness areas, cultural areas, and wild and 
scenic waterways that are designated SEC on Multnomah County sectional 
zoning maps. Any proposed activity or use requiring an SEC permit shall be · 
subject to the following: 

A MCC .6420(A), the maximum possible landscaped area, scenic and aesthetic 
enhancement, open space or vegetation shall be provided between any use 
and a river, stream, lake, or floodwater storage area. 

The applicant has planned to conform to the. prior approved variance; which 
includes the relocation of the homesite to provide adequate distance set-backs 
from any and all rivers, streams, lakes, or floodwater storage areas. In addition, 
the applicant has not even planned to do site grading in any of the above 
mentioned areas. · 

Staff: This criterion has been met. The existing logging road is the only 
improvement within the SEC stream conservation area as demonstrated on sheet 
#4 of the site plan (Exhibit A 19). The road lies just inside the conservation area, 
in excess of one hundred (1 00) feet from a stream feature. Disturbance of 
vegetated areas adjacent to the driveway attributed to roadway improvements 
required to accommodate the proposed dwelling should be minimal. · The 
landscaping proposed downstream from the roadway constitutes an enhancement 
provided that the types and amounts of native vegetation to be planted are 
identified, installation methods for plantings are described, and a timeframe within 
which the work is to be completed is established. This concern has been 
addressed with a condition of approval contained herein. 

B. MCC .6420(8), agricultural land and forest land shall be preserved and 
maintained for farm and forest use. 

The applicant plans to maintain all forest land for forest use. The applicant has no 
intention of removing any trees located outside of the approved 5000 square foot 
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homesite area. In addition, the applicant plans to conform to all primary and 
secondary fire break requirements. 

c. MCC .6420(C}, a building, structure, or use shall be located on a lot in a 
manner which will balance functional considerations and costs with the 
need to preserve and protect areas of environmental significance. 

The applicant has planned to preserve and protect areas of environmental 
significance by locating the homesite in a non-harmful manner. This homesite has 
prior approval with a variance. In addition, the only known areas that may be 
"winter habitat areas" is only located at the southwesterly property lines. 

Staff: This criterion has been met. The proposed location of the dwelling takes 
advantage of existing site disturbances (i.e. the logging road) while respecting on­
site topographic limitations as identified in the geotechnical evaluation prepared 
by LaVielle Geotechnical, P.C. (Exhibit A15). 

D. MCC .6420(0}, recreational needs shall be satisfied by public and private 
means in a manner consistent with the carrying capacity of the land and 
with minimum conflict with areas of environmental significance. 

The applicant has planned to maintain recreational needs as necessary with a 
single family home and plans to stay within the carrying capacity of the land. 

Staff: Not applicable. This development is neither recreational in nature nor does 
not generate a demand for recreational services. 

E. MCC .6420(E}, the protection of the public safety and of public and private 
property, especially from vandalism and trespass, shall be provided to the 
.maximum extent practicable. 

The applicant will protect public and private property once the homesite has been 
completed. Prior to Certificate of Occupancy from the City of Portland, the 
applicant can only protect public and private property by posting "no trespassing" 
signs at all entrances to the property and visiting the site un-announced. 
Currently, the applicant has posted "no trespassing" signs at all entrances to the 
property to promote less vandalism and trespassing. This appears to be working. 

F. MCC .6420(F}, significant fish. and wildlife habitats shall be protected. 

Wildlife habitats will be protected by the small impact a 5000 square foot building 
site will have on a 17.8 acre lot. All natural native plants will be encouraged to 
come back in any disturbed areas. The encouraged regrowth of the forest on the 
entire property will help to protect and expand the wildlife habitat on the 
applicant's property. 

Staff: Wildlife habitat issues are addressed under Finding #9. As previously 
indicated, the only improvement within the stream conservation area is an existing 
logging road that is to be converted for use as a private driveway. Improvements 
to the road should not have any significant impact on fish habitat in that; (a) the 
work involved will require minimal new land disturbance within the conservation 
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area; (b) the road is more than one hundred ( 1 00) feet from a stream feature and; 
(c) a significant amount of existing vegetation exists as a natural buffer between 
the logging road and the closest stream feature. 

Hearings Officer: The neighbors who testified at the hearing were concerned 
about the wildlife. I do find that this criteria is met. 

G. MCC .6420(G}, the natural vegetation along rivers, lakes, wetlands and 
streams shall be protected and enhanced to the maximum extent 
practicable to assure scenic quality and protection from erosion, and 
continuous riparian corridors. 

There are no additional disturbances of the Stream Conservation Areas on the 
applicants proposed site plan. The biggest enhancement will be leaving the 
Stream Conservation Areas untouched and allow the natural forest to continue to 
develop. The applicants Sec S site plan does show several small areas for 
replanting if deemed necessary. See Vegetation Notes on the site plan. 

Staff: The landscaping proposed downstream from the roadway constitutes an 
enhancement provided the types and amounts of native vegetation to be planted 
are identified, installation methods for plantings are described, and a timeframe 
within which the work is to be completed is established. This concern has been 
addressed with a condition of approval contained herein. Erosion control 
measures are to be identified with the Hillside Development Permit application 
currently under review by the County. 

Hearings Officer: Paul Wright and Marquetta Mitchell submitted written 
testimony their concerns about erosion. Marquetta Mitchell also testified at the 
hearing concerning potential erosion. The applicant has applied for a Hillside 
Development Permit which will require the applicant to apply specific erosion 
control measures. The implementation of the HOP measures should alleviate the 
conditions described by the neighbors. 

H. MCC .6420(H}, archaeological areas shall be preserved for their historic, 
scientific, and cultural value and protected from vandalism or unauthorized 
entry. 

The applicants parcel has no archaeological areas; therefore, this criterion does 
not apply to this application. · 

Staff: We are not aware of any inventoried archeological sites on or adjacent to 
this property. 

I. MCC .6420(1}, areas of annual flooding, floodplains, water areas, and 
wetlands shall be retained in their natural state to the maximum possible 
extent to preserve water quality and protect water retention, overflow, and 
natural functions. 

The applicants parcel has no areas of annual flooding, floodplains, water areas, 
nor wetlands; therefore, this criterion does not apply to this application. 
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J. MCC .6420(J), areas of erosion or potential erosion shall be protected from 
loss by appropriate means. Appropriate means shall be based on current 
Best Management Practices and may include restriction on timing of soil 
disturbing activities. 

The applicants parcel has no identified areas of erosion. The proposed dwelling 
will require some earth moving. Best Management Practices will be used during 
all phases of development to ensure soil remains on site and not washed onto 
adjacent properties. This will be done with silt fencing, bio-bags and straw bales: 

Staff: Measures for protecting areas of erosion or potential erosion shall be 
identified through the course of review of the applicant's Hillside Development 
Permit request. An approved Hillside Development Permit will be required prior to 
land disturbing activities occurring on-site. 

Hearings Officer: Paul Wright and Marquetta Mitchell submitted written 
testimony regarding this criteria. Marquetta Mitchell also testified at the hearing 
concerning potential erosion. The applicant has applied for a Hillside 
Development Permit which will require the applicant to ap.ply specific erosion 
control measures. The implementation of the HOP measures should alleviate the 
conditions described by the neighbors 

K. MCC .6420(K), the quality of the air, water, and land resources and ambient 
noise levels in areas classified SEC shall be preserved in the development 
and use of such areas. 

There will be no unusual activities associated with the development of the 
proposed dwelling. The quality of the air, water and land resources and ambient 
noise levels will be preserved. Exhaust from chimneys will meet DEQ standards, 
water resources will not be polluted, the septic system will receive approval from 
the City of Portland Sanitarian, a Conditional Use dwelling is permitted in the CFU 
District, and this application addresses the SEC concern of wildlife habitat. The 
site will be maintained and cleared of construction debris, waste, and solid waste 
material during and after construction of the proposed dwelling. 

Hearings Officer: Wright and Mitchell submitted testimony on this issue. I do 
find that the proposed building site is located far enough from water resources so 
as to provide an adequate level of protection for those resources. 

L. MCC .6420(L), the design, bulk, construction materials, color and lighting of 
buildings, structures and signs shall be compatible with the character and 
visual quality of areas of significant environmental concern. 

The areas of concern are wildlife habitat. The design and bulk of the proposed 
dwelling as well as the construction materials will be compatible with the area. 
The colors and lighting will not be obtrusive, but will be in harmony with those of 
the area. 
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M. MCC .6420(M), an area generally recognized as fragile or endangered plant 
habitat or which is valued for specific vegetative features, or which has an 
identified need for protection of the natural vegetation, shall be retained in a 
natural state to the maxim~m extent possible. 

The applicant's parcel has not been identified as having the characteristics stated 
above; therefore this criteria does not apply to this application. 

Staff: We are not aware of any fragile or endangered plant habitat or other 
sensitive_ vegetative features existing on this site. 

N. MCC .6420(N), The applicable policies of the Comprehensive Plan shall be 
satisfied. 

Staff: Comprehensive Framework Plan policies applicable to this request are 
addressed in Finding #16. 

Hearings Officer: I do find that this application complies with the SEC General 
Approval Criteria. 

10. Compliance With MCC 11.15.6426{8). SEC Wildlife Habitat 
Standards: 

A MCC .6426(8)(1 ), Where a parcel contains any non-forested "cleared" areas, 
development shall only occur in these areas, except as necessary to 
provide access and to meet minimum cleara.nce standards for fire safety. 

No cleared areas exist on the applicant's parcel. The county has an aria/ photo of 
the applicant's property showing if shortly after being logged (Exhibit A20). No 
new disturbance has occurred since the site was logged. 

Staff: This criterion has been met. Most of the development is to occur within 
existing no-forested cleared areas. 

B. MCC .6426(8)(2), Development shall occur within 200 feet of a public road 
capable of providing reasonable practical access to the developable portion 
of the site. 

We cannot meet this criteria therefore we have proposed the single family 
development to be deeper within the property 

Staff: Given the configuration of the property and yard ·requirements of the 
Commercial Forest Use district it is not possible for the applicant to meet this 
requirement. 
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C. MCC .6426(8)(3), The access road/driveway and service corridor serving the development shall not exceed 500 feet in length. 

The applicants proposed driveway will not be in excess of 500 ft. Furthermore, 
this access road is existing and continues on through the property parcel. 

Staff: As illustrated on the site plan, the distance from Gilkison Road to the 
location of the proposed dwelling is less than 500 feet (Exhibit A 19). 

D. MCC .6426(8)(4), The access road/driveway shall be located within 100 feet 
of. the property boundary if adjacent property has an access road or 
driveway within 200 feet of the property boundary. 

The applicants·proposed driveway will be located within 100 feet of the property 
boundary. 

E. MCC .6426(8)(5), The development shall be within 300 feet of the property boundary if adjacent property has structures. and developed areas Within 
200 feet of the property boundary. 

The proposed development is within 300 feet of the property boundary. 

· F. MCC .6426(8)(6), Fencing within a required setback from a public road shall meet the following criteria: 

(a) Fences shall have a maximum height of 42 inches and a minimum 17 inch gap between the ground and the bottom of the fence. 

(b) Wood and wire fences are permitted. The bottom strand of a wire fence shall be barbless. Fences may be electrified, except as · prohibited by County Code. 

(c) Cyclone, woven wire, and chain link fences are prohibited. 

(d) Fences with a ratio of solids to voids greater than 2:1 are prohibited. 

(e) Fencing standards do not apply in an area on the property bounded by a line along the public road serving the development, two lines each drawn perpendicular to the principal structure from a point 100 feet from the end of the structure on a line perpendicular to and meeting with the public road serving the development, and the front yard setback line parallel to the public road serving the development. 

The applicant does not propose any fencing of any type. 

Staff: No fencing currently exists or is proposed with this project. 
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G. MCC .6426(8)(7), The following nuisance plants shall not be planted on the 
subject property and shall be removed and kept removed from cleared areas 
of the subject property: 

Scientific Name Common Name Scientific Name Common Name 

Chelidonium rnajus Lesser ·celandine Lemna minor Duckweed, Water Lentil 
Cirsium arvense Canada Thistle Loentodon autumnalis Fall Dandelion 
Cirsium vulgare Common Thistle Lythrum salicaria Purple Loosestrife 
Clematis ligusticifolia Western Clematis Myriophyllum spicatum Eurasian Watermilfoil 
Clematis vitalba Traveler's Joy Phalaris arundinacea Reed Canary grass 
Conium maculatum Poison hemlock Poa annua Annual Bluegrass 
Convolvulus arvensis Field Morning-glory Polygonum coccineum Swamp Smartweed 
Convolvulus nyctagineus Night-blooming Morning- Polygonum convolvulus Climbing Binaweed 
glory Polygonum sachalinense Giant Knotweed 
Convolvulus seppium Lady's nightcap Prunuslaurocerasus English, Portugese Laurel 
Cortaderia selloana Pampas grass Rhus diversiloba Poison Oak 
Crataegus sp. except C. hawthorn, except native Rubusdiscolor Himalayan Blackberry 

douglasii species Rubus laciniatus Evergreen Blackberry 
Cytisus scoparius Scotch broom Senecio jacobaea Tansy Ragwort 
Caucus carota Queen Ann's Lace Solanum dulcamara Blue Bindweed 
Elodea densa South American Waterweed Solanum nigrum Garden Nightshade Equisetum arvense Common Horsetail Solanum sarrachoides Hairy Nightshade Equisetum telernateia Giant Horsetail Taraxacum otficinale Common Dandelion Erodium cicutarium Crane's Bill Ultricularia vulgaris Common Bladderwort Geranium roberianum Robert Geranium Utica dioica Stinging Nettle 
Hedera helix English Ivy Vinca major Periwinkle (large leaf) Hypericum perforatum St. John's Wort Vinca minor Periwinkle (small leaf)' llex aquafolium English Holly Xanthium spinoseum Spiny Cocklebur 
Laburnum watereri Golden Chain Tree Various genera Bamboo sp. 

The applicant has no intentions of planting the "nuisance plants". Furthermore the 
) applicant will comply with the fire beak regulations. 

Staff: The requirements of this criterion havt3 been addressed with a condition of 
approval contained herein. 

Hearings Officer: I find that this application does comply with the SEC Wildlife 
Habitat Standards. 
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11. Compliance with MCC 11.15.6426(C), Wildlife Conservation Plan 
Standards: 

A MCC .6426(C)(1), The applicant cannot meet the development standards of 
Section (B) because of physical characteristics unique to the property. The 
applicant must show that the wildlife conservation plan results in the 
minimum departure from the standards required in order to allow the use; or 

The applicant cannot meet the development standards of Section (B) because of 
physical characteristics unique to the property. 

Staff: We concur that the applicant cannot meet the standards of MCC 
.6426(8)(2), due to the configuration of the property, a physical characteristic 
unique to the site. The re-vegetation plan proposed on sheet #4 of the site plan 
(Exhibit A 19) constitutes a Wildlife Conservation Plan, provided the types and 
amounts of native vegetation to be planted are identified, installation methods for 
plantings are described, and a timeframe within which the work is to be completed 
is established. This concern has been addressed with a condition of approval 
contained herein. 

B. MCC .6426(C)(3)(a), The wildlife conservation plan must demonstrate that 
measures are included in order to reduce impacts to forested areas to the 
minimum necessary to serve the proposed development by restricting the 
amount of clearance and length/width of cleared areas and disturbing the 
least amount of forest canopy cover. 

The applicant has met this criterion because no further removal of trees will occur 
outside the proposed homesite area. As for the trees that have been planted in 
the homesite area in order to satisfy the Oregon Dept. of Forestry re-forestation 
plan, the applicant plans to remove these trees and to transplant and relocate to a 
more suitable location, outside the primary fire break. 

Staff: We concur that the wildlife conservation plan, as included on sheet #4 of 
. the site plan (Exhibit A 19) and as conditioned herein, will contain necessary 
measures to minimize the developments. impacts on forested areas. 

C. MCC .6426(C)(3)(b), The wildlife conservation plan must demonstrate that 
any newly cleared area associated with the development is not greater than 
one acre, excluding from this total the area of the· minimum necessary 
required for fire safety purposes. 

The applicant has met this criterion because the proposed clearing will nbt be in 
excess of 5000 sq. ft. 
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D. MCC .6426(C)(3)(c), The wildlife conservation plan must demonstrate that no 
fencing will be built and existing fencing will be removed outside of areas 
cleared for the site development except for existing cleared areas used for 
agricultural purposes. 

The applicant has met this criterion because the proposed development will NOT 
have any fencing. · 

E. MCC .6426(C)(3)(d), The wildlife conservation plan must demonstrate that 
revegetation of existing cleared areas on the property at a 2:1 ratio with 
newly cleared areas occurs if such cleared areas exist on the property. 

The applicant has met this criterion because the proposed development site 
doesn't have any existing cleared areas. The county has an aria/ photo of the 
applicant's propertyshowing it shortly after being logged. No new disturbance has 
occurred since the site was logged. 

Staff: We concur. As evidenced with the photographs taken during our site 
inspection (Exhibit 83) and the arial photograph provided with the previous 
Conditional Use Permit request (Exhibit A20) no existing cleared areas appear to 
exist on-site. 

F. MCC .6426(C)(3)(e), The wildlife conservation plan must demonstrate that 
revegetation and enhancement of disturbed stream riparian areas occurs 
along drainages and streams located on the property. 

The applicant plans to use an existing logging road, very little if any disturbance of 
the Stream Conservation Area will occur. The Applicants site plan shows this. If 
deemed necessary the site plan shows several areas for planting natural 
vegetation per the USA Stream and Wetland Enhancement Guide. See 
Vegetatio(1 Notes on the applicants site plan. 

Staff: The wildlife conservation plan, as included on sheet #4 of the site plan 
(Exhibit A 19) and as conditioned herein, constitutes an enhancement of the 
riparian area. 

Hearings Officer: The application complies with the Wildlife Conservation Plan 
Standards. 

12. Compliance With MCC 11.15.6428(C), Significant Stream (SEC-s) 
Approval Criteria for "3-C" Designated Stream Resources: 

Per MCC 11.15.6428(C)(1 ), for stream resources designated "3-C" the applicant 
shall demonstrate that the proposal will enhance the fish and wildlife 
resources, shoreline anchoring, flood storage, water quality and visual 
amenities characteristic of the stream in its pre-development state, as 
documented in a Mitigation Plan. A Mitigation Plan and monitoring program 
may be approved upon submission of the following: 
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A MCC .6428(C)(1)(a}, A site plan and written documentation which contains 
the applicable information for the Stream Conservation Area as required by 
MCC .6428(8); 

This criterion is shown on the applicants site plans (Exhibit A 19). 

B. MCC .6428(C)(2)(b), A description of the applicant's coordination efforts to 
date with the requirements of other local, State, and Federal agencies; 

The applicant has had interaction with a variety o( local, State, and Federal 
agencies. 

City of Portland Sanitarian; City of Portland Building Department; Oregon 
Department of Forestry;. Portland General Electric; Phone company; Multnomah 
County Planning, Right-of-Way, Records and Transportation; Scappoose Rural 
Fire District; and Oregon Department of Water Resources 

· C. MCC .6428(C)(2)(c), A Mitigation Plan which demonstrates retention and 
enhancement of the resource values addressed in MCC .6428(C)(1 ); 

Staff: The wildlife conservation plan included on sheet #4 of the site plan (Exhibit 
A 19) and as conditioned herein, constitutes a mitigation plan. 

D. MCC .6428(C)(2)(d), An annual monitoring plan for a period of five years 
which ensures an 80 percent annual survival rate of any required plantings. 

Staff: The wildlife conservation plan does not currently include a monitoring plan. 
A condition of approval has been included to address this requirement. 

Hearings Officer: I find that the application complies with MCC 11.15.6428(C). 

13. Compliance With MCC 11.15.6428(0). SEC-s Design Specifications: 

The following design specifications shall be incorporated, as app-ropriate, into 
any developments within a Stream Conservation Area: 

A MCC .6428(0)(1), A bridge or arched culvert which does not disturb the bed 
or banks of the stream and.are of the minimum width necessary to allow 
passage of peak winter flows shall be utilized for any crossing of a 
protected streams. 

The applicant has no bridge or arched culverts planned. 

Staff: No land disturbing activities are proposed that would require crossing a 
stream feature, therefore, this criterion is not applicable. 

B. MCC .6428(0)(2), All storm water generated by a development shall be 
collected and disposed of on-site into dry wells or by other best 
management practice methods which emphasize groundwater recharge and 
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reduce peak stream flows. 

Storm water runoff from the proposed development will be minimal per the 
drainage plan submitted. 

Staff: Stormwater generated by the new dwelling is to be collected and infiltrated 
using a french drain as illustrated on sheet #5 of the plan. Driveway runoff is to 
be infiltrated via overland sheet flow. Both of these methods emphasize 
groundwater recharge. 

C. MCC .6428(0)(3), Any exterior lighting associated with a proposed 
development shall be placed, shaded or screened to avoid shining directly 
into a Stream Conservation Area. 

The applicant has proposed no lighting orthe Stream Conservation Area. 

D. MCC .6428(0)(4), Any trees over 6" in caliper that are removed as a result of 
any development shall be replaced by any combination of native species 
whose combined caliper is equivalent to that of the trees removed. 

No trees over six inches in caliper are proposed to be removed in the Stream 
Conservation Area. 

E. MCC .6428(0)(5), Satisfaction of the erosion control sta'ndards of MCC .6730. 

Erosion control standards are met and shown on the applicants site plan. 

Staff: The erosion control standards of MCC .6730 are Hillside Development 
Permit approval criteria. The applicant currently has a Hillside Development 
Permit application on file with the County. Compliance with MCC .6730 is 
required prior to approval of a Hillside Development Permit. 

F. MCC .6428(0)(6), Soil disturbing activities within a Stream Conservation 
Area shall be limited to the period between June 15 and September 15. 
Revegetation/soil stabilization must be accomplished no later than October 
15. Best Management Practices related to erosion control shall be. required 
within a Stream Conservation Area. 

Staff: This criterion has been addressed with a condition of approval contained 
herein. 

G. MCC .6428(0)(7), Demonstration of compliance with all applicable state and 
federal permit requirements. 

The applicants proposed site development is within all known applicable State 
and Federalpermit requirements. 

Hearings Officer: 
Specification criteria. 
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14.Variance to CFU Zone District Dimensional Standards Required: 

MCC 11.15.2058 Dimensional Requirements 

* * 
(C) Minimum Yard Dimensions - Feet: 

Frontage on 
County Main­
tained Road 

60 from 
centerline 

Other Side Rear 
Front 

. 200 . 200 200 

Maximum Structure Height- 35 feet 

Minimum Front Lot Line Length - 50 feet. 

* 

These yard dimensions and height limits shall not be applied to the extent 
they would have the effect of prohibiting a use permitted outright. 
Variances to dimensional standards shall be pursuant to MCC.850S 
through .8525, as applicable. 

Staff: As evidenced under MCC .2058(C) the minimum setback from the west 
property line is 200 feet. The applicant is requesting a setback of 150 feet. 
Therefore, a variance to this dimensional standard is required pursuant to MCC 
8505. 

15. Determination that the Requested Variance Meets the Threshold for 
Classification as a "Minor Variance": 

Per MCC 11.15.8515(8), a Minor Variance is one that is within 25 percent of an 
applicable dimensional requirement ... 

The Applicant's request a minor variance to the required 200 foot front yard setback 
to 150 feet... This is a reduction in the required standard of 25 percent. The 
variance qualifies for the minor variance process set forth in MCC 11.15.8515(8). 

16. Compliance With MCC 11.15.8505. Minor Variance Approval Criteria: 

Per MCC 11.15.8505(A), the Approval Authority may permit and · authorize a 
variance from the requirements of this Chapter only when there are practical 
difficulties in the application of the Chapter... A Minor Variance shall met 
criteria (3) and (4). 

A MCC .8505(A)(3), The authorization of the varia.nce will not be materially 
detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to property in the vicinity or 
district in which the property is located, or adversely affects the appropriate 
development of adjoining properties. 
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The Applicants seek a minor variance to reduce the required 200 foot front yard 
set back to 150 feet. This minor variance is in response to adjoining property 
owners concerns that the proposed dwelling should be sited closer to NW Gilkison 
Road. To accommodate these concerns, a variance to the front yard setback is 
required. This variance will not be materially detrimental to the public welfare or 
injurious to property in the vicinity or district of the Applicant's proposed dwelling. 
[Footnote: The Applicant's pending application for a conditional use contains 
evidence that the original building site will not interfere with the development of 
adjoining properties.] The variance is similar to the setbacks· of some of the 
existing dwellings on NW Gilkison Road. The approval authority can insure that 
the proposed dwelling will not adversely affect the appropriate development of 
adjoining properties. 

Staff: Exhibit A 11 is the staff report for Case #HV 28-95, supporting this variance 
request. We concur with the findings contained in this report. As with the prior 
Conditional Use Permit, the approval granted under HV #28-95 has expired 
(Exhibit AS). 

B. MCC .8505(A)(4), The granting of the variance will not adversely affect the 
realization of the Comprehensive Plan nor will it establish a use which is not 
listed in the underlying zone. 

The reduction of the front yard setback does not adversely affect the realization of 
the Multnomah County Comprehensive Plan. The Applicant's request simply 
reduces the front yard setback by 50 feet, a 25 percent reduction of the required 
standard. Sitting the dwelling closer to NW Gilkison further reduces the potential 
impacts that a dwelling might have on adjacent forestry practices. 

Staff: We concur. 

Hearings Officer: I find that the application meets the requirements for approval 
of a minor variance to the yard dimensional standards. 

17. Compliance With Applicable Comprehensive Plan Policies: 

A. Policy 13: Air, Water And Noise quality 

It is the county's policy to require, prior to approval of a legislative or quasi­
judicial action, a statement from the appropriate agency that all standards 
can be met with respect to air quality, water quality, and noise levels. 

The applicant will comply with Policy #13 entirely. The applicant's property will 
comply with all noise levels compatible with surrounding land uses. The applicant 
is not proposing any adverse activities other than construction activities necessary 
of single family home development. 

Staff: Water quality issues are to be addressed through stormwater runoff 
mi.tigation, an issue addressed in the course of reviewing a Hillside Development 
Permit such as that . which the applicant currently has under review with the 
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County. Air quality and noise level impacts related to single family dwellings are 
negligible. 

Hearings Officer: The neighbors were concerned about water quality and the 
potential impact the septic system might have on the stream resource. The 
Sanitarian will be reviewing the application for the septic permit to assure that 
water quality is protected. This plan policy simply requires a statement from the 
"appropriate agency''. The septic permit would constitute a statement from the 
appropriate agency that the septic system would not impact water quality. 

B. Policy 14: Developmental Limitations 

The County's policy is to direct development and land form alterations away 
from areas with .development limitations except upon a showing that design 
and construction techniques can mitigate any public harm or associ~ted 
public cost, and mitigate any adverse effects to surrounding persons or 
properties. Development limitations areas are those which have any of the 
following characteristics: 

A. Slopes exceeding 20%; 

The applicant's homesite is not located within a. 20% or greater slope area. 
Therefore, this criterion is met. 

B. Severe soil erosion potential; 

The applicant's homesite is not located within a severe soil erosion area. The 
applicant does however plan to provide erosion control measures during single 
family homesite development and after completion of the homesite 
development. In addition, the submitted site plan shows all proposed erosion 
control measures necessary. Therefore, this criterion is met. 

C .. Land within the 100 year flood plain; 

The applicants parcel is not located within the 100 year floodplain. 

D. A high seasonal water table within 0-24 inches of the surface for 3 or 
more weeks of the year; 

The applicants proposed homesite is not located within an area which has a 
water table within 0-24 inches of the surface. Therefore, this criterion is met. 

E. A fragipan less than 30 inches from the surface; 

There is no fragipan less than 30ihches from the surface located within the 
. homesite area. 

F. Land subject to slumping, earth slides or movement. 

The applicants homesite is not located within an area subject to slumping, 
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earth slides or movement. The maximum slope on the proposed homesite is 
· 12%.· Furthermore, the submitted HDP-1 Permit and site plan has additional 

information supporting this. 

Staff: A Hillside Development Permit application addresses on-site 
development limitations. 

C. Policy 22: Energy Conservation 

The County's policy is to promote the conservation of energy and to use 
energy resources in a more efficient manner. In addition, it is the policy of 
Multnomah County to reduce dependency on non-renewabie energy 
resources and to support greater utilization of renewable energy resources. 
The county shall require a finding prior to the approval of legislative or 
quasi-judicial actioncthat the following factors have been considered: 

A. The development of energy-efficient land uses and practices; 

The proposed new home for the homesite will be well insulated and 
energy efficient. It will have an electric heat pump. 

B. Increased density and intensity of development in urban areas, 
especially in proximity to transit corridors and employment, 
commercial and recreational centers; 

The homesite is in an area that is rural, therefore this criteria doesn't apply. 

C. An energy-efficient transportation system linked with increased mass 
transit, pedestrian and bicycle facilities; 

The homesite is in an area that is rural, therefore this criteria doesn't apply. 

D. Street layouts, lotting patterns and designs that utilize natural 
environmental and climactic conditions to advantage. 

Applicant is using an existing roadway for a driveway this is the best way to 
help minimize adverse conditions to the land. 

E. Finally, the county will allow greater flexibility in the development and 
use of renewable energy resources. 

Applicant will do whatever energy conseNation measures that are feasible 
and make sense. 

Staff: The factors listed Linder this policy have been considered in the review 
of this application. These factors are tailored to address energy resource 
issues related to urban development and, therefore, are not applicable to this 
request. 
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D. Policy 37: Utilities 

The County's policy is to require a finding prior to approval of a legislative 
or quasi-ju_dicial action that: 

A. The proposed use can be connected to a public sewer and water 
system, both of which have adequate capacity; or 

B. The proposed use can be connected to a public water system, and the 
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) will approve a 
subsurface sewage disposal system on the site; or 

C. There is an adequate private water system, and the Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) will approve a subsurface 
sewage disposal system; or 

D. There is an adequate private water system, and a public sewer with 
adequate capacity. 

E. There is adequate capacity in the storm water system to handle the 
run-off; or 

F. The water run-off can be handled on the site or adequate provisions 
can be made; and 

G. The run-off from the site will not adversely affect the water quality in 
adjacent streams, ponds, lakes or alter the drainage on adjoining 
lands. 

H. There is an adequate energy supply to handle the needs of the 
proposal and the development level projected by the plan; and 

1. Communications facilities are available. 

Furthermore, the County's policy is to continue cooperation with DEQ, for 
the development and implementation of a groundwater quality plan to meet 
the needs of the county. 

\ 

The applicant plans to use a well for it's water source. The DEQ will approve the 
subsurface sewage disposal system. Already the City of Portland Sanitarian 
(Jason Abraham) has approved a septic system for a five bedroom home. The 
water runoff will be handled on the site and will not adversely affect the water quality in adjacent streams, ponds, lakes, or alter the drainage on adjoining lands. 
The runoff water from the proposed homesite will be minimal. The water runoff will 
be handled on the site and will not adversely affect the water quality in adjacent 
streams, ponds, lakes, or alter the drainage on adjoining lands. The runoff water 
from the proposed homesite will be minimal. Power and telephone lines both come up Gilkison road and will adequately support the homesite. 

Staff: Conditions of approval have been included herein, requiring that the 
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applicant provided evidence that the proposed use has an adequate private water 
system and that the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) will approve a subsurface sewage disposal system on the site. The City of Portland 
Sanitarian is the DEQ licensed approval authority for on-site sewage disposal systems, therefore, evidence ·of an approved septic permit from the Sanitarian will 
be required. 

The City of Portland Sanitarian, per Land Feasibility Study #5-96 (Exhibit A6), has 
indicated that the site is suitable for a disposal system. However, they noted that neighboring water sources and easement issues must be satisfactorily addressed 
before they will issue a permit. The proposed french drain for stormwater 
infiltration will also be of concern to the Sanitarian if it is located to close to the 
septic system. 

As illustrated on the sheet #2 of the site plan (Exhibit A 19), the septic system 
illustrated is not acceptable to the Sanitarian. A revised copy of this plan must be 
provided illustrating the final location for the septic system, including its 
relationship to neighboring water sources and the proposed french drain system. 
This concern has been addressed with a condition of approval contained herein. 

Hearings Officer: The proposed septic system and its location was of significant 
concern to the neighbors. The opponents contend that the contours of the land 
limit suitable sites, and they questioned whether a septic system could be located 
on the property in manner that would not negatively impact water quality. They also contended that this application should be denied because a septic disposal 
system design had not been approved. 

The owner testified that he had spoken to the Sanitarian regarding the proposed 
septic system plan. The owner contended that the only problem with the plan was that the location of the lines appropriately in relation to the contours. 

The site evaluation report for the septic system indicates that the site is suitable 
for a sand filter system. As a condition of approval, the applicant will be required 
to submit a copy of an approved septic permit from the City of Portland Sanitarian. 
In addition, a revised copy of sheet #2 of the site plan is to be submitted 
illustrating the final location for the septic system, including its relationship to 
neighboring water sources and the proposed french drain system. No building 
permits will be issued until the applicant complies with this condition. 

E. Policy 38: Facilities 

The County's policy is to require a finding prior to approval of a legislative 
or quasi-judicial action that: 

A. The appropriate school district has had an opportunity to review and 
comment on the proposal. 

A single family dwelling will not have any major affect on the local school 
district. 
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B. There is adequate water pressure and flow for fire fighting purposes; 
and 

C. The appropriate fire district has had an opportunity to review and 
comment on the proposal. 

The applicant has provided a site plan that the Scappoose Rural Fire 
District has reviewed and approved. 

D. The proposal can receive adequate local police protection in 
accordance with the standards of the jurisdiction providing police 
protection. 

The proposed homesite will receive police protection from the Multnomah 
Count¥ Sheriffs DepartmenUhe same as, all adjoining properties. 

Staff: The Fire District has indicated that they will need to conduct a final 
inspection of the driveway to ensure that it meets their access requirements 
(Exhibit A?). This concern has been addressed with a condition of approval 
contained herein. 

F. Policy 40: Development Requirements 

The county's policy is to encourage a connected park and recreation system 
and to provide for small private recreation areas by requiring a finding prior 
to approval of legislative or quasi-judicial action that: 

A. Pedestrian and bicycle path connections to parks, recreation areas 
and community facilities will be dedicated where appropriate and 
where designated in the bicycle corridor capital improvements 
program and map. 

The proposed dwelling site lies in a rural area that doesn't need bike paths 
as people can safelyride there bikes on the roadway which is a dead end 
road. These criteria's don't apply to the subject property. 

B. Landscaped areas with benches will be provided in commercial, 
industrial and multiple family developments, where appropriate. 

The proposed dwelling site lies in a rural area that doesn't need bike paths 
as people can safely ride there bikes on the roadway which is a dead end 
road. These criteria's don't apply to the subject property 

C. Areas for bicycle parking facilities will be required in development 
proposals, where appropriate. 

The proposed dwelling site lies in a rural area that doesn't need bike paths 
as people can safely ride there bikes on the roadway which is a dead end 
road. These criteria's don't apply to the subject property · 
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Staff: This proposal does not impact any existing or planned park and recreation 
areas or bicycle facilities. 

Hearings Officer: This Comprehensive Plan policy has been given the level of 
review and consideration appropriate for a single family home. 

Conclusion 

Considering the findings and other information provided herein and the testimony and 
evidence provided at the hearing, this application for approval of a "Template Dwelling" 
Conditional Use Permit, Significant Environmental Concern Permit for Wildlife and 
Streams, and Minor Variance to allow the construction of a new single family dwelling 
on Commercial Forest Use zoned property, as conditioned, satisfies applicable 
Comprehensive Framework Plan policies and Multnomah County Zoning Ordinance 
requirements. Accordingly; the issuance' of~ the aforementioned permits is approved, 
subject to all conditions imposed herein. 

JS SO ORDERED, this 19th day of October, 1998 

~M. 
JOAN M. CHAMBERS, 
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Case CU 7-98/SEC 24-98/HV 13-98 - Application Timeline and Exhibit List 

Timeline: 

• Pre-Application Conference (PA 15-98): May 27, 1998 
• Application received with full fees: June 10, 1998 
• Application determined to be complete: August 21, 1998 (Begin "120 day timeline") 
• StaffReport available: September 9, 1998 (seven days before hearing) 
• Public Hearing before Hearings Officer: September 16, 1998 (Day 27 oftimeline) 
• Final Order: October 19, 1998 (Day 59 of timeline) 

Exhibit List: 

Applicant Information: 

Label Pages 

AI 1 
A2 1 
A3 1 
A4 1 
AS 8 

A6 2 
A7 2 
A8 32 
A9 33 

AlO 2 

All 9 
A12 1 
A13 1 
A14 7 
A15 11 

A16 1 
A17 1 
A18 1 

A19 7 
A20 1 
A21 1 

EXHIBIT A 

Description 

General Land Use Application Form 
Assessment And Taxation (A&t) Sheet for Parcel 
A&T Map of the Property 
Applicant's Submittal Cover Letter 
Copy of Final Order Approving Previous Conditional Use on the Subject 
Property (CU 1 0-94/HV 28-95) 
Certification of Private On-Site Sewage Disposal (LFS 5-96) 
Scappoose Fire District Review 
Applicant's Written Responses to Applicable Approval Criteria 
Applicant's Supplemental Responses Dated August 20, 1998 
Excerpts From StaffReport CU 10-94 Regarding the Lot of Record Status of the 
Subject Property · 
Copy of Staff Report HV 28-95 Supporting Variance Request 
Letter From Department ofForestry Dated August 29, 1995 
Letter From Department ofFish and Wildlife dated July 29, 1993 
Roadway Easement Documents 
Geotechnical Evaluation Prepared By LaVielle Geotechnical, P.C., Dated 
January 23, 1996 
Copy ofRecorded Right to Farrn!Forest Practices Covenant 
Copy of Floor Plan for the Proposed Residence 
Copy of Significant Environmental Concern Map From Previous Conditional 
Use Permit Application (CU 10-94) 

.24" x 36" Copy of Revised Site Plan (Received August 21, 1998) 
Arial Photograph From Previous Conditional Use Approval 
Affidavit ofPosting (Received September 9, 1998) 

CU 7 -98/SEC 24-98/HV 13-98 
Date: October 19, 1998 

Page: 1 of 2 



Staff Information: 

B 1 8 30 Day Review Letter (July 9, 1998 Letter From Staff) 
B2 3 Hearing Date/Posting Instructions Letter 
B3 18 Notice ofPublic Hearing 
B4 I List of Adjoining Property Owners Receiving Notice of The Hearing 
B5 3 Photographs from August 28, 1998 Site Inspection 
B6 1 8 W'x11" Significant Environmental Concern Zoning Overlay Map 
B7 29 StaffReport For Hearing 

Documents Submitted At Hearing: 

Letter from Nancy and Richard Winters C1 
C2 

1 
8 ·Written Testimony and Argument submitted by Paul Wright 

and Marquetta Mitchell 

EXHIBIT A 
CU 7-98/SEC 24-98/HV 13-98 

Date: October 19, 1998 
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Good Morning .... 

I appreciate the opportunity to address the Board this morning. I would like to comment on the 
Consent Agenda C-12 that deals with CU7 -98/ SEC24-98/HV 11-98, the Hearings Officer's 
Decision to allow a template dwelling on 17.8 acres located along N.W. Gilkison Road in the far 
northwestern portion of unincorporated Mult. Co. and zoned Commercial Forestry Use (CFU). I 
would like the Board to intercede and put on record a modification of this decision, which would 
direct that all interested parties of record be notified when the various conditions of use are being 
considered prior to approval of a building permit. We want the opportunity to review and 
comment on the satisfactory completion of conditions of use. This is especially important to us in 
the matter of approval for a septic system. 

I have a vested interest in the quality of my drinking water, as do we all. I get my drinking water 
from a spring adjacent to this property. Many people in the area ofGilkision Road are dependent 
upon surface water for their domestic water supply. I have noted the 5 registered springs that are 
directly impacted by the proposed development. These springs feed into Joy Creek. I personally 
know of other domestic water sources from Joy Creek. Not all of these water sources are 
registered with the state. Surface water is more fragile than ground water and there are few if any 
regulations protecting it. We are simply asking the Board to extend the same protection to the 
citizens that depend on surface water as is extended to those that depend on ground water. In the 
same way that there is a provision for public comment and appeal at the point that the conditions 
of use for a well is being considered, I am requesting notification of plans for compliance for 
other conditions of use, especially septic (condition 5). 

I have enjoyed a good working relationship with the Board. My neighbors and I have worked 
with the Board and with Gordon Howard, when he was then a planner with the County, in 
establishing an accurate map of Joy Creek. This resulted in corrections to the 1995 West Hills 
Reconciliation Report in an effort to conserve and protect this watershed. We hope to continue 
this good working partnership in these efforts; 

The West Hills Wildlife Conservation plan (SRI/Shapiro 8/30/95) describes the property as 
"generally bowl shaped and slopes to the north and east toward the North Tributary of Joy Creek. 
The property is the oriein of the North tributary, and there are three drainages running across the 
property into the tributary." The Hearings Officer Decision (page 4) also states "There appear to 
be several easements attached to the property, both for logging roads and water, but the exact 
location of these is 'somewhat unclear'. One of the easements is to allow a water line from a 
spring to an adjoining property. Another nearby property obtains domestic drinking water from 
the tributary of Joy Creek that runs through the northeast corner to the subject property." We 
have grave concerns that any construction on this property will endanger this significant 
environmental feature 

My neighbors and I want to continue in partnership with the Board to have accurate information 
made available so informed and proper decisions can be made in any allowed development on 
this property. We do not want to see any disruption or degradation in domestic drinking water. 
We also want the least negative impact as possible on Joy Creek. We respectfully request that the 
Board continue to uphold the purpose of MCC 11.15.2042 to conserve and protect watersheds by 
directing the planning division, or appropriate agencies, to notify interested parties as the 
proposed conditions of use are being considered, thus allowing an opportunity for comment and 
appeal as the actual particulars of development are available. 
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Staff: The applicant's request is for approval of a "Template Dwelling" to allow the 
placement of a single family dwelling, and new private driveway on a Commercial 
Forest Use zoned parcel. A Significant Environmental Concern for Wildlife Habitat 
and Streams has been requested for development activities within these zoning 
overlay districts. The minor variance has been requested to permit a 150 foot 
structural setback from the western property line. 

This application is consistent with what was submitted and approved under Case 
#CU 10-94 and #HV 28-95 (Exhibit AS). This request is necessary in that the 
previous approvals have expired. 

2. Site and Vicinity Characteristics: 

Staff: The parcel upon which the 
improvements are proposed is 
approximately 17.80 acres in ·size. 
Access to the parcel is available off of 
Gilkison Road along an existing logging 
road. The logging road extends south 
and east from Gilkison Road, across 
the northeast corner of the adjoining 
parcel to the west, then extends south 
into the site. A private access 
easement contains the road where it 
crosses the adjoining parcel (Exhibit 
A14). The property is roughly 
rectangular in shape, with an extension 
to the northeast and a small extension 
to the northwest to obtain frontage on 

VICINITY MAP 
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Gilkison Road. Topography generally slopes down from southwest to northeast, 
although the terrain is uneven and contains ridges, bowls and drainageways. The 
site is currently un-developed. 

A logging road currently extends from the property to the west, south into the parcel 
as illustrated on the applicant's site plan (Exhibit A17). The property has been 
logged within the last ten (10) ye~rs. The property contains a number of branching 
logging roads in poor condition. (There appear to be several easements attached to 
the property, both for logging roads and water, but the exact location of these are 
somewhat unclear. One of the easements is to allow a water line from a spring to an 
adjoining property. Another nearby property obtains domestic water from the 
tributary of Joy Creek that runs through the northeast corner of the subject property. ') 

Gilkison Road exists in the far northwest corner of the County. Property in the 
vicinity of the site consists of a number of small lots with residences adjacent to 
Gilkison Road, backed by larger parcels containing forest land. Dwellings currently 
exist on parcels immediately to the north and west of the applicant's property. All 
other adjoining parcels are undeveloped and forested. 
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Multnomab County Health Dept. 

In keeping with Multnomah County's benchmarks for providing health care services, the Central Services 
Unit was developed to improve health care access and improve the quality of service delivery in a more 
cost-effective manner. 

CENTRAL APPOINTMENTS 

BACKGROUND 
Central Appointments has been operational since 
August 1, 1997, scheduling appointments for six 
primary care clinics. Staffing consists of one 
Operations Supervisor, five permanent, full-time 
OA2s, and 2.0 FTE on-call clerical assistants. 

BENEFITS/EFFICIENCIES 
• Cost savings through reduction in staff (7 

FTE vs. 13 FTE previously scheduling 
appointments). 

• Focused education and training of operators 
• Consistent scheduling practices 
• Operators are "experts" because of volume 

of calls related to same issues. 
• Volume= approx. 9,000 calls/month 
• Dedicated customer service, since operators 

are focused on telephones and not handling 
other tasks 

• Extended hours of operation (7 a.m. - 8 p.m. 
(incl. lunchtime coverage -Monday-Friday) 

• Four major languages 
• Average speed of answer = 1.14 minutes 

(goal= 2 minutes) 
• Average "talk time"= 2.88 minutes (goal= 

calls completed within 4 minutes) 
• Continuous monitoring capability of patient 

queue and wait time through telephone 
equipment and reports. 

ISSUES/OPPORTlJNITIES 
• Difficult to recruit and retain on-call 

bilingual staff because of pay scale 
• Civil service process too slow and 

ineffective for responding to real time 
staffing needs 

• Possible union contract conflicts 
• Enhanced technology opportunities possibly 

not available due to funding limitations 

October 26, 1998 

CENTRAL TRIAGE 

BACKGROlJND 
Central Triage has been operational since 
October 30, 1997. The function of this unit is to 
provide comprehensive telephone triage practice 
for six primary care clinics. Staffing consists of 
one Lead CHN and 6.0 FTE registered nurses, as 
well as 3 .5 on-call nurses. 

BENE FITS/E FFICI ENCI ES 
• Cost savings through increased efficiencies 

and decreased emergency room visits 
• Standardization of advice 
• Able to manage urgency care more 

effectively with more effective use of 
resources (increased awareness of capacity 
across clinic sites, allowing diversion of 
patients to other sites if necessary for urgent 
care) 

• Increased access potential through home 
care advice, appropriate scheduling of more 
ill patients with providers 

• Decrease in wait time to speak with an 
advice nurse (<3 minutes compared to 2-4 
hours previously) 

• Centralization allows more ability to 
monitor and assess quality of triage advice 
and scheduling with a comprehensive 
quality improvement plan. 

• Continuous monitoring capability of patient 
queue and wait time through telephone 
equipment and reports. 

• Extended hours (7am-9pm, 365 days/year) 

ISS lJ ES/OPPO RTU N ITIES 
• Language - lack of nurses who are bilingual, 

bicultural 
• Cost of supporting the language needs when 

50% of patients are non-English speaking 
• AT&T not able to support all of our 

language needs. 
• Lack of ability to do flexible staffing within 

union contract 
• Through standardization and patient 

education, we project as a new unit, that we 
are going to be able to impact County 
benchmarks. 



GOAL: 

CENTRALIZED CLINICAL SERVICES 
, PROJECT IMPROVEMENT TEAM 

A more efficient and consistent approach to scheduling 

appointments and providing medical advice in our 

primary care clinics 



PROJECT TIMELINE 

• Start of project- January, 1997 

• Central Appointments Live - August, 1997 

• Central Triage Live- October, 1997 



PROJECT TEAM MEMBERS 

20 members + several ad hoc, including: 
- Medical Director - Operations Supervisors 
-Nurse Practitioners -Clinic Managers 
-Office Assistants -Health Assistants 
- Data Systems staff ...; Language Services rep 
- Information & Referral rep 

Sub-groups: 
• Provider Issues 
• Interpretation Issues 
• Staffing 
• Training 
• Facilities/Equipment 

• System Flow 



WHAT WAS WORKING 

• Staff Expertise 
• Commitment to our patients and to the health of the 

Community 

WHAT WE NEEDED TO IMPROVE 

• Access to care 
• Ability to provide service with fewer resources 
• Consistency in scheduling practices 
• Consistency in medical advice 
• Fewer visits to ER 
• Language available at time of call 
• Patient satisfaction 



PROCESS 

• Gathered information on # of appointments being 
scheduled in clinics, # of advice calls, # of staff 

• Visited private institutions 

• Developed a provider profile data base 

• Developed recommended appointment guidelines for 
clinics & providers 

• Assembled protocol & procedure manuals for 
schedulers & advice nurses 



• Established goals for response times based on similar 
operations and national "best practices" averages for 
health care institutions 

• Designed data system enhancements to facilitate 
faster access to patient information 

• Designed a telephone system to improve access 

• Developed staffing recommendations & a plan to 
reallocate current clinic staff 



RESULTS 

Appointment Schedulers: 
20 

Wait time to schedule appointments: 
5-10 minutes 
Wait time to speak with a nurse: 
hours 
No knowledge of how many callers 
waiting or for bow long 

Call Volume: Unknown (data not 
collected) 
Hours of operation: 
Appointments: 8:00;..5:00 Mon..,Fri 
Advice Nurse: 8:00;.5:00 Mon-Fri 

5:00p-8:00a 365 a 
Hours) 
Language Accessibility: limited 

Quality: No consistent monitoring 

Room: .Data 
available 

Patient Satisfaction: Frequent 
complaints about 

ll/4/98 la 
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FUTURE PLANS 

• Continue to improve response time performance 

• Continue to decrease ER visits 

• Improve utilization of resources through increased 
awareness of clinic capacity 

• Improve language access for less frequently used 
languages 

• Continue to monitor quality of appointments 
scheduled and advice given and provide training as 
needed 



(~ . 
Meeting Date: NOV 0 5 1998 

Agenda No: . ___ R_,__-=3=----
Est. Start Time: __ q---=--: _4-'-''S __ 

(Above Space for Board Clerk's Use ONLY) 

AGENDA PLACEMENT FORM 

SUBJECT: Report to the Board the Hearings Officer's decision on PRE 4 & 5-98 and a 
request fot a DeNovo hearing date ofDecember 10, 1998. 

BOARD BRIEFING Date Requested: 
Amt. of Time Needed: 

Requested By: 

REGULAR MEETING Date Requested: 
Amt. of Time Needed: 

) 

November 5, 1998 
5 minutes 

DEPARTMENT: DES 
CONTACT: Chuck Beasley 

DIVISION: Transportation & Land Use Planning 
TELEPHONE: 248-3043 

BLDG/ROOM: 412 I 109 

PERSON(S) MAKING PRESENTATION: Stuart Farmer 

ACTION REQUESTED 

] Informational Only [ ] Policy Direction [ x ] Approval [ ] Other 

SUGGESTED AGENDA TITLE 

Report to the Board the Hearings Officer's decision regarding a Denial of an appeal of two 
administrative decisions PRE 4 & 5-98 for dwelling approval validation; implementation of 
approved farm management plans and requesting a DeNovo hearing date ofDecember 10, 1998. 

SIGNATURES REQUIRED 

Elected Official: 

or 



BOARD HEARING OF November 5, 1998 
TIME 9:30am 

mULTm::lmRH I:CUnT ... 

CASE NAME: Western States Development Corp. NUMBER: PRE 4-98 and PRE 5-98 

1. Applicant Name/Address 

Western States Development Corp. 
Kevin Bender 
20285 NW Amberwood Dr. 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

2. Action Requested by Applicant 

Dwelling Approval Validations for two contiguous 
EFU zoned parcels that have farm management plans 
approved in 1989. These two applications are the first to 
be processed under the new ordinance provisions intended 
to resolve the old farm management plan approvals which 
have no expiration date. 

3. Planning Staff Recommendation 

Action Requested of Board 

~ Affirm Hearings Officer Dec. 

c:J Hearing/Rehearing 

Scope ofReview 

On the record 

c:J DeNovo 

c:J New information allowed 

Administrative Planning Director Decision was approval with conditions. 

4. Hearings Officer Decision 

Approval with conditions. 

5. If the Planning Director Decision and the Hearings Officer· Decision are different, why? 

The decisions differ in primarily one aspect that arises from a lot line adjustment between the 
two parcels after the farm manage~ent plans were approved. The result of the lot line 
adjustment is that the cropping areas shown on the original farm management plan are not the 
same on the lot line adjusted parcels. One parcel has somewhat more crop area and trees than 
originally required, the other parcel has less. The administrative decision finds that each 
parcel must individually meet the state mandated test ofbeing currently employed for farm 
use because each parcel will receive a dwelling. The Hearings Officer decision takes a 
narrower view finding that the lot line adjustments did not amend the farm management 
plans, and that the applicant demonstrated that the trees were planted consistent with the crop 
areas of the original farm plan. 

6. The following issues were raised: 

ISSUES 
(who raised them?) 

The appellant argues that the applicant has not demonstrated that the farm management 
activities were not all implemented as required, both due to the issue in 5. above, and because 



the evidence submitted is inadequate. He also maintains that the farm dwelling must meet. 
the new Oregon Administrative Rule and Multnomah County Code implementing provisions 
for new dwellings on High-value farmland. This argument essentially says that the Dwelling 
Approval Validation ordinance is invalid. Note that the appellant has appealed the County 
approval ofthe Dwelling Validation ordinance to LUBA, and the appeal is still pending. 

7. Do any of these issues have policy implications? Explain: 

The Board policy as documented in the Dwelling Validation ordinance is that holders of 
property that has old PRE farm management plans should have two years to implement the plans 
in order to obtain building permits. The administrative decision and Hearings Officer decision 
do not require strict compliance with the approved plans finding that the "substantial 
compliance" language of the ordinance essentially means that the applicant must have . 
established enough trees to reasonably meet a "currently employed for farm use" conclusion. 



BEFORE THE HEARINGS OFFICER 
FOR MUL TNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON 

FINAL ORDER 

This Decision consists of Conditions, Findings of Fact and Conclusions. 

October 16, 1998 

PRE 4-98 & PRE 5-98 
Appeals of two Administrative Decisions of two applications for Dwelling Approval Validation (Implementation of Approved Farm 
Management Plans). The appeals were combined for purposes of 
hearing and this decision. 

Legal Description 
& Location of 
Properties: 

Zoning Designation: 

Owner/Applicant: 

Applicant's Attorney: 

~ Appellants: 

PRE 4-98: 12955 NW Skyline Blvd. 
Parcel 1 of Partition Plat 1993-4, 2N-2W Section 36 
PRE 5-98: 12989 NW Skyline Blvd. 
Parcel 2 of Partition Plat 1993-4, 2N-2W Section 36 

· EFU (Exclusive Farm Use) 

Western States Development 
20285 NW Amberwood Dr. 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Jeff Bachrach 
O'Donnell Ramis Crew Corrigan & Bachrach 
1727 NW Hoyt Street 
Portland, OR 97209 

Arnold Rochlin 
P.O. Box 83645 
Portland, OR 97283 

Christopher Foster 
15400 NW McNamee Rd. 
Portland, OR 97231 

MUL TNOMAH COUNTY HEARINGS OFFICER DECISION 
October 16, 1998 

PRE 4-98 and PRE 5-98 
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----------

PROCEDURAL ISSUES 

1 . Impartiality of the Hearings Officer 

A. No ex parte contacts. I did not have any ex parte contacts prior to the 
hearing of this matter. I did not make a site visit. 

B. No conflicting personal or financial or family interest. I have no financial 
interest in the outcome of this proceeding. I have no family or financial 
relationship with any of the parties. 

SCOPE OF APPEAL 

A hearing before the Hearings Officer on a matter appealed under MCC .8290 shall 
be limited to the specific grounds relied on for reversal or modification of the decision 
in the Notice of Appeal. 

The applicant contends that the appellant's substantial evidence challenge concerning 
MCC 11.15.2031 is barred because the issue was not raised with sufficient 
specificity in the Notice of Appeal. 

The Notice of Appeal for both applications contained the following language: 

"A farm dwelling is wrongly approved without determination of 
compliance with OAR 660-33-135 or implementing provisions of MCC 
.2010. Compliance with an approved farm plan is not established by the 
substantial evidence (See MCC 11.15.201 0(0)). 

The applicant contends that the second sentence of the grounds for the Notice of 
Appeal appears to apply to MCC 11.15.201 0(0). Appellants contend that it should 
be obvious that the substantial evidence reference was not intended to apply to 
.201 0, since 11.15.2010 does not relate to approved farm plans. 

Section 11.15.2031 relating to dwelling approval validation provides that approvals 
described in MCC .2031 (B) shall continue to be valid if: 

(B) The property owner applies for determination of substantial 
compliance with the approved farm plan management plan. 

MUL TNOMAH COUNTY HEARINGS OFFICER DECISION 
October 16,, 1998 

PRE 4-98 and PRE 5-98 
Page 2 



This appears to be the issue that the second sentence of the appeal notice was 
questioning. I do find that the Notice of Appeal is sufficiently specific to raise the 
question of whether the requirements of 11.15.2031 (B) of Multnomah County Code 
were met. 

At hearing, the appellant contended that a Hearings Officer had inherent authority to 
consider issues not raised in a Notice of Appeal. I disagree. Where as here, a Code 
requires a Notice of Appeal to raise the specific grounds relied on for the appeal, the 
appeal is limited to the grou·nds cited in the Notice of Appeal. See, Johns vs. City of 
Lincoln City, 146 Or App 594 (1997), also Smith vs. Douglas County, 308 Or 191 
(1989). 

APPLICATION TIMELINE 

The applications herein were deemed complete by staff on July 15, 1998. The 
hearing before the Hearings Officer was held on September 16, 1998. September 16, 
1998 constituted the 63rd day on the 1 50-day clock. 

At the hearing, the property owner, acting by and through his attorney, Jeff 
Bachrach, of O'Donnell Ramis Crew Corrigan & Bachrach, requested seven days in 
order to submit additional argument. Pursuant to ORS 197. 763(6)(e), the local 
government shall allow the applicant at least seven days after the record is closed to 
submit final written argument. The applicant's final submittal shall be considered part 
of the record, but shall not include any new evidence. The seven day period shall not 
be subject to the limitations of ORS 215.428 or 227.178. Accordingly, I find that the 
application timeline for purposes of ORS 215.428 did not continue to run during the 
seven days. On September 23, 1998, the applicant's attorney did in fact submit 
additional argument. Accordingly, on that date the clock again started to run. 

Since the subject property is not within an Urban Growth Boundary, I find that 
pursuant to Section 2, Chapter 414, Oregon Laws 1997, a governing body must take 
final action on the application within 150 days after the application is deemed 
complete. 

Accordingly, I find that September 30th was 70th day on the clock and that today's 
date, October 16, 1998, would constitute the 86th day on the 1 50 day clock. 

I also reviewed Mr. Bachrach's submittal to determine if any new evidence was 
presented. I found that the submittal was simply legal argument. Therefore, I will not 
receive or consider additional submittals from Appellants. 
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FACTS 

1. Applicant's Proposal 

A. PRE 4-98 

The applicant's May 7, 1998 Introduction describes the application and gives a brief history of farm dwelling approval on the subject parcel (see Exhibit A 1, pg 1 of Staff Report). In addition to the farm management plan approval in PRE 26-89, a lot line adjustment was approved between the subject parcel and parcel 2 in PLA 16-95. This approved lot line- adjustment results in two potential dwelling sites and crop areas for the subject parcel as indicated in Exhibit A2 of Staff Report. 

B. PRE 5-98 

The applicant's May 7, 1998 Introduction describes the application and gives a brief history of farm dwelling approval on the subject parcel (see Exhibit A 1, pg 1 of Staff Report). In addition to the farm management plan approval in PRE 27-89, a lot line adjustment was approved between the subject parcel and parcel 1 in PLA 16-95. This approved lot line adjustment results in two potential dwelling sites and crop areas for the subject parcel as indicated in Exhibit A2 of Staff Report. 

2. Procedural History 

In 1989, Western States Development Corporation, as applicant, received approvals in the matter of PRE 26-89 and 27-89. The approvals related to Parcel 1 and Parcel 2 of LD 26-89. Approvals were issued in accordance with the County ordinance provisions in effect at the time. Subsection 11 .15.201 O(C) of the Multnomah County Code, as it existed in 1989, allowed the approval of a residence in conjunction with farm use when certain conditions were met, including that the proposal be conducted according to a farm management plan, containing approved elements as specified in · the ordinance. The approvals did not contain any expiration dates.· As an administrative matter, it had been a practice of staff to treat these old approvals as valid approvals. 

On appeal, the Board of County Commissioners has affirmed decisions of Hearings Officers which held that approvals for farm dwellings issued pursuant to the Code provisions in effect in 1989 and 1990 are still valid approvals. See Final Order 97-215. 
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Since the time of the original PRE approvals in 1989, State law and County Code 
have been amended. In 1994, the State adopted OAR 660-33-135. That 
administrative rule has a fairly stringent farm income test. The County implemented 
the standards set forth in the OAR in MCC 11.15.201 O(D), in 1997. The new 
requirements now codified in 11.15.2010(D) did not.apply when the old PRE permits 
were approved and the income test. was not applied to the old PRE approvals. 

The County adopted MCC 11.15.2031, the dwelling approval validation ordinance, 
in order to set an expiration date for all unbuilt farm management plan approvals 
(PRE's) and to insure that the property meets the statutory requirement of ORS 
215.203, that the property is "currently employed" for farm use. That ordinance 
amendment became effective May 4, 1998. The applicant herein filed for dwelling 
approval validation pursuant to 11.15.2031, for both case file number PRE 4-98 and 
PRE 5-98, relating respectively to PRE 26-89 and 27-89, on May 8, 1998. 

3. Site and Vicinity Information 

These two parcels are located on the East Side of Skyline Blvd., approximately one 
mile northwesterly of its intersection With NW Cornelius. Pass Road. The property 
varies in slope from nearly level to over 30° and has been used for various agricultural 
purposes for a number of years prior to receiving approvals in PRE 26-89 and 27-89. 

The majority of soils on this and surrounding properties are Cascade Silt Loam. 
Properties in the surrounding area range in size from less than one to over 80 acres. 

4. Testimony and Evidence Presented 

A. Chuck Beasley testified for the County, summarized the history of the application, 
and the administrative decisions and subsequent appeals therefrom. 

B. Arnold Rochlin, the appellant submitted oral and written testimony on behalf of 
himself and co-appellantChristopher Foster. 

C. Christopher Foster also testified in regards to the appeal. 

D. Jeff Bachrach, attorney for applicant, testified at the hearing and subsequently 
submitted written argument. 
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STANDARDS, CRITERIA, ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS OF FACT 

The appellants in this proceeding appear to be most concerned about the validity of 
Ordinance 903, partially codified as Section 11.15.2031 of the Multnomah County 
Code.· They currently have an appeal pending to LUBA relating the validity of the 
ordinance. I will be discussing the effect of that appeal on this decision in more 
detail, later in this opinion. 

As pointed out above in the discussion on the scope of the appeal, the appellant 
raised two issue~ in the Notices of Appeal. The first issue related to whether the 
provisions of OAR 660-33-135 and the current implementing Code provisions of MCC 
.2010 apply to this application. The second issue related to whether there was 
substantial evidence demonstrating compliance with an approved farm plan. 

In arguing the appeal, the appellants have submitted both oral and written testimony 
containing various subissues related to each of the two main issues on appeal. 

In discussing these issues, I will discuss the various sub-issues under each primary 
question in this appeal proceeding. 

1. Are the standards set forth in MCC 11.15.2010(D) and OAR 660-33-
135 applicable to an ·application for dwelling approval validation filed 
pursuant to MCC 11.15.2031? 

Appellants contend that the provisions of OAR 660-33-135, as implemented by MCC 
11.15.201 O(D) are applicable in the instant proceeding. Basically, appellants are 
arguing that Multnomah County Ordinance 903, which is codified as MCC 
11.15.2030 and .2031, is invalid. The appellants submitted a written memorandum 
at hearing, which memorandum was marked Exhibit "H-2". The memorandum 
reiterated much of the argument appellants submitted in LUBA Case 98-067, wherein 
they challenged the validity of Ordinance 903. 

Duration of Permits 

Appellants contend that development rights conferred by existing permits cannot 
survive significant new requirements with which the existing permits do not comply. 
Appellants further contend that the Multnomah County ordinance unlawfully sustains 

rights to dwellings in conjunction with farm use without establishing compliance with 
OAR 660-33-135 and MCC 11.15.2010(0). 
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The appellants further contend that unimplemented permits are not irrevocable. In 
support of that position, appellants cited the case of Struve vs. Umatilla County, 12 
Or LUBA 54 (1984), as well as a number of other cases. In Struve, the applicant had 
obtained a permit from Umatilla County to build a road. Certain ordinance changes 
occurred, the City and County entered a Joint Agreement relating to planning 
responsibilities, the Pendleton Planning Commission became the Pendleton Urban 
Growth Area Planning Commission, and the Pendleton Comprehensive Plan and 
Zoning Ordinance became applicable to the proposed use. Thus, in essence, the 
question in Struve was whether a permit issued by one jurisdiction would avoid the 
need to obtain a permit from another jurisdiction that had authority over the proposed 
use. Thus, the factual background in Struve, is not analogous to the applications on 
review herein. 

Similarly, I do not find the other cases cited by Appellants persuasive on this issue. 
ORS 215.428 and ORS 215.130, protect both applications in process and previously 
approved uses from changes in the law. The adoption of OAR 660-33-135 did not 
revoke permits PRE 26-89 and 27-89. 

PRE 26-89 and 27-89 were approved based on a farm plan with a 10 year duration. 
Although the ordinance in effect at the time of approval of these two permits only · 
required the submittal of a five-year plan, the applicant did in fact submit a 1 0-year 
farm plan. It does not seem logical that the dwelling approvals based on that plan 
would expire before the 1 0 years contemplated in the farm plan had passed. 

A finding that permits 26-89 and 27-89 are valid is consistent with Multnomah 
County precedent on this issue. Prior to adoption of Multnomah County Ordinance 
#903, the Multnomah County Board of Commissioners had ruled on the validity of a 
PRE approval issued pursuant to the provisions of MCC 11.15.201 O(C), as that 
ordinance existed in 1989 and 1990. In Final Order 97-215, the Multnomah County 
Board of Commissioners, consistent with prior decisions, found that the PRE approval 
retained its validity. 

As a Hearings Officer for Multnomah County, an~ subordinate to the Board of County 
Commissioners, I must defer to that determination by the Board. Accordingly, 
regardless of the effect of .2030 and .2031 on this application, I find that the PRE 
approvals 26-89 and 27-89 are valid approvals which have not expired. 

Validity of 11.15.2031 

As indicated above, the appellants contend that 11.15.2031 is unlawful, and that the 
hearings officer must apply OAR 660-33-135 and MCC 11.15.201 0(0). I disagree. 
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Multnomah County adopted 11.15.2030 to provide an expiration date for certain 
single family dwelling: approvals that had been issued by the County, based on · 
applications receiv~d before August 7, 1993. Section .2030 provides that 
applications for residences in conjunction with a farm use under MCC .201 O(C), 
which were received between August 14, 1980 and February 19, 1990, would expire 
two years from the effective date of 11.15.2030, except as provided in .2031. A 
process for recognition of the continued validity of the approvals was adopted in 
Section 11.15.2031. 

By definition, Section 11.15.2031 does not require a new application for a farm 
dwelling under 11.15.2010, relating to uses permitted under prescribed conditions. 
Rather, .2031 provides a process for recognizing the continued validity of existing 

permits. The statute is a procedural statute that related solely to existing permits, it 
does not establish approval criteria for new permits. The Multnomah County Board 
of Commissioners adopted the ordinance. I will defer to the Board and enforce the 
ordinance as written. Accordingly, I find that the provisions of OAR 660~33-135 and 
the implementing provisions of MCC .2010 are not applicable to a dwelling approval 
validation process under MCC 11.15.2031. Under the provisions of .2030, PRE 
approvals 26-89 and 27-89 are valid approvals, which have not expired. 

Although County Ordinance # 903 has been appealed to LUBA, ORS 197.625 
provides that the ordinance is effective at this time. Accordingly, for purposes of 
this proceeding, I find that MCC 11.15.2031 is the effective land use regulation 
relating to dwelling approval validation. The dwelling validation application does not 
propose to approve a new use or otherwise alter the land use approval issued in 1989 
pursuant to an acknowledged land use regulation. Accordingly, I find that neither 
ordinance No. 903 or the dwelling validation approvals issued thereunder implicate 
the statewide planning goals. 

2. Is there substantial evidence relating to PRE 4-98 and 5-98 to support 
a finding of substantial compliance with the approved . farm 
management plan 

Appellants contend that compliance with an approved farm plan is not established 
by substantial evidence. The actual standard that will be addressed is whether there 
is substantial evidence in the record to establish "substantial compliance" with the 
approved farm management plan. 

The following section of this decision will discuss the dwelling approval validation 
criteria set forth in 11.15.2031 (B). 

MUL TNOMAH COUNTY HEARINGS OFFICER DECISION 
October 16, 1998 

PRE 4-98 and PRE 5-98 
Page 8 



A. Dwelling Approval Validation 

11.15.2031 Dwelling Approval Validation 

Approvals described in MCC .2030(8) shall continue to be valid if: 

* * * 

(8) The property owner applies for a determination of substantial compliance with the approved farm management plan. That determination shall be initiated and processed as follows: 

( 1) Application shall be made on appropriate forms and filed with the Planning Director prior to two years after the effective date of this Ordinance; 

Staff Comments as to applications PRE 4..,98 and 5..,98: The Dwelling Approval Validation ordinance provisions became effective May 4, 1998, 30 days after adoption by the Board of County Commissioners. The applications were filed on the appropriate forms on May 8, 1998. 

Hearing Officer: The evidence on this issue is undisputed, I find that the applicant made timely application on appropriate forms for both PRE 4-98 and 5-98. 

(2) The Planning Director shall find substantial compliance with the approved farm management plan, based on evidence provided by the applicant, if the activities provided for in the first two years of the farm management plan have been implemented. 

Staff: The applicant's submittals described the measures taken to substantially comply with the management activities for the first two years as set out in the plan. A copy of the approved plan is included in the file exhibits. The plan is actually a 1 0-year plan, with a pre-planting soil conditioning phase in the year prior to planting. The "year 1" activities listed in the plan are therefore actually the second year management activities. 

At the hearing, the staff discussed the "substantial compliance" standard. Staff stated that the Courity does not consider the substantial compliance requirement a strict compliance standard. The applicant had implemented the activities generally described in the first two years of the farm plan. 
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Staff had also viewed the trees after planting and stated that the trees had survived the summer and were growing. 

Issues Raised by Appellants: 

Was the number of trees planted sufficient to establish substantial compliance · with the approved farm plan for PRE 5-98? 

The appellants contend that the farm plan requires the pla.nting of 9,000 trees on 6 acres in the first 2 plan years for parcel 2. 7,000 trees were planted on 4 acres of parcel two, as that parcel is now configured. 

Appellants also argue that a plan approved under 1989 standards can not be reapportioned to accommodate new lot lines. Appellants contend that the planting does not comply with the plan and can not support a finding of substantial compliance unless, at least 9,000 trees spread over at least six acres of parcel two as that parcel is now configured has occurred. 

The applicant submitted credible evidence indicating that 21 ,000 trees were planted (the number called for in the farm plan). The trees were planted in the exact locations called for in the 1989 approved farm management plan. The plan called for planting approximately 12,000 Christmas trees on parcel 1 and 9,000 trees on parcel 2, as those lots were configured in 1989. The trees were planted in accordance at the locations specified in the plan. The trees were planted in the projected numbers for each parcel as those parcels were described and configured in 1989. As the result of a 1995 lot line adjustment, the parcels were reconfigured, resulting in 14,000 trees on parcel 1 and 7,000 trees on parcel 2 as those lots are now configured. 

The lot line adjustment did not amend, modify or alter the approved farm management plan. The applicant has established substantial compliance with the approved farm plan both as to the number and location of trees planted. 

Was there substantial Evidence of Implementation of Pre-planting Activities? 

The appellants contend that there is no substantial evidence indicating that the described pre-planting activities were carried out. 

Substantial evidence is evidence a reasonable person would rely on in reaching a decision. Brandt vs. Marion Co., 23 Or LUBA 316 (1992). In a case where the relevant facts are not in dispute, the choice between different 
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reasonable conclus.ions based on evidence in the record belongs to the County. Dority Ill vs. Clackamas Co., 23 Or LUBA 384 (1992). 

The appellants contend that the cancelled check to Chaparral Reforestation is insufficient to establish that pre-planting activity occurred on the site. Appellants also contend that the BTN statement only addresses only herbicides not the balance of planned pre-planting activities. 

At the hearing, the appellants did not present any evidence directly contradicting the factual evidence submitted by applicants. Rather, the appellants chose to question the adequacy and accuracy of the information presented by the applicants. 

Christopher Foster testified in regards to pre-planting activities carried on by the applicant. Mr. Foster questioned whether the applicants had adequately prepared the soil and fully complied with the farm plan pre-planting requirements. However, when I asked Mr. Foster if he had any direct knowledge if any of the activities had occurred to not, or the manner in which the soil had been prepared, he indicated he did not. He simply doubted th~t the applicant had actually done all the work claimed. 

The. applicant's farm management plan is general in nature. The plan lists the type location and quantity of crops needed, and then analyzes the financial viability of the plan. 

The anticipated work schedule for the first two years of the plan was to prepare for planting and plant the seedlings.· The applicant states in the plan: 

"The ground to be planted with Noble fir seedlings is already 
cleared, but must be prepared in the year before planting. As 
outlined on the cost sheet, there will be some leveling, spraying, 
plowing and cultivating, and subsoiling to 18 inches. The 
spraying may be done by backpack_ or by helicopter." 

The plan contemplated "some" leveling, spraying, plowing and cultivating and subsoiling. There is no indication that all of these tasks were required for the entire acreage to be planted. The basic plan has been accomplished, under a somewhat compressed time line. 

The written materials submitted by applicant, together with the credible testimony does provide substantial evidence that pre-planting activity occurred. The written and oral testimony by appellants is not sufficient to 
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controvert the substantial evidence submitted by applicant. The substantial compliance standard is not a strict compliance standard. The substantial evidence presented by applicant does demonstrate that there is substantial compliance with the farm management plan. 

(3) If the applicant applies for a dwelling location other than that approved by the management plan or an approved and active lot line adjustment, the new location shall: 
(a) Satisfy all applicable setback and siting standards including MCC 

.2016, MCC.6400 through .6425, MCC .6700 through .6735, and 
MCC 9.40, and 

(b) Be on a portion of the property with a soil classification of no higher 
value than the original approved location. 

Staff Comments as to PRE 4-98: The subject parcel has an approved and active lot line adjustment, which is described in Exhibit A2. The applicant states that either the dwelling location of the original parcel 1 or the location shown in the lot line adjustment may be used for the dwelling location. 

Staff Comments as to PRE 5-98: The subject parcel has an approved and active lot line adjustment, which is described in Exhibit A2 of the Staff Report. The applicant states that either the dwelling location of the original parcel 2 or the location shown in the lot line adjustment may be used for the dwelling location. 

B. Quasi-Judicial Framework Plan Policies 

The appellants have not challenged the staff findings in relation to the Comprehensive Plan policies discussed by staff in the decisions on appeal. Accordingly, I will adopt staff's findings in relation to the Framework Plan Policies for both decisions by this reference herein. 

CONCLUSION 

Based on the findings and the substantial evidence cited or referenced herein, I conclude that both applications satisfy all applicable approval criteria, subject to the conditions of approval set forth below. Neither Ordinance 903 or the dwelling validation approvals issued thereunder implicate the Statewide Planning Goals 
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because the dwelling validation does not approve a new use or otherwise alter the land use approval issued in 1989 pursuant to an acknowledged land use regulation. The Planning Director's approvals of PRE 4-98 and PRE 5-98, finding substantial compliance with an approved farm management plan, is affirmed and the appeal of· 
those decisions is denied. 

Conditions of Approval: 

A. PRE 4-98 
1. The applicant or property owner shall satisfy the prov1s1ons of MCC 11.15.2031 (B)(6) for obtaining a Building Permit. Failure to follow the procedures for obtaining a Building Permit, and for keeping it valid, will result in voiding of 

this decision. 

2. The applicant shall demonstrate that stormwater runoff generated from develop­
ment of the parcel will be controlled on site prior to approval of the building permit. 

3. The property owner shall obtain a fire and life safety review prior to final Building Permit approval. 

B. PRE 5-98 

1 . The applicant or property owner shall satisfy the prov1s1ons of MCC 
11.15.2031 (B)(6) for obtaining a Building Permit. Failure to follow the procedures for obtaining a Building Permit, and for keeping it valid, will result in voiding of this decision. 

2. The applicant shall demonstrate that stormwater runoff generated from develop­
ment of the parcel will be controlled on site prior to approval of the building permit. 

3. The property owner shall obtain a fire and life safety review prior to final Building Permit approval. 

IT IS SO ORDERED, this 16th day of October, 1998. 

JOAN M. CHAMBERS, Hearings Officer 
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Attachment to Notice of Review of the Hearings Officer's Decision 
in Pre 4-98 and 5-98 mailed to parties October 20, 1998. 

7. On what grounds do you claim status as a party pursuant to MCC 11.15.8225? 

As provided by MCC 11.15.8225(A)(2) and (B), appellants appeared before the 
Hearings Officer, in person and in writing on September 16, 1998, and 
"demonstrat[ed] to the approval authority at its hearing ... that they could be 
aggrieved or have interests adversely affected by the decision." A statement 
supporting standing was submitted to the Hearings Officer and not disputed or 
rejected (September l61

h testimony, pages 17-20). 

8. Grounds for Reversal of Decision ... : 

a. Nine year old unimplemented permits for "dwellings customarily provided in 
conjunction with farm use", which were never implemented, are decided to be 
valid without determination of sufficient farming to justify farm dwellings, as 
required by current OAR 660-33-135 or MCC 11.15.2010(D). 

b. Alternatively, if the Board holds that determination of adequate farming is not 
subject to these current county or state standards, then the applications must be 
judged by the standards for farming activity that were in effect in 1989, the year of 
the original applications for the uni~plemented permits. There is no evidence of 
compliance with former criteria, including OAR 660-05-030( 4) ( ef. 5-7 -86) which 
requires that "the day-to-day activities on the subject land be principally directed 
to the farm use of the land". The decision makes no findings on this issue. 

c. The evidence in the record is insufficient to prove substantial compliance with 
the approved farm management plans, as required by MCC 11.15.2031(B). 
Uncontradicted evidence provided by the applicant proves the contrary. 
Substantial compliance is defined by MCC 11.15.203l(B)(2) as achieved when 
"the activities provided for in the first two years of the farm management plan 
have been implemented". The Hearings Officer substituted a subjective and vague 
definition that, at most, requires significantly less than the undemanding 
requirement of the code. As applied, it accepts whatever an applicant has done, 

· without considering if there was implementation of the actual elements of the farm 
plan. 

d. The Hearings Officer did not make findings of compliance with statewide goals 
as required by ORS 197.625, based on an incorrect conclusion that no statewide 
land use goal is implicated by unacknowledged MCC 11.15.2031. 
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Attachment to Notice of Review of the Hearings Officer's Decision 
in Pre 5-98 mailed to parties October 20, 1998. 

Appeal is filed as a precaution: 

On this same date, appellants filed a single Notice of Review concerning both PRE 
4-98 and 5-98. Most of the issues in both cases are identical, and the one issue 
directly concerning only one of the cases, planting of enough trees on in PRE 5-
98, also involves tree planting requirements in PRE 4-98 and the applicant's claim 
that there is only one farm plan with one tree planting requirement that applies to 
the two parcels involved in PRE 4-98 and 5-98 respectively. 

During the September 161
h hearing before the Hearings Officer, appellants 

requested that, if practical, the Hearings Officer issue only one decision for both 
cases. The purpose of the request was explained as being to enable the losing 
party to file only one appeal, thus escaping some of the burden of two appeals. 
The Hearings Officer did not then reply, but did, in fact, issue a single decision for 
both cases. Only a small part of the 13 page decision concerns only one case or 
the other. The rest concerns both cases. Paragraphs l.A. and l.B. on page 4 
concern the cases separately, but the language is identical, except for respective 
references to parcel I and parcel2. Four paragraphs on page 10 addressing 
number of trees planted concern compliance in PRE 5-98, but the paragraphs also 
make a finding that depends on the total number of trees and location of planting 
on both parcels. Three conditions on page 13, are separately applied to each 
parcel, but are identically worded for both parcels. 

After the single appeal of both cases was filed, staff telephoned appellant Rochlin, 
and indicated the arguable need to file a separate appeal for each case. Appellants 
believe that the two cases are so nearly identical, and so closely intertwined where 
they are not, that it would be unnecessary and without purpose to consider the 
appeals in separate procedures. (The Hearings Officer held only one hearing on 
appeals of both cases, and there was no objection.) To require separate appeals of 
her single decision on both cases, which must reasonably be considered and 
decided in one proceeding, is to put form above substance, and to serve no 
purpose, but to incidentally require filing of a separate fee of $530. 

Appellants request that the Board of Commissioners to decide that, under the 
particular facts of this matter, the appeal of both cases in one Notice of Review is 
sufficient. If the Board so decides, a refund of the filing fee in this case is 
requested. 

If the Board rules that two appeals are needed, then: by this filing, appellants 
request that the first appeal, filed for both cases, be considered to concern only 
PRE 4-98. 
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7. On what grounds do you claim status as a party pursuant to MCC 11.15.8225? 

As provided by MCC 11.15.8225(A)(2) and (B), appellants appeared before the 
Hearings Officer, in person and in writing on September 16, 1998, and 
"demonstrat[ed] to the approval authority at its hearing ... that they could be 
aggrieved or have interests adversely affected by the decision." A statement 
supporting standing was submitted to the Hearings Officer and not disputed or 
rejected (September 161

h testimony, pages 17 -20). 

8. Grounds for Reversal of Decision ... : 

a. A nine year old unimplemented permit for a "dwelling customarily provided in 
conjunction with farm use", which was never implemented, is decided to be valid 
without determination of sufficient farming to justify a farm dwelling, as required 
by current OAR 660-33-135 or MCC 11.15.2010(D). 

b. Alternatively, if the Board holds that determination of adequate farming is not 
subject to these current county or state standards, then the application must be 
judged by the standards for farming activity that were in effect in 1989, the year of 
the original application for the unimplemented permit. There is no evidence of 
compliance with former criteria, including OAR 660-05-030( 4) ( ef. 5-7 -86) which 
requires that "the day-to-day activities on the subject land be principally directed 
to the farm use of the land". The decision makes no findings on this issue. 

c. The evidence in the record is insufficient to prove substantial compliance with 
the approved farm management plan, as required by MCC 11.15.2031(B). 
Uncontradicted evidence provided by the applicant proves the contrary. 
Substantial compliance is defined by MCC 11.15.2031(B)(2) as achieved when 
"the activities provided for in the first two years of the farm management plan 
have been implemented". The Hearings Officer substituted a subjective and vague 
definition that, at most, requires significantly less than the undemanding 
requirement of the code. As applied, it accepts whatever an applicant has done, 
without considering if there was implementation of the actual elements of the farm 
plan. 

d. The Hearings Officer did not make findings of compliance with statewide goals 
as required by ORS 197.625, based on an incorrect conclusion that no statewide 
land use goal is implicated by unacknowledged MCC 11.15.2031. 

2 of2 
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Chuck Beasley, Planner 
2115 SE Morrison St. 
Portland, OR 97214 

October 26, 1998 

Arnold Rochlin 
P.O. Box 83645 
Portland, OR 97283-0645 
289-2657 

Re. PRE 4-98-Notice of Review filed for both PRE 4-98 and PRE 5-98 
and separate Notice of Review filed for PRE 5-98. 

The is to inform you that we have filed a separate notice of review for PRE 5-98, as we 
discussed earlier today. 

If the BCC allows the single appeal for both cases, we request a refund of the PRE 5-98 
filing fee, after the Board's ruling. 

Otherwise, we request that you consider this letter as amending the appeal filed for both 
cases to apply to only PRE 4-98. 

1 



O'DONNELL 
RAM IS 
CREW 
CORRIGAN & 
BACHRACH LLP 

A TIORNEYS AT LAW 

1727 N.W. Hoyt Street 
Portland, Oregon 97209 

(503) 222-4402 
Fax: (503) 243-2944 

JEFF H. BACHRACH 

MARK L. BUSCH 

KELLYW.G. CLARK 

D. DANIEL CHANDLER++ 

DOMINIC G. COLLETTA" 

CHARLES E. CORRIGAl~' 

STEPHEN F. CREW 

MARTIN C. DOLAN 

GARY FIRESTONE' 

WILLIAM E. GAAR' 

G. FRANK HAMMOND' 

MALCOLM JOHNSON' 

MARK P. O'DONNELL 

T. CHAD PLASTER' 

TIMOTHY V. RAMIS 

WILLIAM J. STALNAKER 

ANDREW H. STAMP 

BARTON J. WACHSTETER 

JA1\1ES M. COLEMAN 

SPECIAL COUNSEL 

SOUTHWEST 
WASHINGTON OFFICE 
First Independent Place 

1220 Main Street, Suite 451 

Vancouver, Washington 

98660-2964 

(360) 699-7287 

Fax: (360) 699-7221 

Via Fax No. 248-3389 and Regular Mail 

h County 
Departme t ofEnvironmental Services 
Transporta "on and Land Use Planning Division 
2115 SE Mo rison Street 

n 97214-2865 

Re: Western States Development Corporation, PRE 4-98 and 5-98-
Extension of 150 Day Time Period 

Dear Mr. Beasley: 

As you know, Messers. Rochlin and Foster have appealed the Hearings 
Officer's decision in PREs 4-98 and 5-98. Currently, the public hearing is 
scheduled for November 10, 1998. Due to scheduling conflicts, we request 
that this hearing be continued until December 10, 1998. Pursuant to ORS 
215.428(4), we agree to extend the 150 day time period for 30 days, from 
November 10, 1998, to and including December 10, 1998. 

A written response confirming the terms of this extension is appreciated. 

AHS/jlk 

cc: Kevin Bender 
Arnold Rochlin 
Christopher Foster 
Jef!)f. Bachrach 

Sincerely, 

~t(Yt, 
Andrew H. Stamp 

~rk, Board of County Commissioners 
C:lorcc\JLK\JHB\ Western States\beasleyltr3. wpd 

*Also Admitted To Practice In Washington **Also Admitted To Practice In California 

++Also Admitted To Practice In Washington and Montana 



MEETING DATE: NOV 0 5 1998 
AGENDA NO: R-t.f 
ESTIMATED START TIME: Cf, 50 

(Above Space for Board Clerk's Use ONLY) 

AGENDA PLACEMENT FORM 

SUBJECT~ Authorizing Multnomah County to act as a co-convener of the 
Central City Summit of 1998 and approving a contribution of$5,000 

BOARD BRIEFING: DATE REQUESTED~: ____________________ __ 
REQUESTED BY~: ______________________ __ 
AMOUNT OF TIME NEEDED'-: ______________ _ 

REGULAR MEETING: DATEREQUESTED~:O=c=ro=b=er~2~9~·~19=9=8~----------

AMOUNT OF TIME NEEDED: 10 minutes 

DEPARTMENT:Non-Dep't'l DIVISION:Commissioner Linn 

CONTACT:Ramsav Weit TELEPHONE #=:2'-.!..48~--=-5.!....:::13~7--~-------
BLDG/ROOM #~: ________________ _ 

PERSON(S) MAKING PRESENT A TION:Ruth Scott. Ass'n for Portland Progress 

ACTION REQUESTED: 

[ 1 INFORMATIONAL ONLY [ 1 POLICY DIRECTION [ x 1 APPROVAL [ 1 OTHER 

SUGGESTED AGENDA TITLE: 

Authorizing Multnomah County to act as a co-convener of the Central City Summit 
of 1998 and approving a contribution of $5,000 

l 'lot\l\f, C.O~t.~ 4-o C.0MM~c:.,csro~ Cif~L.~...::> 

....... J; 

UIRED: ~~ ;, 
ELECTED OFFICIAL.~: ..J.....,.....£J~~~~~~~~--------------....::L---f:s~!2:lt..__ 
(OR) 
DEPARTMENT 

MANAGER.~:------------------------------------------------

2/97 



Diane Linn, Multnomah County Commissioner 
DISTRICT ONE 

SUPPLEMENTAL STAFF REPORT 

TO: Board of County Commissioners 

FROM: 

DATE: 

RE: 

Commissioner Linn 

October 29, 1998 

Authorizing Multnomah County to act as a co-convener of the 
Central City Summit of 1998 and approving a contribution of $5,000 

1. Recommendation/ Action Requested: 

Expression of the Board's support for the Central City Summit and a contribution 
to the cost of the event. 

2. Background/ Analysis: 

As a part of celebrating the 25 year history of the Downtown Plan, the Association 
of Portland Progress has organized the Summit to revisit the vision for Portland's 
Downtown with a view toward what we want to Downtown to be like in the next 
25 years., The Summit will invite leaders from throughout the community to 
participate. 

3. Financial Impact: 

The Association has asked Multnomah County to assist with the cost of the event 
by contributing $5,000. 

4. Legal Issues: 

None of which we are aware. 

1120 S.W. Fifth Ave., Suite 1500, Portland, Oregon 97204 
"Primed on recycled paper" Phone: (503) 248-5220, FAX: (503) 248-5440, E-Mail: diane.m.linn@ co.multnomah.or.us 



5. Controversial Issues: 

None of which we are aware. 

6. Link to Current County Policies: 

The future of Downtown Portland is a ctitical component of the County;s strategic 
planning for creating strong communities, providing employment opportunities, 
and maintaining a diverse cultural environment. 

7. Citizen Participation: 

The Summit is designed to feature the participation of Portland citizens, and 250 
people, including 90 students from the government class at Franklin High School, 
have been involved in nine preliminary work groups setting the agenda for the 
one-day meeting November 19, 1998. 

8. Other Government Participation: 

Portland State University, the City of Portland, Metro, and the State of Oregon are 
also conveners. 
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON 

RESOLUTION NO. 98-177 

Authorizing Multnomah County to act as a Co-convener of the Central City 
Summit of 1998 and Approving a Contribution of$5,000 

The Multnomah County Board of Commissioners Finds: 

a. Downtown Portland, Oregon enjoys a well-deserved reputation as one of 
America's most dynamic central cities, thanks in large part to the concerned 
citizens who created and implemented the Downtown Plan 25 years ago~ 

b. A strong doWntown benefits all citizens of Multnomah County, and there is a 
countywide commitment to plan for the next 25 years, based on a vision of 
the Portland we want to leave as a legacy to our children. 

· c. The Central City Summit presents an opportunity to create that vision during 
a one-day gathering of past, present, and future leaders from throughout the 
region and state to explore key issues and devise strategies. 

d. The mission of the Summit is to revitalize and renew. the vision for central 
Portland; to solidify leadership and commitment to the central city; and to 
draw public attention to the actions required. 

e. The Association of Portland Progress, Portland State University, the City of 
Portland, Metro, and the State of Oregon are announced conveners of the 
Central City Summit. 

The Multnomah County Board of Commissioners Resolves: 

1. Multnomah County and its citizens must act to develop a 25-year vision for 
Downtown Portland, and all citizens are encouraged to become involved in 
the Central City Summit scheduled for November 19, 1998. 

1 of 2 - RESOLUTION 



-------------~~~------

2. Multnomah County, in the interest of promoting the health of its economic 
and political center, will act as a co-convener of the Summit and contribute 
$5,000 toward the event. 

-~ .. 

REVIEWED: 

Thomas Sponsler, County Counsel 
For Multnomah County, Oregon 

By!J£~klr 
ThomasSponsl~o~ 

2 of 2 - RESOLUTION 



CEN.TRAL. CITY SUMMIT 

Deliberating Our Destiny 

Downtown Portland enjoys a well deserved reputation as one of America's most 
dynamic central cities, thanks to concerned citizens who created and implemented the 
Downtown Plan 25 years ago. While we have achieved and even surpassed that 
vision, we can't rest on our collective laurels. It is time to envision the Portland we want 
to enjoy for the next 25 years - the city we want to leave our. children. 

Summit Mission: To revitalize and renew the regional vision for central Portland; to 
solidify leadership and commitment to the central city in the context of a rapiqly 
changing region; to draw public attention to necessary actions; and to establish a 
permanent institution to keep the vision aiive. 

Summit Charge: To develop an agenda for shaping the next 25 years of central city 
growth and development that: · · 

• Builds on the legacy of Portland metropolitan area and Downtown Plan 
accomplishments; 

• Is based on a critical appraisal of current conditions and trends; and · 
• Leads to strategic actions that can result in both a stronger central city and a 

stronger region. 

Description: A one-day gathering of past, present, and future leaders from through­
out the region and !)tate to explore issues and devise strategies to ensure that central 
Portland achieves its designated place in regional visions over the next 25 years. 

··Conveners: Association for Portland Progress, Portland State University, City of 
Portland, Metro, Multnomah County, and the State of Oregon. 

Stakeholders: Local, regional, state and federal governments, surrounding 
communities, environmental and neighborhood advocates, developers, lenders, 
industry and education, plus downtown's primary users, including employees, property 
owners, workers, retail and service businesses, as well as visitors. 

Charge to Idea Groups: The central city's future success depends on engaged 
people and businesses, efficient and memorable places, and community activities. Nine 
idea groups of community leaders have been meeting to brainstortq the essential 
qualities of the central city, to guide research and to ensure active implementation. 
They are investigating these areas prior to the. Summit: leadership and participation; 
jobs and economy; social issues; transportation; urban design; environment; housing & 
the 24-hour city; arts and culture; and future speculation. 

PEOPLE 

• Leadership and Participation. What kind of leadership do we need? How do the 
roles of l~aders today compare to 25 years ago? What is and can be done to 
nurture the next generation of leaders? Wha' kinds of regional relationships need 
to be cultivated for central city initiatives and leaders to be successful? 

' . . 

• Jobs and Economy. What are central city's regional and international competitive 
advantages? What linkages do or should exist between the economy of the central 
city and that of the metropolitan area? What constitutes "health" for the central city 
economy? · 

(over) 



• Social and Educational Issues. What kinds of commitments must be honored and need to 
be made to ensure that central city development does not occur at the expense of those least 
able to cope with change? How can the central city emerge as a model community for the next 
century, one that thrives because of its economic, social, racial, and generational diversity? 

PLACES 

• Transportation. What can the central city do to make the most of the opportunities afforded by 
the region's transit system, including rail, bus, taxi, water taxi, etc.? How might telecommuting 
affect transportation issues and plans? What are the central city's transportation "competitive 
advantages" and how can we strategically build on them? 

• Urban Design. How can the future development of the central city become known as a source 
for innovative, cutting-edge approaches to urban design both in this region and internationally? 
What does it mean to make a truly urban place in this landscape? How can urban efforts 
leverage more for other central city objectives? 

• Environment. How will the endangered species act change our approach to central city and 
regional development? How can central city links to the natural landscape of the region and the 
Pacific Northwest be retained, enhanced, and leveraged for other objectives? How can this 
central city emerge as a national model for central city development that enhances and sustains 
environmental quality? 

ACTIVITIES 

• Housing and the 24-Hour City. What can be done to advance this objective in already 
developed parts of the central city? What would success look like? Will the development of 
new neighborhoods to the north and south of the west side, central city core be sufficient to 
advance this notion? 

• Arts and Culture. What is the central city's unique niche in regional arts and cultural activities? 
How can that niche be realized to its fullest potential? What are the essential qualities of arts 
and culture in this region and the central city? 

• Future Speculation. What will be the role for this central city one hundred years from now? If 
we want to be known as an innovative region, how would we build an innovative place in the 

central city? What does it take for a place to last 1 000 years, and should any aspect of 
downtown (structures, urban form, role in the region, etc.) last half that long? 

PROCESS: Each group will meet four times: 

• Meeting One - members met in late Summer with the researchers to review the research 
report charge. In general, each issue will be described by the final research report that outlines 
the role in the region for the central city in the issue being examined, changes in the issue since 
1972, trends, and future challenges and opportunities. 

• Meeting Two - members are meeting in September to review a near-final draft of the research 
report and to help organize the agenda. 25 key participants will be identified for each panel, 
and recruited to attend the Summit. Event sessions should be in workshop format, 
emphasizing hands-on, interactive opportunities for attendees and the production of a product. 

• Meeting Three - the Summit, where issue panel workshops will be held to identify agenda 
elements. The agenda will include some kind of framing presentation at the outset, the idea 
group workshops, an "inspirational/big picture" speaker at lunch, and then the formation of the 
agenda in the afternoon through reports from the workshops and a response panel representing 
the past, present, and future. 

• Meeting Four- members will meet in early 1999 to review the products from the Summit and 
to identify a charge to be transmitted to the Institute. For this to be worthwhile, we will need to 
identify a "board" for the Institute that should include the chairs of the panels/workshops, the 
steering committee for the 251

h Anniversary, and perhaps others. 

We expect 350-400 community leaders and citizen activists to attend the Summit, November 19. 
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g lS YEARS OF PROGRESS~ 

CHAIR: 

Pat Harrington 

COMMITTEE: 

Robert Bailey 
Jane Beebe 
Lyn Bonyhadi 
John Buchanan 
Bill Bulick 
James Canfield 
Gail Chehak · 
Ginny Cooper 
Chris D' Arcy 
James DePriest 
Carol Edelman 
Kristy Edmunds 
Chuck Elfred 
Kristina Fritz 
Charles Froelick 
Jose Gonzalez 
Peter Gray 
Margo Jacobson 
Walter Jaftee 
Linda Johnson 
Rocky Johnson 
Kathleen Johnson-Kuhn. 
Katherine Kanjo 
Pat LaCrosse 
Mike Lindberg 
Eloise MacMurray 
Tony Marquis 
Alice McCartor 
Jim Neill 
Sondra Pearlman 
John Pihas 
Cecily Quintana 
Chris Riley 
Marv Ruble 
Tracy Savage 
David SchitT 
Harriet Sherburne 
Eric Shriner 
Bruce Smith 
Barbara Steinteld 
Caroline Swanson 
Robert Sylvester 
Carol Trifle 
Gus VanSant 
Gayle Vines 
Christopher Zinn 

FACILITATOR: 

Brian Scott 

CENTRAL CITY 

SUMMIT: 

DELIBERA T/N(i 

OUR DESTINY 

Thursday 

Central City Summit Idea Group Notes 

ARTS &_CULTURE 

September 29, 1998 

RE-CAP 

• What is downtown by cultural niche or geography?- Geographically, central city is 
broader than just downtown - includes OMS! 

• Look at major institutions and their role in the arts community 
• Increase awareness of culturally diverse programs in the arts 
• Goals of education need to be more specific; integrating arts and ~ducation needs to 

be more proactively written 
• Funding for Big 4 vs. other cultural institutions; support non-mainstream art 

REVIEW OF KEY THEMES 

• Arts confers excitement to the central city 
• Value the individual artists, their role and unique perspective-- not just the institutions 
• Improve existing eyesores - continue creating new works 
• Encourage artists to do something to make our nightscape even more exciting 
• Major urban university - at the heart of an artistic renaissance would be a world class 

art school, a conservatory or academy, a way for artists to teach 
• Increase artists role in urban design - collaboration of architects and artists 
• Integrate artists in residence - enrich surroundings 
• Encourage arts as driving force in the subgroups of the community, not a separate 

entity 
• Arts education as a core value from K-12 through higher learning institutions 
• Improvement (economically and artistically) ofbig institutions 
• Serious, stable funding for the arts- raise to infrastructure level 

MAJOR THEMES IN NEXT 25 YEARS 

• The role of the arts in Portland as a key to becoming a world-class, international city 
• Private and Public programs to require resident artists 
• Accessibility to downtown, connectivity of central city to neighborhoods & region 
• Integrate youth, showcase new talent - create a place outside of school to perform and 

view the arts 
• Larger world-class museum, as well as smaller, family-oriented and mobile museums 
• Funding- need public/private partnerships to help build arts community 
• Increase quality of livability in Portland through arts: create dialogue, attract business 

development/job creation, improve education 
• Appropriate state~of-the-art facilities to accommodate the arts 

Nov. 19. 1998 
7:30am -3:00 pm 

The Governor Hotel 
611 SW lOth Avenue '-------------- www.downtownportland.org/summit 



CHAIR: 

Mike Faha 

COMMITTEE: 

Jeff Allen 
Bill Annen 
Dean Apostol 
Hank Ashforth 
Bill Becker 
Ken Bierly 
Charlie Ciecko 
Linda Dobson 
Sue Donaldson 
Paul Fishman 
Richard Glick 
Sean Hogan 
Mike Houck 
Chas. Jordan 
David Judd 
Heather Nelson Kent 
Gil Latz 
Tom Lipton 
Langdon Marsh 
Jack McGowan 
Lisa Naito 
Jim Owens 
Jeff Schnabel 
Rick Schulberg 
Susan Stone 
Bruce Warner 
Mike Zilis 

FACILITATOR: 

Brian Scott 

CENTRAL CITY 

SUMMIT: 
DELIBERATING 

OUR DESTINY 

Thursday 

Central City Summit Idea Group Notes 

ENVIRONMENT 

October 1, 1998 

DEFINITION 

Measurable standards for environmental issues 
DRAFT 

CHANGES 

• Greater demand for environmental quality and aesthetics 
• Higher level of interaction with environment 
• Environmental experience 
• Greater appreciation for environmental quality 
• A stronger environmental ethic 
• Greater demand/use of open space 
• Park development hasn't kept pace w/central city use (compared to the rest of the 

city}i.e.; ratio of open space to people has declined; central city 
• Central city is park deficient, as well as all of Portland by national standards 
• Level of maintenance has declined, despite increased use 
• Increased demand for natural resources 
• Definition of livability and role of open space/environment in a growing, more den~e 

urban area; integration of the environment as critical to livability 
• Link between more housing and open space 
• Integrate environmental concerns into all themes and include in preamble 
• Livability: 

* Urban design is more than the built environment; nexus of natural and built 
environment 

* Need citizen involvement in environmental ethic in an everyday way; civic 
infrastructure 

* Greening: living green; urban forest, eco-roofs, water quality, open space, 
enhancing the landscape, more plant material, enviro-ethic, evaluation tools 

* Result: cooling, air quality, water quality 
• Downtown is used by wildlife 
• Quality of water as it enters and leaves the central city 
• What lives downtown, what will? 
• What energy and materials will it take to sustain the central city environment? 
• Day lighting streams 
• Restoration; not just protecting, but creating green 
• Need more technical information 

THE NEXT 25 YEARS 

• Integrate natural areas, parks & open spaces as a fundamental ingredient of livability 
• Work with downtown as an ecosystem that is part of a larger whole 

Nov. 19, 1998 
7:30am-3:00pm 

The Governor Hotel 
611 SW 10th Avenue '------------ www.downtownportland.org/summit 



CHAIR: 

Arnold Cogan 

CoMMITTEE: 

Steve Ames 
Karen Anderegg 
Greg Baldwin 
Tom Brugerre 
Candice Cappeli 
Dick Clark 
Debi Coleman 
Ann Gardner 
Neil Goldschmidt 

·John Graham 
Michael Grant 
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Midge Graybeal 
Steve Gregg 
Tim Grewe 
Charlie Hales 
Eric Hovee 
1. Isaac 
Gregg Kantor 
Vera Katz 
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Bob Stacey 
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Will Vinton 
Ed Whitelaw 
Karen Whitman 
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Brian Scott 

CENTRAL CiTY 
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OUR DESTINY 

Thursday 

~ ..... .. 
0 ... 
z 
;: 
0 

Central City Summit Idea Group Notes 

FUTURE SPECULATION 

September 17, 1998 

ISSUES OF CONCERN TO THE CENTRAL CITY IF IT IS GOING TO 

FLOURISH OVER THE NEXT 25 YEARS 

• Compartmentalized thinking/planning 
• Economic analysis ~ Economic issue are as important as they were in 1972 

• What happens if we hit a recession? 
• National return to cities 
• Price: how much are we willing to pay for values if it's more expensive? 

• This list isn't an "exploit opportunities list" 
• Where is the "first class" university - political issue with state system of higher ed. 

• Restructuring of corporations 
• Aging population: baby boomer retirees 
• Unlike other places, core is livable; edges are deteriorating (i.e. deteriorating housing stock) 

• Central City is also critical to the "City of Portland" as well as region 

• Threats to city are threats to Central City 
• Close-in neighborhoods are getting more expensive 
• OPENSPACE 
• Freeway capping should proceed 
• Roofs; green/storm water detention; refuge 
• Need to create a greater mix of uses throughout downtown 
• BURNSIDE SHOULD BE A GREAT BOULEY ARD 
• River front could be much more economic and fun than just grass - pedestrian bridge with 

shops 
• Transportation is critical to higher education 
• RIVER AND RIVER FRONT 
• Importance of indigenous neighborhood services 
• Importance of social support network 
• For jobs: downtown declining; For neighborhoods, downtown is booming 

• Is downtown great and sucking up too many resources, or does it need more attention? 

• IS TECHNOLOGY ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED IN THEMES? WE MUST TAKE 

ADVANTAGE OF TECHNOLOGICAL ADVANCES 
• We need to think ahead about pedestrian/open space/light impacts of a really BIG project 

• Are we planning for great walking streets? 
• ''Hub" as partner w/ specialized "spokes" 
• Housing needs to go higher, which will require subsidy for middle income housing; also 

requires open space 
• Redevelopment of central east side 

UNIVERSITY- PSU CAN'T DO IT ALONE~ MUST WORK W/ PCC, MHCC, CFCC; PSU 

NEEDS HELP BEING ENTREPENURIAL; BUILD STRONG CONNECTION BETWEEN 

PSU AND OHSU; PHYSICAL CONNECTION BETWEEN UNIVERSITY AND 

DOWNTOWN; PSU AS MAJOR INSTITUTION IN STATE 

Nov. 19, 1998 
7:30 am -3:00 pm 

The Governor Hotel 
611 SW lOth Avenue ~._ ____________ www.downtownportland.org/summit 



" ;: iiiiiiiiiii •lllillllll .... 
N >-
"- ~ 

"' 0 
z 
~ 
0.. 

CHAIR: 

Erik Sten 

COMMI1TEE: 

Bob Ames 
Baruti Artharee 
Helen Barney 
Scott Barrie 
Ron Beltz 
Dave Benedict 
David Bragdon 
Terry Brandt 
Loulie Brown 
Rich Brown 

0.. 

Susan Emmons 
Greg Goodman 
Patrick Gortmaker 
Richard Harris 
Suenn Ho 
Lisa Home· 

· Gretchen Kafoury 
Julie Leuvrey 
A very Loch en 
Mike McMenamin 
Ed McNamara 
Lynn Musoff 
Pat Prendergast 
Deborah Saweuyer-Parks 
John Simmons 
Dick Singer 
Dee Walsh 
Ed Washington 
Polly Welch 
Denny West 
Homer Williams 
Brian Wilson 
Heidi Yorkshire 

_.fACILITATOR: 
-·Brian Scott 

CENTRAl. CITY 

SUMMIT: 

DELIBERA TIN(; 

OUR DESTINY 

Thursday 

Central City Summit Idea Group Notes 

HOUSING &24 HOUR CITY 

September 28, 1998 

RECAP 

• o·evelopment opportunities; are they affordable? 

• More detailed focus on micro-areas .of Central City housing; individual districts 

• Services for residents are important if people are to live in the Central City 

• Need schools, goods & services supportive to families and kids 

• Funding and support- Leverage private investment? Public sector's role? 

• Think about housing as part of the community's infrastructure, like roads and rail 

• Need for land assembly 

• Encourage transit oriented development in order to expand Central City 

development pattern 

• Deal with brownfields so larger inner city parcels can be developed 

• Pull other neighborhoods into the 24-hour Central City through transit; make 

"interesting" housing available in immediate neighborhoods 

• Entertainment, shopping, events need service workers to maintain a 24 hour city; 

need affordable "worker" housing for middle income 

• River as a focal point of the Central City 

• Clean up: make properties more attractive 

• Incentives for developers to remember environmental concerns 

• Bring in "big box" retail to spur housing demand? 

• Maintain & promote wages so people can purchase housing 

• Central City Churches as an asset to downtown 

~ov. 19. 1998 
7:30am -3:00 pm 

The Governor Hotel 
611 SW lOth Avenue ------------- www.downtownportland.org/summit 
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CHAIR: 
Felicia Trader 

COMMITTEE: 

Albina Comm. Bank 
Sharon Allen 
Bob Ames 
John Ball 
Tim Boyle 
Marty Brantley 
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Bruce Carey 
Becky Carter 
Dick Clark 
Mark Clemons 
Mark Cline 
Joe Cortright 
Dan Durkin 
Jim Francesconi 
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Doug Goodman 
Tim Grewe 
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Larry Huss 
J. Isaac 
Mack Lai 
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Brian McMenamin 
Gregory McNaughton 
Randolph Miller 
John Mitchell 
Ken Novak 
Michael Ogan 
John Rakowitz 
Allyson Reed 
Dick Reiten 
Judy Rice 
Doug Schultz 
Bill Scott 
Graham Sheldon 
Joel Silver 
AI Solheim 
Carl Talton 
Duncan Wyse 

FACILITATOR: 
Brian Scott 

CENTRAL CITY 
SUMMIT: 

DELIBERATING 
OUR DESTINY 

Thursday 
Nov. 19, 1998 

7:30am -3:00 pm 
The Governor Hotel 
6ll SW lOth Avenue 

Central City Summit Idea Group Notes 

JOBS & ECONOMY 

September 25, 1998 
DRAFT 

RECAP 

• Identify cluster opportunities for region and central city's role 

• Each end has several means; they're not separate lists 

• Impact of "no growth" sentiment 

• Recognition of job creation sectors and business cycle 

• Building the "next generation of jobs"; link to creative industries, arts 

• Concept of live, work and play together; not commute shift 

• Include youth in new civics 

• Education and work force as a means 

• Importance of Port of Portland 

• Impact of airport development and jobs around airport + gateway 

• Redevelopment of eastside ... river to lents 

• Knowledge industry as growth sector for central city 



CHAIR: 

Matt Klein 

COMMIITEE: 

Sam Adams 
Hank Ashforth 
Chris Beck 
Ernie Bloch 
David Bragdon 
Willie Brown 
Fred Buckman 
Charlie Burt 
Mike Burton 
Doug Capps 
Don Cromer 
Serena Cruz 
Joe D'Alessandro 
George Forbes 
Gerry Frank 
Don Frisbee 
Phyllis Gaines 
Ann Gardner 
Midge Graybeal 
Bill Heestand 
Deb Kafoury 
Chris Kopca 
Lee Lacey 
Stan Lewis 
Diane Linn 
Pete Mark 
Brian McCartin 
Gussie McRobert 
Chet Orloff 
Ron Saxton 
Ruth Scott 
Dick Singer 

FACILITATOR: 

Brian Scott 

CENTRAL CITY 

SUMMIT: 

DELIBERATING 

OUR DESTINY 

Thursday 
Nov. 19, 1998 

7:30 am -3:00 pm 
The Governor Hotel 
611 SW lOth Avenue 

Central City Summit Idea Group Notes 

LEADERSHIP 

September 22, 1998 
RE-CAP 

• Portland needs to become a stronger regional partner, more of a partner; with: Port, 
Metro, Tri-Met 

• Metro is serious leader but what is its role and the role of other regional players 
• There is a shift in thinking regionally 
• No "obvious" crisis economically but "identity crisis- partnership between city and 

rest of state 
• No state-wide conversation on Portland values 
• Element of crisis is how education is perceived and whether Portland schools <:rre 

stagnant 
• Job growth - income growth more regional 
• How to maintain basic infrastructure for region may be a crisis $$/ Operation 
• Downtown residents are increasingly without children 
• Must assert that education is a critical component 
• Need to have balanced population growth 

KEY THEMES 

• Beauty of '72 plan was as a blueprint for the leaders of that time 
• Solving education is a crisis for the city and must be a top priority 
• The school district is cutting - not building 
• In '72, leadership model was that things are connected 
• Ownership of the Central City has shifted 
• Can the Central City help the schools by augmenting educational experiences? 
• People downtown should know what goals & challenges are, so that they can help 
• Recent emigrants are checked out of leadership 
• Need comprehensive list of key boards and encourage recruiting new residents 
• Leadership is participation 
• People vote where they live, so need to be involved 
• Need a direct effort to get senior employers to encourage employee involvement 
• Maybe problem isn't leadership but followership 
• Need to articulate the significance of various issues 
• Need more "platoon leaders" to help keep what we have as well as improve 
• Need to define crises in a way that resonates with those who are not involved 
~ Make crisis known to enough people 

• Need to make new leaders aware of silent crises 
• Need regional consensus on importance of Central City and vice versa 
• Break the cycle of non-involvement 
• Downtown oughtto belong to Hillsboro as much as it does to Laurelhurst 
• Need to engage local media 

'-------------- www.downtownportland.org/summit 



CHAIR: 

Maria Elena Hawkins 

COMMITTEE: 

Lois Backus 
Dan Bernstine 
Cheryl Bickel 
Ben Canada 
Doug Capps 
Elaine Cogan 
Robih Costic 
Serena Cruz 
Steve Farris 
Bill Farver 
Bobbie Foster 
David Heil 
Tony Hopson 
Johnnie Gage 
Kevin Jeans Gail 
Diane Linn 
George Mardikes 
Gregory McNaughton 
Carolyn Moilanen 
De~nis Morrow 
Terri Naito 
Larry Norvell 
Judy Petrie· 
Lolenzo Poe 
Rabbi Emanuel Rose 
Jane Rosenbaum 
Bill Scott 
Diana Snowden 
Carolyn Sheldon 
Douglas Stearns 
Bishop Steiner 
Don Von Leuvoni 
Dan Wieden 

FACILITATOR: 

Brian Scott 

CENTRAL CITY 

SUMMIT: 

DELIBERATING 

OUR DESTINY 

Central City Summit Idea Group Notes 

SOCIAL&. EDUCATIONAL ISSUES 

September 10, 1998 September 23, 1998 

DEFINITION OF THE SUBJECT AREA: 

• Education provides learning opportunities for the entire community and encompasses lifelong 
learning. 

• Social issues include health and human services delivery and interaction. 
• We value, embrace and demonstrate diversity and promote social justice. 

• Safety and security issues are integral to the quality of life in our city. 

MAJOR CHANGES IN CENTRAL CITY SINCE 1972: 

• There has been an increase in the number and •. 
quality of social services. • 

• A collaborative approach on the part of social 
service providers has improved. 

• Portland has achieved a national reputation. 
• Drug and alcohol use has increased and the 

population involved in these activities is • 
younger. 

• Ethnic diversity and gentrification have • 
increased. 

• Downtown is alive and active. 

KEY THEMES FOR THE NEXT 25 YEARS: 

• Lifelong education is available for the entire • 
community and expanded through collaboration 
with educational institutions, businesses and • 
community-based organizations. 

• The Central City is known as a learning 
community. 

• A true health and human services system is 
developed that can serve as. a laboratory and 
serve as a model for the region. • 

• A link is further developed between social 
services and education system with particular 
focus on early intervention. (Service delivery • 
tied to school buildings). 

• · A philosophic focus that nurtures pride, respect, 
values, appreciation, diversity, history and • 
involvement in the profound nature of the 
United States, Pacific Northwest and Portland 
especially among youth (from this comes 
solution finding, innovation and links to other 
issue areas). 

SPECIFIC QUESTIONS FOR RESEARCH AGENDA: 

Youth violence has increased. 
People have become more aware of Central 
City issues and these people have become more 
engaged in problem-solving. However, senior 
management of the business sector has become 
less engaged. 
Close-in neighborhoods and neighborhood 
associations have thrived. 
Regionalism in tenns of planning and growth 
has occurred but a similar approach is absent 
when dealing with social and educational 
issues. 

Each downtown "neighborhood" is safe and 
encourages diversity and livability. 
PSU is recognized as a true urban university, 
one that is connected to the Central City in 
every positive way. PSU offers world class 
educational opportunities that are available and 
accessible to the full socio-economic and ethic 
range. 
Home grown talent is the end product of the 
education system and this product supports 
Central City business development efforts. 
Educational curriculums, regardless at what 
level, keep pace with social and technological 
advances. 
Advances in technology especially those 
technologies that advance learning are made 
available to all persons regardless of socio­
economic background. 

What outcomes or benchmarks have been developed t4at focus on social and educational issues? Have 
baselines been created that are oriented to the future, specifically the next 25 years? 

Thursday 
.Nov. 19, 1998 

7:30am -3:00 pm 
The Governor Hotel 
611 SW lOth Avenue '--------------- www.downtownportland.org/summit 
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g 25 YEARS OF PROGRESS!:: 

CHAIR: 

John Russell 

COMMITTEE: 

GB Arrington 
Earl Blumenaeur 
Darrel Buttice 
Elsa Coleman 
Steve Cory 
Andy Cotugno 
Grace Crunican 
Steve Dotterrer 
Cathy Galbraith 
Rick Gustafson 
Gary Hansen 
Henry Hewitt 
Bill Hoffman 
Matt Klein 
Lloyd Lindley 
Richard Lishner 
Dave Lohman 
Randy McCourt 
Fred Miller 
Jim Owens 
Michael Powell 
Vic Rhodes 
Dan Siemon 
Tom Walsh 
Dave Williams 

FACILITATOR: 

Brian Scott 

CENTRAL CITY 
SUMMIT: · 

DELIBERATING 

OUR DESTINY 

Thursday 

Central City Summit Idea Group Notes 

TRANSPORTATION 

October 2, 1998 

RE-CAP 

• Jobs means need for inexpensive access for workforce 
• Region has remarkable technical capacity to understand growth issues, but better on 

housing than jobs 7 We could use lots more research here 
• Airport is key to headquarters location decisions 
• Means: How do we become a transit culture to avoid gridlock? 
• Transportation Categories: 

1) Political constraints on transportation dollars for transit 
2) "Enhancement" functions ... Boulevards, highway capping 
3). Transport capacity development 
4) Preservation and maintenance 7 Money is here plus, down state & 

suburban competition for whatever available funds 
• Where is the retail? 
• With limited resources, small things may be more important (feasible) than grand 

(expensive) ideas 
• Importance of street car circular 

MAJOR THEMES 

• Most would agree that in Portland there is an "ethic" about the environment, how we 
build and how we see the world in general. This ethic translates to a culture not 
entirely unique to Portland but every bit present in our discussions about the past, 
present and future. But does this culture or ethic exist with relation to transportation 
and if not, should it? We've made substantial investments in transportation 
alternatives but have we achieved a cultural transportation revolution to the degree 
that we prefer these alternatives over our automobiles?. 

• While our focus currently is on larger transportation projects such as the Central City 
Streetcar and SIN LRT, the little things colint in transportation as well. What small 
improvements can be made that have the greatest net impact on reducing congestion, 
improving air quality and expanding transportation choices? 

• The Portland metropolitan area and the rest of Oregon differ dramatically in terms of 
their respective transportation needs, strategies and desired outcomes. With limited 
federal, state and local resources mean that intense competition for these resources 
have pitted rural Oregon against Portland. What will it take for the seemingly 
divergent needs of the two Oregons to be simultaneously met? 

Nov. 19, 1998 
7:30 am -3:00 pm 

The Governor Hotel 
611 SW lOth Avenue '---------..,.---- www.downtownportland.org/summit 
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g lS YEARS OF PROGRESS~ 

CHAIR: 

Bing Sheldon· 

COMMITTEE: 

Greg Baldwin 
Phil Beyl 
Terry Brandt 
John Carroll 
Jon Carder 
Brad Cloepfil 
George Crandall 
Michael Fisher 
Mark Fitkin 
John Fregonnese 
Deane Funk 
Bob Gerding 
Steffeni Gray 
Michael Harrison 
Scan Hogan 
Tony Hopson 
Lloyd Lindley 
Richard Lishner 
Robert Murase 
Jim Neill 
Rod O'Hiser 
Garry Papers 
Gary Reddick 
Tad Savinar 
Jeff Schnabel 
Fred Stickel 
Billy Sullivan 
Paddy Tillett 
Homer Williams 
Mike Zilis 

FACILITATOR: 

Brian Scott 

CENTRAl. CITY 
SUMMIT: 

DEI./II ERA TIN(i 

OUR DESTINY 

Thurstlay 
Nov. 19, 1998 

7:30am -3:00 pm 
The Governor Hotel 
611 SW lOth Avenue 

Central City Summit Idea Group Notes 

URBAN DESIGN 

September 23, 1998 

RECAP AND UPDATE 

• "Blank" spots are those things that had escaped comment, but need change. An example would be 
First Interstate Building. 

• Public Parks as educational facilities (i.e., no botanical garden); low funding for open spaces 
• Sustainable design 

* Solar access 
* Vegetation for temperature control 
* Materials 
* Potential zoning bonuses for sustainable design 

• Impact of Endangered Species listing on Riverfront activity 
* Potential conflict between returning river edges to more natural state versus active use of 

edges. 
• Definition of Urban Design: Designers design and build- make places- not just plan and analyze. 

KEY THEMES 

• Scale transportation to people 
• Access is a key means to an end/critical issue is choice of access 
• Intra-Central City circulation will become more important 
• Transportation can serve as a catalyst for change to urban form 
• Question of limited fossil fuels and the future of the Single Occupancy Vehicle 
• People's willingness to spend time commuting or not 
• Transportation to Pacific Rim and World 
• Need stronger emphasis on parks & open space 
• Open space needs of high density living (wider sidewalks, trees, street furniture) 
• Need a typology of open space and goals for each type 
• Multi-cultural welcoming environment 
• Downtown decided to embrace and care for river 
• Can urban design find a solution to the conflict between the ecosystem and active use of the river. 
• Potential to create offsets between ecosystem and active use 
• Find balance along river- Expand context until solution is possible 

* Urban use/family use 
* Ecosystem 
* Scenic Relief 

• Key Question: Role of Central Eastside - Industrial Staging area and/or small business incubator 
versus urban neighborhood 

• Need to allow neighborhood scale mixed use 
• Role of historic districts, as architecture, as incubator 
• Future of 1-5 and Railline 

• Projects: 
* Burnside as Boulevard 
* 1-5 and Railline 
* River 

• Remember views as we build more 

• Question of Land use and urban design concepts impact on housing 
~ Much of these issues could be addressed by attention to Bridge heads 
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Guiding Principles 
The Downtown 

the 

The Downtown Plan insisted that 
well-loved community 

windows, 

awnings and recessed 

With the construction of the transit 

mall, Portland has established 

strong record of transit among 

downtown commuters. In 1986, the 

YEARS OF PROGRESS~ 

Portland is a wonderful dry­
and it's not by accident. 

the Downtown 

Plan unique document confronted a 

the 

tiona! 

retail, culture, entertainment and 

government to create and 

urban center. 

after 

turned downtown Portland into 

finest in the world. 
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FAX RE.GISTRA TION FORM 
CENTRAL CITY SUMMIT: DELIBERATING OUR DESTINY 

THURsDAY, NOVEMBER 19, 1998 
7:30A.M.- 3:00P.M. 

THE GOVERNOR HOTEL 611 SW 1 orn A VENUE 

Name: 
------------------------------------------------------------------

Organization/Business: 

Address: 

Daytime phone: 
---------------------------------------------------------------------

Fax: 
-----------------------------------------------------------------

E-mail: 

Area of Interest: 

D Enclosed is my check for $45.00 Please make checks payable to the Association for Portland Progress. 
Lunch is included in the conference cost. 

-OR-

Please charge my: Visa D Mastercard D Acct.#:----------------

Exp. Date:------------------

Signature: _____________ _ 

D I am interested in a partial scholarship for the Summit registration fee. 

The Summit is limited to 400 people. If you find you will not be able to attend once you've registered, please 
let us know as soon as possible so someone on our waiting list may attend. 

PLEASE RETURN THIS FORM BY NOVEMBER 9, 1998 
TO: 

Association for Portland Progress 
520 SW Yamhill, Suite 1000 
Portland, OR 97204 

FAX: 323-9186 

For More Information: 

CALL THE SUMMIT HOTLINE 

973-6754 

VISIT THE WEBSITE 

www.downtownportland.org 



CENTRAL CITY SUMMIT' UPDATE ••• 
November 1998 

from Summit Co-Chairs Brian Scott and Ethan Seltzer 
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CLIMBING TOWARD THE SUMMIT 

;= 0 After months of preparation, the date of 
the Central City Summit is near: g 25 YEARS OF PROGRESS~ 

THURSDAY,NOVEMBER19,1998 
7:30 AM - 3:00 PM 
THE GOVERNOR HOTEL 
611 SW 10TH AVENUE 

WHAT CAN WE EXPECT? 

* Look for lively debate on Central City issues and 
adoption of a vision for the future. 

REGISTRATION 

FORMS MUST 

BE RECEIVED 
Bv Nov. grH 

All attendees must 
PRE-REGISTER. 
Please call the 
Summit Hotline at 
973-6754 to receive 
a registration 
brochure. 

* Expect to participate in small group 
discussions on the visions and 
emerging realities of the Central 
City led by Portland notables and 
up-and-comers. 

* Experience electronic voting - a 
device that gives you immediate 
feedback about how your ideas 
mesh with the other participants. 

* Don't miss the presentation by the 
Franklin High School students -
tomorrow's leaders - who will share 
the results of their own Central City 
Summit, and give us a glimpse of 
how their Portland will be in 25 
years. 

HIGH SCHOOL STUDENTS CONSIDER 
DOWNTOWN'S FUTURE 

They weren't even born when civic leaders wrote the 
1972 Downtown Plan, but 90 Portland high school 
students who care about the future of their city are 
gathering on November 5 at Franklin High to create 
their vision for Portland's next 25 years. Mayor Vera 
Katz and other civic leaders will attend to hear the 
student's ideas. 

Two weeks after the Franklin High Event, student 
representatives will present a summary of their ideas 
to Portland's business and community leaders and 
elected officials at the Central City Summit. 

The student event was conceived by 
Franklin High School governments . 
teacher, Steve Farris and Brian Scott of 
Livable Oregon, Inc. Both saw an 
opportunity to give young people an 
avenue for input into the central city 
planning process, as well as to help 
students to grapple with real-life issues 
about how cities grow and change, and 
the importance of citizen participation. 

"As our community creates a 
new 25-year plan to retain 
and improve the livability of 
our central city, we 
absolutely need the ideas of 
young Portlanders ... they are 
the future residents of our city, 
and their input is an important 
part of our civic dialog." 

-Mayor Vera Katz 

RAY SUAREZ: A NATIONAL 
FIGURE 

Participants at the Central City Summit 
will get a chance to see and hear 
award-winning journalist Ray Suarez of 
National Public Radio's call-in news 
program Talk of the Nation. Suarez will 
deliver the keynote address and serve 
as panel moderator for Talk of the 
Town, an open-ended discussion 
between Summit participants and a 
panel of Portland leaders. 

Suarez is internationally renowned for 
his coverage of such issues as the 
conflict in Northern Ireland, South 
African elections, and the transition to 
Republican leadership in the U.S. 
House of Representatives. Simon and 
Schuster's Free Press will publish his 
upcoming book on white flight and the 
American city and his essays and 
criticism have been published by some 
of the nation's most prestigious 
periodicals. 



VISIONS 
During the idea group discussions, we have seen the people 
of the Central City daring to dream - looking beyond a 
"good enough" city and striving to create a great city. 

Intensive work by the idea groups resulted in fine-tuning the 
vision statements presented in the earlier Summit Update: 

AN URBAN ENVIRONMENT THAT DEFINES LIVABILITY 

• Housing. Central Portland, which is expected to absorb 
a large percentage of the region's growing population, 
should encompass a diverse community of residents 
and families spanning the socio-economic spectrum. 

• Central City as Downtown. Central Downtown has 
grown far beyond its historic commercial core, running 
from the Lloyd District to the Stadium District and North 
Macadam. This adds diversity and excitement but 
makes circulation a complicated challenge. 

• Design improvements to notorious eyesores. It's 
possible -and feasible- to add beauty, grace and value 
to unappealing features and neglected areas of the 
Central City. Opportunities include 1-405, the east bank 
of the Willamette River and West Burnside. 

• Natural areas, parks and open spaces. Portland is 
known for parks and open space. Continued investment 
in parks, open space and other public places will be 
crucial in the future. Natural areas, parks and open 
space must be improved and keep pace with growth. 

• An integrated system of social services and 
security. Many Portlanders depend on the Central City 
as a place of refuge arid sustenance. The Central City 
must continue to balance the pursuit of economic and 
cultural vitality with compassion, diligence, discipline 
and civility toward all its residents. 

A HEALTHY RIVER THAT CENTERS OUR COMMUNITY 

We must fully embrace the Willamette as an incomparable 
asset to our human environment while taking all necessary 
steps, to preserve and protect the natural ecosystem. 

A LEARNING COMMUNITY 

• A major urban university. A great city has a great 
university. Portland State University and the Oregon Health 
Sciences University are augmented by three substantial 
community colleges, but stronger connections must be 
developed to create an institution of major stature. 

America's best schools. Strong, well-supported schools 
and diverse opportunities for lifelong learning are critical to 
the urban core, the city and the region. The Central City . 
must be home to many of these opportunities and a 
champion for a great educational system. 

A PROSPEROUS REGION OF 

CREATIVITY AND IMAGINATION 

• The next generation of jobs. Central 
Portland is no longer the only place to 
locate an office, but it is increasingly the 
location of choice for specific niches, 
especially in the rapidly growing 
creative industries. 

• Arts and culture provide the 
heartbeat of a city. Downtown is the 
hub of a major renaissance that 
continues to build on the solid 
foundation of the past 25 years. A 
fertile center of arts and culture attracts 
creativity of all types - which drives 
employment, investment and quality of 
life. 

We encourage you to review these 
concepts and provide your suggestions: 

CALL THE SUMMIT HOTLINE 
973-6754 

or 
VISIT THE WEBSITE 

www.downtownportland.org/summit 

SUMMIT SPONSORS 

Ashforth Pacific, Inc. 
Association for Portland Progress 
City Center Parking 
City of Portland 
Legacy Health Systems 
Louis Dreyfus Property Group 
Melvin Mark Companies 
Metro 
Multnomah County 
Oregon Economic Development 
Department 
PacifiCorp Foundation 
Regence BlueGrass BlueShield of Oregon 
Schnitzer Group 
Transportation and Growth Management 
Program 
(a joint project of the Oregon Departments of 
Transportation and Land Conservation and 
Development) 
Tri-Met 
Wells Fargo Bank 



:DOWNTOWN SUMMIT IDEA GROUP SUBCOMMITTEES 
Leadership & Transportation H~using & Jobs & Economy Urban Design Arts & Culture Social & Educational Environment . Future 

I 

Issues Participation 24 hour city Speculation 

Sam Adams GB Arrington Bob Ames Albina Comm. Bank _ Greg Baldwin Robert Bailey Lois Backus Jeff Allen Steve Ames ~------

Hank Ashforth Earl Blumenaeur Baruti Artharee Sharon Allen Phil Bey! Jane Beebe Dan Bernstine Bill Annen Karen Anderegg 
Chris Beck Darrel Buttice Helen Barney Bob Ames Terry Brandt Lyn Bonyhadi Cheryl Bickel Dean Apostol Greg Baldwin I 
Ernie Bloch Elsa Coleman Scott Barr'ie John Ball Jon Carder John Buchanan Maria Campisteguy-Hawkins* Hank Ashforth Tom Brugerre 
David Bragdon Steve Cory Ron Beltzj Tim Boyle John Carroll Bill Bulick Ben Canada Bill Becker Candice Cappeli 
Willie Brown Andy Cotugno Dave Ben~dict Marty Brantley Brad Cloepfil James Canfield Doug Capps Ken Bierly Dick Clark 
Fred Buckman Grace Crunican David Bnigdon Sam Brooks George Crandall Gail Chehak Elaine Cogan Charlie Ciecko Arnold Cogan* 
Charlie Burt Steve Dotterrer Terry Brandt Bruce Carey Michael Fisher Ginny Cooper Robin Costic Linda Dobson Debi Coleman 
Mike Burton Cathy Galbraith Loulie Br0wn Becky Carter Mark Fitkin James DePriest Serena Cruz Sue Donaldson Ann Gardner 
Doug Capps Rick Gustafson Rich Brm¥n Dick Clark John Fregonnese · Chris D' Arcy Steve Farris Mike Faha* Neil Goldschmidt 
Don Cromer Gary Hansen Susan Em·mons Mark Clemons Deane Funk Carol Edelman Bill Farver Paul Fishman John Graham 
Serena Cruz Henry Hewitt Greg Goodman Mark Cline Bob Gerding Kristy Edmunds Bobbie Foster Richard Glick Michael Grant 
Joe D' Alessandro Bill Hoffman Patrick Gqrtmaker Joe Cortright Steffeni Gray Chuck Elfred David Heil Sean Hogan Steffeni Gray 
George Forbes Matt Klein Richard Harris Dan Durkin Michael Harrison Kristina Fritz Tony Hopson Mike Houck Steve Gregg 
Gerry Frank Lloyd Lindley Suenn Ho; Jim Francesconi Sean Hogan Charles Froelick Johnnie Gage Charles Jordan Tim Grewe 
Don Frisbee Richard Lishner Lisa Horne Mark Fraser Tony Hopson Jose Gonzalez Kevin Jeans Gail David Judd Midge Graybeal 
Phyllis Gaines Dave Lohman Gretchen kafoury Dan Goldy Lloyd Lindley Peter Gray Diane Linn Heather Nelson Kent Charlie Hales 
Ann Gardner Randy McCourt Julie Leuvrey Doug Goodman Richard Lishner Pat Harrington* George Mardikes Gil Latz Eric Hovee 
Midge Graybeal Fred Miller A very Loch en Tim Grewe Robert Murase Margo Jacobson Gregory McNaughton Tom Lipton J. Isaac 
Bill Heestand Jim Owens Mike McMenamin Linda Hoffman Jim Neill Walter Jaffee Carolyn Moilanen Langdon Marsh Gregg Kantor 
Deb Kafoury Michael Powell Ed McNamara Larry Huss Rod O'Hiser Linda Johnson Dennis Morrow Jack McGowan Vera Katz 
Matt Klein* Vic Rhodes Lynn Musoff J. Isaac Garry Papers Rocky Johnson Terri Naito Lisa Naito David Knowles 
Chris Kopca John Russell* Pat Prendergast Mack Lai Gary Reddick Kathleen Johnson-Kuhn Larry Norvell Jim Owens Doug Macy 
Lee Lacey Dan Siemon Deborah ~aweuyer-Parks David Lawrence Tad Savinar Katherine Kanjo Judy Petrie Jeff Schnabel Jonathan Nicholas 
Stan Lewis Tom Walsh John Simtnons Brian McMenamin Jeff Schnabel Pat LaCrosse Lolenzo Poe Rick Schul berg Barbara Roberts 
Diane Linn Dave Williams Dick Singer Gregory McNaughton Bing Sheldon* Mike Lindberg Rabbi Emanuel Rose Susan Stone Clint Sly 
Pete Mark Erik Stelli* Randolph Miller Fred Stickel Eloise MacMurray Jane Rosenbaum Bruce Warner Bob Stacey 
Brian McCartin Dee Walsp John Mitchell Billy Sullivan Tony Marquis Bill Scott MikeZilis Bev Stein 
Gussie McRobert Ed Washif!gton Ken Novak Paddy Tillett Alic McCartor Diana Snowden- Erik Sten 
Chet Orloff Polly Wefch Michael Ogan Homer Williams Jim Neill Carolyn Sheldon Nohad Toulan 
Ron Saxton Denny Wht John Rakowitz Mike Zilis Sondra Pearlman Douglas Steams Will Vinton 
Ruth Scott Homer Williams Allyson Reed John Pihas Bishop Steiner Ed Whitelaw 
Dick Singer Brian Wil~~on Dick Reiten Cecily Quintana Don Von Leuvoni Karen Whitman 

Heidi Yorkshire Judy Rice Chris Riley Dan Wieden Dan Wieden I 

j Doug Schultz Mary Ruble Nancy Wilgenbusch 
i Bill Scott Tracy Savage Bob Wise 

Graham Sheldon David Schiff 
Joel Silver Harriet Sherburne 
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AI Solheim Eric Shriner 
Carl Talton Bruce Smith 
Felicia Trader* Barbara Steinfeld 
Duncan Wyse Caroline Swanson 

Robert Sylvester 
Carol Trifle 
Gus VanSant 
Gayle Vines 
Christopher Zinn 

* Chatr 
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CENTRAL CITY SUMMIT 

Deliberating Our Destiny 

AGENDA 

November 19, 1998 
7:30a.m. -3:00p.m. 
The Governor Hotel 
611 SW 1Oth A venue 

LAYING THE GROUNDWORK 

7:30- 8:30 

8:30- 8:40 

8:40- 8:55 

8:55- 9:40 

9:40- 11:20 

Registration and coffee 

Welcome: Mayor Vera Katz, Master of Ceremonies 

Slide presentation: .Brian Scott 

Keynote Address: Ray Suarez 

Small group exe~cises and voting on "Visions" 

DECISION MAKING 

11:20- 11:35 Franklin High School Presentation 

11:35- 1:15 Working lunch, small group exercises and voting 
on "Realities" 

1:15-1:30 

RESULTS 

1:30- 2:30 

2:30- 2:45 

2:45 

3:00 

-Break-

"Talk of the Town" - Open ended discussion 
between participants and a panel of leaders, 
moderated by Ray Suarez 

Closing presentation of quantitative results 
from small groups 

Call to action: next steps 

Adjourn 



.....----------- ---------- -

Central City Summit: Deliberating Our Destiny 

A • d a national cold war, civil rights, white 

ffi} flight era of urban decay, Central 

Portland found its back to the wall. Freeways, parking 

lots and inner-city poverty, juxtaposed with suburban 

affluence, threatened to drag Portland down an all-too­

familiar road to civic dissolution. But Portland chose 

another road. In a convergence of youth, spirit, and 

determination, Portland chose a road to the city's 

rebirth. Remarkable citizen involvement and inspired 

leadership sparked an era of public and private 

investment leading to America's biggest downtown 

revitalization success story. 

Today, at the edge of the 21st Century, Central Portland 

is not at the brink of destruction, but instead it is facing 

a new set of realities. Portland is less local, less isola ted, 

and more interdependent with its region and the world. 

Technology is changing rapidly, and transportation 

continues to be an on-going challenge. At the same time 

we both benefit from and struggle with out past 

successes-we know how to manage the urban 

environment, but sometimes struggle for political will 

and motivation in the absence of a clearly visible crisis. 

DRAFT: FOR DISCUSSION ONLY [Swrunit Themes. 7th edition] 
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Central City Summit: Deliberating Our Destiny page2 

Realities of Urban Development in the Years Ahead 

Role in the Region 
A Mutually Dependant Region and Central City 
Central Portland is the "first neighborhood" for a 
rapidly growing multi-state urban region. The region 
has a critical stake in the success of the central city, 
and the central city has a key role in the success of 
the region. Building and maintaining quality 
relationships between central city leaders and leaders 
of surrounding areas is essential to everyone. 

The New Civics 
Changing leadership; nurturing new participants 
Portland is no longer a local production on a local 
stage. National and multi-national institutions own 
many of our businesses, our buildings and our land. 
Many local leaders are fairly new in town and report 
to corporate bosses elsewhere. Civic action and local 
values are not automatic but still essential. Our 
strategy for civic engagement must reflect a current 
reality of new leaders and out of town interests. 

Globalization 
Role in the State and Pacific Rim and World 
Portland commands a strategic position in the Pacific 
Rim. Central Portland is the gateway for a vital urban 
area and a scenic, productive and vast hinterland. 
World travelers come to Oregon to visit downtown 
Portland and the wilderness. Rural Oregon ships to the 
world through Central Portland. This relationship 
must be maintained and nurtured. 

Technology 
Using technology to advance Portland's goals 
Technology is rapidly changing the way we do 
business, live our lives, and choose where to live, 
work and play. Central Portland must be at the 
forefront of technological capability, but remember 
that a great downtown's most important role is as 
everybody's neighborhood-where everyone is 
welcome and comes together for human interaction. 
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Transportation 
Circulation; freight; inter-city connections 
A growing Central City makes walking only a 
partial solution to downtown circulation. An 
increasingly congested Central City means managing 
freight access to major ports an important issue. 
Inter-city connections via the airport and high-speed 
rail will be important issues in the years ahead. 

Urban Design as a Way of Life 
Continuing to get the details right 
Portland may be most famous for its enlightened 
public and private dialogue on urban design. 
Portlanders think big thoughts and take bold 
actions, but are never afraid to fight like mad to get 
the details right. Portland will continue to fix 
blighted zones and deliberate improvements 
carefully. 

Absence of Crisis 
Complacency bred by success 
Central Portland has been so successful over the past 
twenty-five years that it is tempting to turn our 
attentions to other regional challenges. 

Need for Investment 
Funding is key, but unpredictable 
We cannot regulate our visions into existence. 
Significant public and private investment will be 
required, but is far from a political certainty. 

Downtown is Never Finished 
The region's most constantly changing place 
Successful downtowns respond to change-are in a 
constant state of flux. Fortunately, downtown is the 
one place in the community that is expected to 
change, which is both a strength and a weakness. 
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Central City Summit: Deliberating Our Destiny 

ANew Vision 

A we face the 21st Century, Central Portland is 

S standing on a tremendous foundation of civic 

independence. Today's leaders are not forced to stave 

off disaster. Rather, they dare to dream of urban life at 

a higher level. 

We will invest in our children and their education. 

We fully expect the next generation to enjoy our city as 

a sustainable culture of creativity and prosperity. We 

insist on a future of social and environmental justice, 

coupled with an entrepreneurial spirit that creates great 

jobs, great neighborhoods, and a great life. 

Central Portland is everybody's neighborhood-rich 

and poor, sophisticate and derelict, old and young, 

Native, Latino, African, Asian, and European. We've 

spent twenty-five years building a launching pad to 

livability at its highest level. Now we're ready to light 

the fuse. 

DRAFT: FOR DISCUSSION ONLY (Summit Themes. 7th edition] 
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Central City Summit: Deliberating Our Destiny page4 

Visions for Central Portland in the 21st Century 

An Urban Environment 
that Defines Livability 

Housing for complete neighborhoods 
Central Portland today has more residents than most 
American cities of comparable size. Regional plans 
call for substantial increases to this solid base. Given 
the changing American family structure, everyone 
agrees that central Portland should be a diverse 
community with residents spanning the socio­
economic spectrum and with families of all types. 

Central City as downtown 
Central Portland has grown far beyond its historic 
commercial core. Today, the River District, Lloyd 
District, Central Eastside, Stadium District and 
North Macadam all make up an eclectic and 
complex big city downtown. This adds diversity and 
excitement, but makes circulation within the Central 
City a complicated challenge. 

Design improvements to notorious eyesores 
Building on Portland's remarkable successes we have 
the chance to improve our city once again. 
Opportunities include Interstate-405, the east bank 
of the Willamette River, and Burnside. 

Natural areas, parks and open space 
Portland is known for parks and open space. 
Continued investment in parks, open space and 
other public places will be crucial in the future. 
Natural areas, parks and open space must be 
improved and keep pace with growth. 

An integrated system of social services and security 
Most Portlanders love their downtown as a business, 
arts and social center, but many also depend on the 
Central City as a place of refuge and sustenance. The 
Central City must continue to balance its role as 
everybody's neighborhood with compassion, 
diligence, discipline, and civility. 

DRAFT: FOR DISCUSSION ONLY 

A Healthy River that 
Centers our Community 

As ecosystem; as resource; as exciting urban space 
The river plays multiple and sometimes conflicting 
roles. It is a critical ecosysrem and habitat, impacting 
and impacted by cities and countryside covering 
thousands of square miles. The river is also a 
transportation way, a playground, a theater, and a 
scenic resource that should be more fully embraced 
as the center and essence of downtown, but not at 
the expense of the ecosystem. 

A Learning Community 

Major urban university 
A great city has a great university. Portland State 
University and the Oregon Health Sciences University 
are augmented by three substantial community 
colleges, but stronger connections must be developed 
to create an institution of major stature. 

America's best school district 
Strong well-supported schools and diverse 
opportunities for lifelong learning are critical to the 
urban core, the city and the region. The Central City 
must be home to many of these opportunities and a 
champion for a great educational system. 

A Prosperous Region of 
Creativity and Imagination 

The next generation of jobs 
Central Portland is no longer the only place to locate 
an office, but it is increasingly the location of choice 
for specific niches, especially in the rapidly growing 
creative industries. 

Arts and culture provide the heartbeat of the city 
Downtown is the hub of a major renaissance that 
continues to build on the solid foundation of the past 
twenty-five years. Portland is increasingly known for 
its creativity, which drives employment, investment, 

and quality of life. 
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Central City Summit 
Deliberating Our Destiny 

1972 Key Themes compared to 1998 Themes 

1998 themes were compiled from the discussions of nine Idea Groups convened in preparation for the 

Central City Summit. The Idea Groups discussed current issues including Leadership and Participation, 

Transportation, housing and the 24 Hour City, Jobs and Economy, Urban Design, Arts and culture, 
Social and Educational Issues, the Environment, and unbounded Future Speculation. 1972 themes were 

compiled from discussions with Neil Goldschmidt, Rod O'Hiser and Carl Abbott 

Key Themes: 1972 

Ends 

Housing 
For complete communities 

Key Themes: 1998 

Ends 

Housing 
For complete communities 

The River and its Edges Commitment to transit 
Bus Mall and Light Rail As Ecosystem; as Resource; as exciting urban space 

A Commitment to Open Space 
Waterfront Park; Pioneer Courthouse Square 

A strategy for Dealing with Cars 
The City getting into the Parking business 

A Commitment to Retail 
Galleria, Nordstrom, Pioneer Place 

Seven Day a Week Downtown 
Hospitality, Entertainment, the Arts 

Means 

Economic Analysis 
Understanding the city's potential 

Public/Private Dialogue on Design 
Fighting for the Details on at the Street Level 

Private Leadership and Management 
Association for Portland Progress; Clean and Safe 

DRAFT 

Major Urban University 
Connect and expand existing institutions 

Learning Community 
America's best urban school district 

Eastside-Westside Connection 
Central City as Downtown 

Location of Choice versus Need 
Role of Jobs, the Arts 

Design Improvements to Notorious Eyesores 
A better boulevard, expressway, and east bank 

A Clean, Safe, Nurturing Community 
An integrated system of social services and security 

Means 

The New Civics 
Changing leadership; nurturing new participants 

Technology 
Using technology to advance Portland's goals 

Globalization 
Role in the State, Pacific Rim and the World 

Urban Design as a Way of Life 
Continuing to get the details right 

Role in the Region 
A mutually dependant Region and Central City 
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Count Registration by Group 11/4/98 

82 Business Leaders 
53 Advocates f------=--=+_:_:::._:__:_:..=:..::..::. ______ _ 

12 Citizens 
f------_:..::;+=-~-=-:.:..:: ·--· ------

7 Elected 
1 Media 

33 Non-Elected Officials 
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MEETING DATE: NOV 0 5 1998 
AGENDA NO: B- z_ 
ESTIMATED START TIME;,_jQ_C:C) 

(Above Space for Board Clerk's Use ONLY) 

AGENDA PLACEMENT FORM 

SUBJECT: Continued Public Safety Planning Discussion 

BOARD BRIEFING: DATEREQUESTED~: ____________________ _ 
REQUESTEDBY~: ______________________ _ 

AMOUNT OF TIME NEEDED~: ----------

REGULAR MEETING: DATE REQUESTED: November 5. 1998 

AMOUNT OF Tl ME NEEDED~: ---:...:1-=5..:...:h=ou=r=s ----'-----

DEPARTMENT: Chair's Office DIVISION.:....:-----------

CONTACT: Carol M. Ford TELEPHONE#~: -=2:....:4=8--=3=95=6"---------
BLDG/ROOM #~: ---'1-=-06;::;.:../...:...;15::;....:1-=-5 ________ _ 

PERSON(S) MAKING PRESENTATION: Chair Beverly Stein. Peter Ozanne and Carol Ford 

ACTION REQUESTED: 

[]INFORMATIONAL ONLY [X] POLICY DIRECTION []APPROVAL []OTHER 

SUGGESTED AGENDA TITLE: 

Continued Public Safety Planning Discussion. 
Peter Ozanne, Sheriff Dan Noelle, DA Michael Schrunk, Judge Jim Ellis, 

And Elyse Clawson, Multnomah Department of Community Justice. 
1.5 HOURS REQUESTED 

SIGNATURES REQUIRED: 

--"'· t.b (''' (;o 1;:-:.· 
r~:~ ..... ~·~ 

ELECTED OFFICIAL_: _____ ____;;;;~;.......;;;~;.....;;._...;;......~,__...;:S-=:;....;;.tein~;.....·....;...._ ___ ~a~, f..,..=~ _B_----!!"'~ 
~ ~~-
DE'DARTMENT ;;;.>:r~~ =r. ~~ r 1'1 1 J {"'"'\ ::§;1 r~~ =p1 

M'AN'AGER . .:....· _____________________ ~&~~~~~ 1'1 1'1 - """~(Co~ ~;;;;. ~i'l; 

-1 I • :;'/') 

-< eJ c~~ 
ALL ACCOMPANYING DOCUMENTS MUST HAVE REQUIRED SIGNATURES~' 

Any Questions: Call the Board Clerk @ 248-3277 
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Beverly Stein, Multnomah County Chair 

Room 1515, Portland Building 
1120 S.W. Fifth Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97204 

Phone: (503) 248-3308 
FAX: (503) 248-3093 
E-Mail: mult.chair@co.multnomah.or.us 

MEMORANDUM 

TO 

FROM 

DATE 

RE 

Board of County Commissioners 

Carol M. Ford~~ 
October 28, 1998 

Continued Public Safety Planning Discussion on November 5, 1998 

I. · Recommendation/Action Requested: 

"l'rinred on rec_vcled paper" 

On September 24, the Board, Sheriff Noelle, DA Schrunk,' Judge Ellis and 
Peter Ozanne, LPSCC began a discussion of the Public Safety planning issues 
presented in the September 23 memorandum "Public Safety Plan" (attached). 
For the November 5 worksession, it is recommended that: 

• The Board complete their discussion of the remaining September 23 
memo's issues: 

Community Justice (page 7 of attached memo) 

Balance Between Custodial and Community Treatment (also page 7) 

• The Board discuss other issues proposed by Commissioners. 
Commissioners should bring any additional issues that they think the 
Board should consider for targeted Public Safety planning. 

• To begin targeting the Board's priorities, each Commissioner talk about: 

The issues they want to pursue. 

The research and analysis that they feel will be needed. 

Their ideas on how to pay for implementation of strategies. 

Sheriff Dan Noelle, DA Mike Schrunk, Judge Ellis, Dept. of Community 
Justice director Elyse Clawson and Peter Ozanne, LPSCC are scheduled to 
join the Board in this discussion. 



Continued Public Safety Planning Discussion 

II. Background/ Analysis: 
At the September 24th meeting, the Board agreed that a Public Safety Plan 
focused on key issues, challenges and solutions should be developed. The 
Public Safety planning process is to target issues which: 

• Will make a difference in terms of public safety, 

• Are within the Board's power to influence or control, 

• Can be supported by best practices, local communities and relevant 
stakeholder~, 

• Consider the desired level of services and the funding needed to 
implement appropriate strategies. 

• Lead to a balance between public safety and health/human services 
strategies and priorities 

Development of Public Safety strategies and options is to involve those 
closest to and most familiar with targeted issues. It is proposed to follow a 
four-step problem-solving process: 

1. Gather data, research and best practices relevant to the issue identified by 
the Board; 

2. Refine the definition of the targeted issue based upon the foregoing 
information and identity outcomes and options, 

3. Design strategies to address the targeted issue and develop plans to 
implement and evaluate those strategies; and 

4. Propose strategies and implementation/evaluation plans to the Board. 

Suggested subjects of a Strategic Plan for Public Safety that were presented 
in the September 23 memo are: 

Jail Population Management 

Jail in a Continuum of Local Sanctions 

Local Sentencing, Charging and Plea Bargaining Decisions 

Transitional Housing 

Future Jail Space 

Community Justice 

Balance Between Custodial and Community Treatment 
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Continued Public Safety Planning Discussion 

Background information for each issue is included in the September 23, 1998 
memo. The Board's directions and comments from the September 24th 
meeting and from this meeting will be incorporated into a final Public Safety 
Plan proposal. 

• Financial Impact: 
No financial impact known at this point. Outside assistance to research best 
practices and strategies for targeted issues may require future funding. 
Ultimately, Board direction for the targeted issues may result in financial 
requirements which will need to be to be addressed through the budget or 
levy development process. 

• Legal Issues: 
None at this time. 

• Controversial Issues: 
Controversial issues are outlined in the attached September 23rd memo. 

• Link to Current County Policies: 
The Public Safety Plan will become a major policy and strategy framework 
for the County's "Reducing Crime" long term benchmark. The Public Safety 
planning process will be coordinated with the Local Public Safety 
Coordinating Council (LPSCC), the Multnomah County Commission on 
Children and Families, the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Plan 
and with other County department strategic planning processes. 

• Citizen Participation: 
A public involvement process will be designed to provide opportunities for 
appropriate participation by community groups and stakeholders, 
departmental Citizen Budget Advisory Committees, etc. 

VIII. Other Government Participation: 
The Public Safety planning process will be coordinated with the Local Public 
Safety Coordinating Council, the Multnomah County Commission on 
Children and Families, and other public safety agencies. Specific 
participation will depend on the issues that the Board decides to target. 

C: Judge Jim Ellis, Sheriff Dan Noelle, DA Mike Schrunk, Elyse Clawson, Peter Ozanne 
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Memorandum 
September 23, 1998 

TO: Chair Beverly Stein 
Commissioner Diane Linn 
Commissioner Gary Hansen 
Commissioner Lisa Naito 
Commissioner Sharron Kelley 

FROM: Peter Ozanne and Carol M. Ford 

RE: Public Safety Plan 

DRAFT 
Sept 23, 1998 

Based on informal conversations in July and August with Peter Ozanne, there 
appears to be consensus among Commissioners about the importance of developing 
a comprehensive public safety plan for adult offenders. The following ideas and 
suggestions are submitted to the Board for consideration in developing a long-range 
Public Safety Plan for Multnomah County. This topic will be discussed further at 
the Board's worksession on September 24, 1998. 

The Board's Public Safety Plan would not be ·intended to replace the planning and 
coordination activities of Multnomah County's Public Safety Coordinating Council, 
but like every other agency participating on or cooperating with the Council, would 
establish the Board's own strategic priorities and desired outcomes. The Council 
would continue to perform its statutory responsibilities, including interagency 
planning and coordination functions. Moreover, the Board's Public Safety Plan for 
adult offenders would not alter the terms of the Council's Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Plan, two years in the making and about to be submitted to 
the Board. 

A Master Plan or a Strategic Plan: 
Based on Peter Ozanne' s nearly three years of experience as the Local Public Safety 
Coordinating Council Director and four years developing statewide corrections 
plans for Governor Neil Goldschmidt, it is proposed that "strategic" planning, as 
opposed to "master" planning, is the most realistic and effective approach for local 
governments to take in addressing complex, system-wide public safety issues. A 
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Public Safety Plan DRAFT 
Master Plan addresses system-wide problems and solutions all at once (albeit with a 
relatively long time horizon) and is simply too large a task to undertake in light of 
the controversial nature and complexity of issues affecting local public safety. 
Moreover, state law and policy and local practices change so frequently that 
"across-the-board" solutions (assuming public consensus over such solutions is 
possible) become obsolete before they can be implemented. 

Instead, it is recommended that the Board develop a "Strategic Plan for Public 
Safety" that focuses on key issues, challenges and solutions which: 

(1) will make a difference in terms of public safety, 

(2) are within the Board's power to influence or control, 

(3) can be supported by best practices, local communities and relevant 
stakeholders and/or 

( 4) are likely to require additional funding from the public or reallocation of 
current resources. 

Rather than a master planning process' comprehensive assessment of all policies, 
practices and circumstances, this approach results in targeted solutions that increase 
or promote public safety within the range of resources likely to be available to the 
County and other local governments within the County. This approach also focuses 
directly on what the County can do to achieve the Long Term Benchmark of 
reducing crime, which in turn we believe also impact the other two Long Term 
Benchmarks - reducing children living in poverty and increasing school completion. 
The Local Public Safety Coordinating Council's "Vision, Goals and Value 
Statement" (attached) provides the foundation for starting the County's strategically 
focused planning approach. 

The Planning Process: 
We propose that the Board hold a series of worksessions, teaming up with the 
Sheriff and the District Attorney, for the purpose of: 

(a) focusing on and prioritizing issues and challenges that can make a difference 
in terms of public safety, 

(b) surveying data, research and best practices from across the state and the 
country which address those issues and challenges and, 

(c) identifying the Board's shared set of vision, goals and objectives for each 

9/23/98 1:48PM 
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Public Safety Plan DRAFT 
issue or challenge. 

In preparation for these worksessions, recent reports and assessments of the 
condition of criminal justice and public safety in Multnomah County will provided 
for the Board's review, as well as surveys of relevant research and best practices 
from across the country. Documents will include (1) the Portland/Multnomah 
County Progress Board's soon-to-be-released report on recidivism, (2) David 
Bennett's July 1998 report to the Board, "SB 1145: Refining the Continuum" and 
(3) the Health Department's June 1996 report, "Faces and Voices of Violence." 

It is also suggested that experts on the issues and challenges be invited to help the 
Board identify which ones it should consider targeting in a Strategic Plan - experts 
such as criminal justice professionals, administrators and academics from 
Multnomah County and other parts of Oregon and the country who are addressing 
similar issues. The Board would also survey best practices and research, which are 
likely to offer cost-effective solutions to those issues and challenges. Academics, 
consultants and practitioners from other parts of the country under the auspices of 
the National Institutes of Justice and Corrections may also be available through the 
federal project that Peter Ozanne is currently directing in Portland for the U.S. 
Department of Justice. 

After the worksessions, the Board would adopt their vision, goals and objectives for 
each issue and direct them to Action Plan working groups. The working groups 
would consist of outside consultants retained by the Board, affected public safety 
officials, agency heads, stakeholders and community representatives. The Board will 
direct the Action Plan working groups to develop and propose, within a specified 
time frame, strategies and interventions which are consistent with the Board's 
vision, goals and objectives for an issue. The Action Plan working groups should be 
instructed to (a) involve those closest to and most familiar with targeted issues 
in the development of proposed strategies and solutions and (b) follow a four­
step problem-solving process: 

1. Gather data, research and best practices relevant to the issue identified by the 
Board; 

2. Refine the definition of the targeted issue based upon the foregoing 
information and identity the desired outcomes, 

3. Design strategies to address the targeted issue and develop plans to 
implement and evaluate those strategies; and 

9/23/98 1:48PM 
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DRAFT 
4. Propose these strategies and 

Sept 23, 1998 

implementation/evaluation plans to the Board. 
The Board would review and revise the working groups' proposed strategies and 
implementation/ evaluation plans, and then adopt final Action Plans. These Action 
Plans will (a) direct relevant County agencies to implement and evaluate the 
Board's public safety strategies and (b) propose levy funding to the voters to 
support those critical strategies requiring additional resources. 

In addition to the direct involvement of stakeholders and community representatives 
in the working groups, a public input process will be designed to provide 
appropriate opportunities for the review and comment of the proposed Action Plans 
and strategies. 

Suggested Subjects of a Strategic Plan for Public Safety: 
By definition, a Strategic Plan for Public Safety focuses selectively on issues· and 
challenges that are within the Board's ability to control or influence, and on 
strategies and solutions that can make a significant difference in the level of public 
safety in Multnomah County. Therefore~ "big ticket items" in the County's public 
safety budget are obvious candidates for the Board's consideration in the search for 
cost-effective strategies to include in its Strategic Plan. However, some if p.ot most 
of the resources in those budgets are managed jointly with the Board by 
independently elected officials, such as the Sheriff, the District Attorney and Circuit 
Judges, who are professionally trained to deal with public safety issues and equally 
committed to the search for effective strategies. Even when public safety resources 
are not subject to such joint management, as in the case of the separate functions of 
cities and counties, the missions and objectives of all the agencies and officials 
involved are interrelated and interdependent. As a result, the Board's strategic 
planning process must be open and collaborative. 

The following subjects are suggested as worthy of the Board's consideration in a 
Strategic Plan for Public Safety; there will no doubt be others to discuss on 
September 24: 

1. Jail Population Management. As David Bennett observed in his recent 
report, "SB 1145 Refining the Continuum," most county budgets, including 
Multnomah County's, are increasingly consumed by the cost of operating jails. 
While our Sheriff has made great progress in managing the County's jail populations 
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and in reducing early releases, the Board could assist in promoting the cost -effective 
use of the County's jail space by (a) providing technical analysis through the 
Department of Support Services' Evaluation Research Unit and through outside 
experts to monitor and analyze the continually changing nature and dynamics of the 
County's jail and other custodial populations and (b) directing the Public Safety 
Coordinating Council, through its Executive Committee or appropriate working 
groups and with the assistance of outside expertise, to develop additional 
interagency and intergovernmental strategies to manage these populations. 

2. Jail in a Continuum of Local Sanctions. Given the limits on the amount 
of jail space that will likely be available to this or any other county, only a relatively 
few offenders can be detained long enough to be incapacitated or deterred from 
committing future crimes solely by virtue of a jail sentence. State prison is the place 
for dangerous offenders in need of prolonged incarceration. If the Board agrees, it 
should consider adopting and promoting a policy which (a) reserves lengthy jail 
sentences for the relatively few, most serious offenders who have not been 
committed to state prison and (b) encourages the greater use of jail sanctions in 
conjunction with community-based sanctions, and as a "back-up" sanction to 
enforce compliance with those sanctions and to get the attention of those offenders 
who ignore· the conditions of community supervision. And, if jail should be used 
primarily as punishment for offenders who fail to comply with the terms and 
conditions of community-base programs and supervision, then the Board should 
reconsider the wisdom and cost -effectiveness of delivering treatment, training or 
education services to offenders serving short sentences in jail, when most of those 
programs can be delivered more cheaply and effectively under supervision in the 
community. 

3. Local Sentencing, Charging and Plea Bargaining Decisions. Although 
Oregon has enacted a detailed set of sentencing guidelines to regulate and manage 
the imposition of felony sanctions within the level of corrections resources currently 
available to the State, local discretionary sentencing, charging and plea bargaining 
decisions by individual judges and deputy district attorneys still greatly influence, if 
not control, the commitment of Multnomah County's corrections resources -­
including, most notably, its jail space. While these individual decisions are no doubt 
well-intentioned and entirely lawful, they are probably frequently inconsistent and 
may not reflect the policies and preferences of the Board, the Local Public Safety 
Coordinating Council or the agencies involved. Given the effectiveness of the 

9/23/98 1 :48 PM 
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Public Safety Coordinating Council and the "culture of cooperation" that prevails 
among public safety officials in Multnomah County, now may be the time for the 
Board to initiate a joint project with the Courts and the District Attorney, under the 
auspices of the Council, to develop misdemeanor or sentencing guidelines, 
prosecution charging guidelines and other local rules that structure the discretion of 
individual decision-makers in a way which promotes the consistent and rational use 
of local public safety resources. 

4. Transitional Housing. In the real estate business its "location, location, 
location;" in the corrections business it's "transition, transition, transition." 
Offenders coming out of jail, treatment, or any other custodial sanction need a safe, 
stable drug-free place to live while reestablishing themselves in the community and 
developing new habits and skills, like showing up sober and on time for school or a 
job. Historically, states and counties have built prisons and jails, and developed a 
few effective custodial treatment programs, and then expected the graduates of these 
expensive corrections sanctions to succeed upon their return to the same unstable, 
unsafe and drug-infested environments from which they came. No wonder 
recidivism rates are so high, in spite the enormous amount resources devoted to 
public safety! As David Bennett recommended in his SB 1145 report, the Board 
should insure an adequate amount of specialized and supervised "transitional 
housing" for local offenders. This important resource could also be used to house 
pre-trial detainees and the mentally ill who would not otherwise be released from 
jail, at a fraction of the cost of jail. 

5. Future Jail Space. From Multnomah County's experience with SB 1145 
and the State's history with prison population projections, it's obvious that offender 
population forecasting is fallible, if not impossible. The dynamics of the criminal 
justice system are as complex as the economy's (which also regularly defies 
prediction) and, besides that, the Legislature or the voters frequently change 
controlling law and policy. However, more can be done to develop reliable 
assessments ofMultnomah County's need for new jail space than has been done in 
the past. 

Before considering the need for additional jail space beyond the amount currently 
funded, the Board should retain outside expertise from the National Institute of 
Corrections, the National Institute of Justice or a similar professional or accrediting 
agency to assess the nature and extent of the County's likely need for new jail 
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Public Safety Plan DRAFT 
space. While there are no readily available formulas or technologies to assess this 
need precisely, such an outside, professional assessment would employ national 
standards, comparisons with other jurisdictions and sophisticated projections 
models; and the assessment would likely produce far better and more credible 
estimates than have been generated by the County thus far. Such an assessment 
may come with a six-figure price tag; but it would serve to avoid or to justify the 
seven or eight-figure sums necessary to construct and operate new jails. 

6. Community Justice. Meaningful, and sometimes very intensive, 
supervision of offenders will continue to be the only way to protect the public from 
serious criminals. However, parole and probation departments across the country 
are reconsidering the efficacy of attempting to supervise every offender on 
individual caseloads which may average 50 or more offenders. An apt analogy 
would be the attempt to convert all teachers in our public school systems into 
individual tutors of every student. By adopting the philosophy of "community 
justice," this country's more creative parole and probation departments are starting 
to deploy some of their professional work force to "hot spots" and crime-impacted 
neighborhoods in their communities -- for the purpose of developing, in partnership 
with these communities, effective prevention and intervention programs that engage 
at-risk youth, as well as convicted offenders, in work, education and recreation 
programs. Other creative departments, like our own Department of Community 
Justice, have developed effective educational and group training programs for low 
risk offenders (e.g., ACJ' s "Alternative Sentencing and Sanction Program" and Day 
Reporting and Learning Centers), which free up resources for the supervision of 
more serious offenders,. and which are proving more effective than the superficial 
case management or expedient "case banking" strategies traditionally forced upon 
most parole and probation departments by inadequate resources. Our District 
Attorney has also taken the lead in community justice by establishing neighborhood 
prosecutor's offices and community courts that serve as natural models of creativity 
and reform. The Board should consider the potential for increased effectiveness by 
adopting and expanding these kinds of community justice strategies. 

7. Balance Between Custodial and Community Treatment. Like 
"transition," "balance" is a fundamental principle of any sound corrections or public 
safety policy: balance between law enforcement and prevention, between 
incarceration and community sanctions and, as Multnomah County now embarks on 
the essential strategy of treating alcohol and other drug abuse among high risk, 
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Public Safety Plan DRAFT 
repetitive offenders, balance between treatment in custody and treatment in the 
community. Notwithstanding David Bennett's recommendation of a minimum 
requirement of three-months of treatment for high risk offenders, the need for 
custodial and community treatment among those offenders may vary widely, and all 
of them will need some form of supervision and support in the community, at least 
during the initial stages of their recovery process. If the County constructs and 
operates hundreds of new custodial treatment beds, without providing for essential, 
alternative and complementary community-base treatment services, it is likely to 
repeat the mistakes of numerous states and counties across the country that have 
built prisons and jails without providing the necessary balance between custodial 
sanctions and community sanctions and supervision. The predictable result is the 
"revolving door" of recidivism. 

8. Balance Inside and Outside the Criminal Justice System. The Board is 
in the unenviable position of being responsible for providing (1) criminal justice 
sanctions and services for adult offenders in response to the operations and demands 
of separate and independent branches of government and public safety agencies 
over which it has only limited control, and (2) health and human services which 
must compete for scarce County resources with the more immediately compelling 
demands for more law enforcement and punishment -- but which also may have 
greater positive long-term impact on the public's safety. Both of these 
responsibilities call for the Board to constantly consider the question balance inside 
and outside the criminal justice system. 

Balance inside the criminal justice system can be ensured through the thoughtful and 
judicious exercise of the Board's first responsibility and calls for the kinds of 
strategies suggested above, such as collaborative intergovernmental agreements over 
the nature, extent and appropriate balance between arrest, prosecution, sentencing 
and punishment. For no matter how big or how small a criminal justice system is, it 
can neither deter, punish, rehabilitate nor protect if it remains out-of-balance within 
and therefore dysfunctional. The best available example is our County's historic 
and notorious "matrix release" system. 

Promoting balance outside the criminal justice system through the exercise of the 
Board's second responsibility -- to provide other essential health and human 
services -- is even more challenging. When the Board is called upon to increase 
9/23/98 1:48PM 
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drug treatment, mental health, housing, educational and family services for criminal 
offenders, it must cross the Board's collective mind that its provision of these 
services will come at the expense of the needs of law-abiding constituents who are 
at least equally in need of these services. Moreover, in the context of public safety, 
delivery of these services outside of, or more broadly than, the criminal justice 
system may have a far greater positive impact on public safety. While no longer 
entirely ignored by most local governments, formal and structured consideration of 
the proper balance between the competing criminal justice demands and public 
service needs and the prioritization of short-term and long-term public safety 
strategies has, to my knowledge, never been "hardwired" into the deliberative 
processes of county government. With the help of the local and national expertise 
already described, the Board should consider addressing these issues more 
effectively by developing a structured deliberative process and an explicit analytical 
framework within which to evaluate them. 

9. A Legislative Strategy for 1999. In conjunction with or independent of 
the development of a Strategic Plan for Public Safety, the Board should reach 
consensus on its priorities for legislative change in the 1999 session of the Oregon 
Legislative Assembly. David Bennett in his SB 1145 report has already identified 
some of the most critical issues that need to be addressed by the Legislature: (a) a 
revised funding formula for the distribution of community corrections and local 
control resources which more accurately reflects the costs of operating jails and 
community-based programs in Multnomah County, and which incorporates 
incentives for counties to pursue the kind of early intervention and diversion 
strategies that our Department of Community Justice has implemented to reduce the 
demand for community corrections and local control sanctions; (b) expanding the 
authority of judges and probation officers to commit dangerous or incorrigible local 
offenders to state prison; and (c) establishing more custodial sex offender treatment 
programs. 

C: Judge Jim Ellis 
Sheriff Dan Noelle 
DA Mike Schrunk 
Elyse Clawson 
Dave Warren 
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MUL TNOMAH COUNTY 
PUBLIC SAFETY COORDINATING COUNCIL 
VISION, GOALS AND VALUE STATEMENT 

VISION 

·the Public Safety Coordinating Council's vision for Multnomah County is 
a quality of life that ensures the personal safety, security and freedom from fear 
of residents, where all laws are enforced and all crimes have consequences; a 
thriving, vital and productive community with supportive and healthy· 
environments for children and families; a rich variety of educational, employment 
and cultural opportunities for all citizens; and a shared sense of community 
responsibility, accountability and fairness. 

GOALS 

In light of that vision, the goals of Multnomah County's public safety 
system are: 

• To protect, in order of priority, life, personal safety and property 

• To reduce all crime to the maximum extent possible 

• To protect and respect the victims of crime 

• To protect constitutional principles of fairness, equity and due process 

• To change the future behavior of offenders by providing opportunities 

for offenders to return to their communities as productive citizens. 

To achieve these goals, the public safety system should function as an 
integrated, cost-effective network of public and private agencies in partnership 
with its citizens and community institutions with joint responsibility for crime 
prevention, Jaw enforcement, education, employment training, social :services, 
health, adult and juvenile justice and corrections. 

An effective public safety system must also be supported by a shared 
sense of responsibility, accountability and community justice among all 
participants in the daily life of our communities, including individual citizens, 
neighborhoods, churches, schools, businesses and government agencies. 
Finally, the County's public safety system must be accountable to the public, 
while criminal offenders must be accountable to the law, their victims, and their 
communities. 

Multnomah County's Public Safety Coordinating Council will design, 
oversee and advocate the foregoing vision and goals, in partnership with the 
County's public safety agencies and its local communities and guided by an 
ongoing public dialogue with citizens throughout the County. 

I - VISION, GOALS AND VALUE STATEMENT vision.rev2111.96 /0 
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VALUES 

Multnomah County's public safety system must preserve and promote the 
following values: 

• /All public safety policies, strategies and operations in the County should • be undertaken with recognition that a comprehensive, balanced approach to 
public safety will advance the goals of Multnomah County's public safety 
system; and that all policies, strategies and operations designed to prevent 
crime must focus on its causes, utilizing valid and reliable data and best 
practices which have proven effective in other jurisdictions. 

• ·The equality, diversity and personal rights of each individual in the 
County must be respected and protected. Any unfair impact on or bias 
against the County's minority communities or women which is caused by its 
public safety system must be eliminated; 

• Secure and healthy children and families, strong and relevant 
education systems, and a shared sense of community, responsibility and 
justice are essential conditions for safe communities. Moreover, crime 
prevention and intervention strategies are essential to prevent youth 
involvement in crime. Therefore, strategies and programs aimed at reducing 
the risk of youth involvement in crime and increasing youth involvement in 
education and healthy social activities must be a primary focus of Multnomah 
County's public safety system. 

• All of the Council's public safety policies, strategies and programs 
must be developed and operated in partnerships with private citizens, 
organizations and businesses; schools, churches and other associations; and 
public and private agencies providing health, education, and social services in 
the County; and be guided by an ongoing public di~logue. 

• Progress in achieving Multnomah County's public safety g~als must 
be measured rigorously and reported regularly to the public throu-gh the use 
of reliable data and valid outcome evaluations; 

• The County's public safety policies and strategies must first target 
violent crimes against persons. However, those policies and strategies 
must also encourage a shared sense of security and community justice 
throughout the County by· focusing on crimes that erode the quality of life 
and respect for the law in our neighborhoods; 

• The Public Safety Coordinating Council is committed to informing, 
and being informed by the public and the media about challenges facing 
Multnomah County's public safety system and facts regarding the causes and 
prevention of crime. The Council and public safety agencies in the County must 
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also gain the public's trust and confidence in the capacity of local government to 
achieve it's public safety goals, in partnership with the community. The public 
must be encouraged to assist in preventing and reporting crime. 

• Multnomah County's public safety system must provide a full 
continuum of law enforcement sanctions and services, which insures that 
the Cou~ty's public safety strategies are flexible, comprehensive and cost­
effectiye. Such sanctions and services must include community policing 

· strategies which recognize a shared responsibility between the police and the 
community in making communities safer and more livable. Community policing 
encourages a problem solving partnership between citizens and police and 
emphasizes a customer service orientation that provides supportive, professional 
services to the community through the promotion of human rights, mutual 
respect and COlJrtesy. 

3- VISION, GOALS AND VALUE STATEMENT vision.rev2111.96 



Pl I I ( 

]' ( 



,, . 

Public Safety Coordinating Council 

Report.ofthe Work Group on the Substance Abuse Treatment Requirements of Offenders 

Table of Contents 

I. Membership 2 

II. Vision .... 
.... 
.) 

m. Executive Summary ...... · .................. . 4 

IV. Guiding Principles for Al-cohol and Drug Treatment for Offenders 7 

. ' 

V. System Policy Statement . . . . . ........•........ 9 

VI. System Coordination . . . . . . . . . ·. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . I 1 

Vll. Client Assessment forTreatmentRequirements ............... 13 

VIIL Efforts within Jail Facilities . . .. .. . . .. . .. . . . . . . . . . . . -\ . . . . • . 14 

A. Basic Approach . . . ~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . 14 

B. Educational Programming . . . . . . . . . . . . • • . . • . • . . . . . . 19 

C. Pre-Release Planning .•....... -. ~ • ~ .•••••...•••.. 22 

IX. Assessment and Tteatment of O~enders in the Community • • ·• .• • • • • • 23 

A. Referral Setvices .........• · •••.••....•.....••• :23 
B. Problems with Enrollment in Treatment ............. ·" ..• 24 

C. Funding Coordination with the ·oregon Health Plan . . . . . . . . . . . 24 

D. Treatment Planning in Coordination with the Oregon Health Plan . . . 25 

E. Improving the Quality of Treatment .................... 26 

F. Contract Oversight . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29 . 

G. Support/wrap-around/aftercare/housing ~ices . . . . . . . . . . 29 
. . . 30 

H. T raJ. rung . . . . . .· . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ·. . . . . . . . . 

I. Relapse . . . . . . . . . . . ·. . . . . . . . · . . ~ . . . . . . . . . . . 3 1 

Planning, Data, Research and Evaluatiqn . . . . · . . . ~ . . ••..••• 34 



Commissioner .Sharron Keiley 
Commissioner Gary Hansen 

.( 

MEMBERSHIP 

Tamara Holden, Department of Community Corrections 
Norma Jaeger, Behavioral Health 

. Doug Bray, Court Administrator 
Vera Pool, MCSO 
Kathy Page, Corrections Health 
Peter Ozanne, PSCC · 
Gerald McFadden, Vqlunteers of America 
Judy Phelan, Office of the District Attorney 
John Connors, Metropolitan Public Defender 
Tichenor McBride, DCC 
Kevin Criswell, DCC 
Cary Harkaway, DCC 
kathy Treb, DCC 
Warren Cook, MCSO 
Bill Wood, MCSO 
Carol Abel, MCSO 
Barbara Simon, MCSO 
Lynn Stott, Behavioral Health 
Paul DuCommun, Behavioral Heruth · 
Phillip Windell, Behavior Health 
Chris Tebben, Office of Budget and Q~ity 
K.aryne Darg~ Office of Budget and Quality 
Rohert Trachtenberg, Office ofCommissioner Kelley 

. ,) 

2 



H 
vrsroN 

Multnomah County reduces criniinal behavior through adopting and adapting national 

best practices to improve the treatment provided for offenders with alcohol and other drug 

abuse/dependence ("AOD") problems. Titese achievements reduce criminal behavior, reduce 

the population in jails and community corrections caseloads, and enhance the credibility of 

criminal justice agencies and institutions. 

All County agencies and s(akeholders are connected in a seamless system, and the system 

uses resources efficiently and effectively. Cases arc processed efficiently, facilitating early 

intervention for offenders who need treatment. 

. The system manages infom1ation t9 support policy and strategic program decisions; and· 

· supports research and program development to ensure the use of state of the art p~ctices for 

alcohol and drug treatment . 

. · 
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EXECUTlVE SUMMARY 

"(S)trong empirical evidence has been accumulating, especially during the past 2 decades 

that alcohol and drug abuse treatment not only reduces AOD' use, but also reduces criminal ' 

activity_" Centerfor Substance Abuse Treatment (CSAT). Planning for Alcohol and other Drug 

Abuse Treatment/or Adults in the Criminal Justice System, Tremment Improvement flrotoco/ 

Sei·ies 17, p_l [citing seven sow·ccsJ-

The Public Safety Coordinating Council ("PSCC") should as a priority approve an 

effective service delivery strategy to engage offenders with AOD problems in treatment, 

facilitate their involvement in treatment, and reduce their future incidence of relapse1, technical 

violations3
, and commission of new offenses. 

To better impact the reduction of criminal behavior, Multnomah County should intervene 

(through assessment, referral, education and treatment) ir~ AOD abuse/dependence that is likely 

to lead to future criminality at the earliest opportunity consistent with criminal justice system. 

goals of due process, accolll,ltability, punishment, and imposition of sanctions_ The system 

should focus resources on priority populations that would include those most likely to change 

their criminal behavior with treatment in keeping with a commitment to enhanced public safety. 

The five critical components of effective treatment are assessment, patient-tr~tment 

_ matching\ comprehensive services, relapse prevention5
, and accountability of treatment 

programs. CSAT, Treatment for Alcohol and Oth~rDrug A.Ouse: Opp.drturiities for 

Coordination (Technical Assistance Publication Series 11; 1994), pp. 5-6. 

Treatment needs must be determined through a comprehensive, reliable, and cost­

effective assessment that supports Clinical and correctional·decision-making. Offenders with 

1AOD: Alcohol and other drug abuse/dependence. 

2Relapse is the process of remaining or becoming so dysfunctional in society that a return 

to addictive use (and/or criminal behavior) seems like a reasonable choi~. (Gorski,-1988) 

3Technical violations: a violation of a condition of parole or probation which is not a 

Grime for individuals not on parole or probation. Examples include failure to attend treatment, 

fai-lure to meet with a parole/probation officer, and a dirty UA (urine analysis) . 

.cPatient-treatment matching: Referral to a treatment program appropriate for an 

individual offender following a comprehensive assessment 

sAn individualized pian to control the stressors which trigger and bring about relapse to 

substance abuse. 
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AOD problems should receive assessments shortly after booking in the jail. Intervention should 

begin as soon as possible following identification of the problem. Contit~uity of treatment 

should be maintained through the transition out of jail or a residential program. 

Within its jails, the County should have programming in place that would be available to 

inmates regardless of length of stay or whether treatment enrollment is planned. The County 

should provide various methods of instruction, including non-facilitated instruction (video with 

and without written materials), partially facilitated instruction (video with stafflvolunteer 

facilitators), and didactic/process groups (facilitated by deputies/counselors, aid specialists, 

volunteers, nurses). The content of these efforts should include pre-rclcase/pre-treatm~nt 

. readiness; recovery strategies- focus on principles of self-awareness within context of recovery; 

Narcotics Anonymous/Alcoholic self-help groups (i.e., NA, AA, CA, Rational Recovery, etc.); 

medical aspects/implication of use; HIV transmission; drunk driving tapes/guests from MADD; 

relapse prevention; exploration of addictive behavior and treatment; issues in treatment; how to 

successfully complete parole/probation; pain control/acupuncture; mental health issues in context 

of alcohol and drug problems. The County should utilize certified AOD specialists to provide a 

variety of in-jail treatment modules, and expand the relapse prevention and pre-release planning 

services provided to inmates. 

Community treatment is a cost-effective correctional alternative for offenders for whom 

AOD abuse/dependence is linked to criminal behavior. lt is lessexpensive than jail and produces 

lower recidivism6 rates for those offenders.7 

Treatment services must be provided based upon matching identified needs with the 

app~priate level of service and special clinical, correctional, cultural (including spiritual) 

considerations. Motivation for recovery is generally an outcome of effective treatment not 

a prerequisite for treatment. Alcohol and drug free housing is an essential component of 

an effective treatment/recovery system. Other essentiai components are wrap-aroun.d or 

ancillary services such as employment, mental health tr:eatment, child care, and education. 

Anciliary items such as food, food stamps, clothing, and shelter can make the difference in 

achieving treatment success. . .-

AOD is a chronic, relapsing disease that _necessitates relapse education, skill 

d~elopment, and relapse planning as a part of treatment. Relapse and treatment non­

.compliance are common phenomena and should not be viewed as equivalent to more serious 

'Commission of a criminal offense subsequent to adjudication or diversion for a prior 

criminal offense. Recidivism may be measured by tracking sUbsequent convictions or arrests. 

7Several jail and treatment recidivism stUdies are annotated in Sharron Kelley, 

Memorandum on the Effectiveness of Drug Treatment as an Alternative ·to Jail (October24, 

1995). 
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kinds of criminal activity. Because AOD abuse/dependence is a disease of relapse in which 
. multiple elements must be-addressed, many treatment episodes are usually necessary, and 
subsequent treatment should build on the skills gained through prior treatment. 

Treatment and management of AOD abuse/dependency should be viewed as a lifelong 
process with phases. Aftercare should be provided for offenders \vho have completed the initial 
phases of treatment. Bec·ause drug relapse and failure are often part of the rehabilitation process, 
~e can keep the progress of an offender toward successful rehabilitation moving forward by 
planning for drug relapse and failure in the planning of supervision and treatment. 
Communicating to the defendant through education and counscli11g groups that recovery is 
possible and teaching the keys to that recovery will maximize the chance of each defendant 
succeeding. 

The County can address these issues by using local funds to support components that the 
Oregon Health Plan will not fund; expanding pre-treatment services and drug-free housing 
options for offenders, reCognizing the need to serve offenders in various stages of recovery; and 
supporting Central Intake plans to meet the demand for in~custody assessments. 

There needs to be improved programming for individuals fro1!1 mal-adapted families with 
multi-generational problems and an increase in specialized programming in treatment programs 
for criminal justice clients. Improvement in the responsiveness of programs to varying 
populations needs to become a priority. AOD treatment should include cognitive restructuring 
for criminal behavior. 

System planning, evaluation, and information management for AOD treatment should be 
a collaborative and shared responsibility among the relevant public and private agencies 
including Multnom,ah County Community Corrections, Community and Family Services, Health, 
and the Multnomah County Sheriff's Office. Information about planning and evaluation should 
be shared among.the agencies. Participating agencies should work closely with each other as 
partners in the development and ·adniinistration of the system to maximize the opportunity for 

- successful rehabilitation. Signed "working agreements" between agencies should specify a 
commitment to system goals and day-to-day operations. 

The performance of all County funded treatment services should be evaluated for their 
impact on recidivism and their Cost-effectiveness. This evaluation should data about the cost of 

·addiction to society. The realistic, reasonable costs of such evaluation must be explicitly funded. 
·The County should designate a lead, coordinating agency for offender AOD services planning 
~d evaluation, and provide clear expectations to other agencies for support for this effort This 
coordinating agency should assure that outcome and evaluation data as set out in this report are 
tracked in a uniform and accurate manner. 
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IV 

GUIDING PRINCIPLES FOR ALCOHOL AND DRUG TREATMENT FOR 

OFFENDERS 

I. Community treatment is a cost-effective correctional alternative for offenders for whom 

AOD abuse/dependence. is .linked to criminal belt~tvior-. lt is less expensive than jail and 

produces lower recidivism rates for those offenders. 

2. · Effective treatment for offenders combines appropriate accountability with intervention 

and tr~atment Sanctions, restitution and compliance with treatment program requirements, 

including fees based on ability to pay, are part of such accountability. 

3 .. Treatment ne.eds must be determined through a comprehensive, reliable, and cost­

effective assessment and placement referral that supports clinical and correctional 

decision-making. A clinically competent assessment should be undertaken to distinguish AOD 

problems from other reasons impacting the behavior of the offender. Such an assessment should 

also be performed as needed to obtain financing of the treatment and maintain compliance with 

state law. 

4. In a cost-effective system, any assessments will follow the offender (within legal 

parameters), and duplication of assessments will be avoided. 

5. Offenders with AOD problems should receive assessments shortly after booking in the 

jaiL Intervention should begin as soon as possible following identification-of the· problem. · 

Continuity of treatme'nt should be maintained through the transition out of jail or a 

r~idential program. 

6. AOD abuse/dependence is a disease b~ving biological, psychological and social elements 

all of which must be addressed for treatment to be effective. 

1. Treatment services must be provided based upon matching identified needs with thC? 

appropriate level of service and special clinical, correctional, cultural (including spiritual) 

considerations. 

8. Motivation for recovery is generally an outcome of effective treatment, not a · 

p~requisite for treatment. Mandatory treatment bas been shown to be as effective as 

~oluntary treatment. 

9. Alcohol and drug free housing is an essential component of an effective 

treatment/recovery i;ystem. Other essential components include employment, mental 

health treatment, child care, and education. 

10. AOD abuse/dependence is a chronic, relapsing disease that necessitates relapse 
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education, skill development, and relapse planning :ts a part of treatment. Relapse and 
treatment non-compliance ••re a common phenomenon and should not be ''icwed •ts 
equivalent to more serious kinds of criminal activity. 

11. Because AOD abuse/dependence is •• disease of relapse in which multiple clements 
must be addressed, many treatrt1cnt episodes arc usually necessary, :md subseq~1cnt 
trc4ltmcnt should build on the skills gained through prior trc4ltmcnt. 

12. Treatment and management of AOD should be viewed as a lifelong process with 
ph•tscs. Aftercare should be provided for offenders who h•wc completed the initial ph•tscs 
of tr·.catmcnt. 

13. Because drug relapse and failure is often part of the rehabilitation process, we can 
keep the progress of an offender toward successful rehabilitation moving forward by 

planning for drug relapse and failure in the planning of supervision and treatment. By 
. respondingto· failures immediately and in a measured fashion, we can gradually correct 

unacceptable behavior. By responding to success similarly, we can encourage compliance and 
successful drug rehabilitation. By spelling out the positive consequences of compliance and the 
negative consequences of non-compliance, we will help give the defendant control over his or 
her own rehabir'itation program and ultimately make the offender a participant rather than a self-
described victim of the system. · 

I 4. Communicating to the offender through education and counseling groups that 
recovery is possible and teaching the keys to that recovery will, maximize the chance of each 
offender succeeding. 

J.S. System planning and evaluation for drug and alcohol treatment will be a collaborative 
and shared responsibility among the relevant public and private agencies including 
Multnomah County Community Corrections, Community and Family ServiceS,.Health, 
and the Multnomah County· Sheriff's Office. Information about planning and evaluation 

- will be shared among the agencies. Participating agencies will work closely with each 
other as partners in the development and administration of the system to maximize the 
opportunity for successful rehabilitation. 

I 6. The effectiveness of all publicly funded treatment services must be evaluated for their 
impact on recidivism. The evaluation should document the full costs of addiction to 
~odety. The realistic, reasonable costs of such evaluation must be explicitly funded.· 
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SYSTEM POLICY ST ATEl\1ENT 

At least half of arrestees for major crimes such as homicide, theft and assault were 

using illicit drugs around the time of their arrest. Roughly 80 percent of those arrested for 

drug sale or possession were using illicit drugs around the time of their arrest. Instill_ue for 

Health Policy, Substance Abuse: The Nation ;s Number One Health Problem, p, 42 citing us 
DepartJ1zel1l of Justice, Nil 1991: Drug Use Forecasting Annual Report, p. 21: see also NIJ 

. . 
. . ' 

The Effectiveness of Treatment for .Drug Abusers Under Criminal Justice Supervision 

(November 1995), pp. 2-3. Nationally, 62 percent ofinmates in prisons used drugs on a 

regular basis prior to incarceration. In many metropolitan areas, more than 70 percent of 

arrestees test positive for drugs. Relapse Prevemion and the Substance Abusing Criminal 

Offender. CSAT Technical Assistance Publication Series (1993), pages v, 1'3. 

The intent of the following Policy Statement is to set Ol:lt an approach which will lead to 

an effective, efficient use of resources, consistent with public safety requirements .. 

To better impact the reduction of criminal behavior, 

Multnomah County will intervene in AOD abuse/dependence 

that is likely to lead to future criminality through assessment, 

referral, education and treatment at the earliest opportunity 

consistent with criminal justice system goals of due process, 

accountability, punishment, and imposition of sanctions. 

This policy is predicated on research that documents the succes~ of alcohol and drug 

treatmeil.t in changjng behavior. ..Substance abuse is. a-chronic, progressive, relapsing-disorder 

resulting in a physical and psychological dependence on chemical substances. Much like other 

health disorders, it also can be treated successfidly (emphasis in onginal]. • .•• Treatment also 

reduces criminal behavior and increases productive work and social functioning ..... CSAT, . 

Treatment for Alcohol and Other Drug Abuse: . OpportunitieS for- Coordination -(Technical 

Msistance Publication Series II, 1994), p. ix. · 

Indivi~uals who commit crimes because of AOD abuse/dependency can ·discontinue 

criminal activity if the AOD abuse/dependency is eliminated from their lives. ·This. must be 

accomplished· while concomitantly addressing the public expectation for accountability which the 

criminal justice system provides.· 1he system should focus resources and the development of 

~urces on priority populations that would include those most likely to Change their criminal 

·behavior with treatment in keeping with a commitment to enhanced public safety. 



ISSUE: 

H. ceo mmcnda tions: 

The availability of adequate trearmenl resources, even H'ilh increased 
fimding, will be inadequate to meet the need 

Any expansion or addition of new programs must be predicated by defining the target 
population. 

All stakeholders must be represented by a planning group that makes careful and explicit 
decisi011s about the best u'se of this resource_ 

This group must define the population for whom programs, both new and existing, arc 
intended, and specify the outcomes that can be reasonably expected for these populations. 

Within legal paran-ieters, this group must make choices as to who is going to get which 
services. Criteria for prioritization must include the offender's risk to public safety if not 
treated, amenability to treatment, and chances of success, as well as other jurisdictional 
ISSUeS. 

Clear criteria- for admission to programs will protect the integrity of the system and avoid 
net-Widening. 

The County should make available a continuum of services and interventions for 
offenders representing a range of offenses, risk to public safety, and severity of their 
AOD problems. 

~der and cultural issues must be considered ·so that resources match the needs and 
makeup of the client population. 

The County should educate all criminal justice system participants- including judges, 
. • • 8 prosecutors, defense attorneys, and staff of MCSO and DCC - about DSM-IV cntena , 

OHP-funding criteria, and clinical assessment criteria to enable better-informed 
decisions regarding treatment expectations for offenders. 

Treatment providers, DCC staff, and judges need to work together to structure the 
recommendations and supporting information to the Court. The Oregon Patient 
Placement criteria should be considered in this effort or offenders Will be "set-up" to fail. 

'The Di~stic Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders- IV defines specific diagnostic 
criteria for diagnoses of substance dependence (seven criteria) and abuse (four criteria). 
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Vl 

SYSTEM COORDlNA TlON 

When an offender currently enters the criminal justice system, the beginning of 

innumerable screenings and assessments start. Data are collected throughout an offender's time 

in the sy,stcm at various times, locations and events. Generally, the same information is collected 

at every session with variations on amount, comprehensiveness. format, length, purposes, 

confidentiality, etc. [t may be possible through elimination of any unnecessary duplication to 

better utilize resources by forwarding screening and assessment i1iformation to others who need 

the data. 

"When systems collaborate, a comprehensive assessment can follow an AOD abuser 

throughout the entire system. Such an effort promotes patient-treatment matching, allows a 

workable continuum which best meets a patient's needs, and provides a means for holding the 

patient and the involved system(s) accountable." CSAT. Treatment for Alcohol and Other Drug 

Abuse: . Opportunities for Coordination (Technical Assistance Publication Series II, I994), p. 

170. This could improve the efficiency of the system and free resources for needs not currently 

met. 

If appropriate interventions could be identified and implemented early in an offender's 

· criminal activities, we could possibly improve the effectiveness of those interventions. 

Improvement in the effectiveness of interventions would lesson the strain on resources and 

enhance public safety_by stopping criminal behavior before it becomes chr~nic .. 

Information is collected at the following points in the system: 

Arrest 
Booking (medical) · 

Pretrial Release Decisions 

Institutional Classification 

District Attorney Screening for Diversion 

Defense Attorney Screening 

Adjudication 
Incarceration(Jail) 
Probation (Diagnostic Center) 

Field Supervision/Program Intake (Work Release, Day Reporting, etc.) 

Prison Release 

Whit~ these are major points in the system when information is collected for various 

purposes, it must be recognized that not all information is collected on all. offenders. For 

effective use of resources, determinations must be made at each point as to the type and quantity 

of information to collect in order to properly process the case and the individual. Valid criteria 

are used to quickly make decisions about the appropriate next step. 
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Rccorrtmcndations: 

For lengthy assessments, the offender should be in a location for a period of time Ion!!_ 
enough to properly use the assessment information. Those locations would be: Jail, PRSP. ~ 
Community Corrections. 

Each agency that collects information should coordinate with partners in the system to 
determine how information can be forwarded. 

The County should provide financial incentives that encourage each agency to work 
together in the exchange of information and in the development of uniform data collection 
forms and methods. 

The County should develop a shared data system within criminal justice and social 
service delivery systems which include: law enfor<:ement, prosecution, defense bar, judiciary, 
jail, community corrections, private providers, AOD treatment, mental health providers, etc. 

The County should develop a Common Release of Information form that is used by all 
participants in the system. Confidentiality and ethical business rules must be agreed upon to 
ensure this process occurs in a time-effective, ethical manner. 

When contracting for services, the County should require providers to accept 
standardized assessments (conducted within designated time frames) and keep the relevant 
agencies informed of client progress .. - . 

Departments should be required to develop uniformity within their organizations in order 
that other agencies are able t~ interact with th~m in a comprehensive_manner. 
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VH 
. CLIENT ASSESSMENT FOR TREATMENT REQUIREl\1ENTS 

ISSUE: Assessment of offender requirements for alcohol and drug lreatment services is 

fragmented and inconsistent, and referral Ct~iteria are inconsislenl, ofien 

resulting in ine.fficieilt and ineffective assignmenls. 

Publicly-funded alcohol and drug treatment services are a scarce commodity, requirinu 

management to ensure achievement of clearly defined objectives. An important step in impro~ving system 

efficiency and effectiveness is the development and administration of a standardized set of measures that 

can support both short-range client treatment planning and long-term resource management. 

The criminal justice system administers a rigorous set of procedures of \vhich some arc intended to 

collect infonnati()n (i.e., descriptive characteristics, including photograph and health information . 
. ' . 

partic'-'larly regarding current trauma). It seems reasonable to extend this process to include information. 

regarding AOD abuse/dependency. However, ·this might be accomplished in phases or stages, depending 

on a variety of characteristics, including the nature of pending charges and the estimate of expected stay in 

custody. 

Rcc·ommcndations: 

Establish an ad hoc AOD Assessment and Implementation Team ("Team") and charge the team. 

with responsibility for pl~i!lg and managing th~ implementation of an offender selVi~ require~ents 

assessment ("assessment") to be partofthecorrections system assessment.. The Team sho~lld be. 

responsible for developing a plan to sustain the changes in the county corrections system reception 

process. 

The Team should include at least three an~ no more than five members, drawn from each ~f the 

agencies expected to participate: MCSO Cotrections Deputies; Corrections Health; DCC PRSP. 

Additional expertise. should be requested and provided as appropriate. (For example7 the-questions for an 

instrument and the training of staff should be coordinated with County BehaVioral Health staff.) 

The AOD abuse/dependency portion of the assessment should comply with the standards 

developed under the Portland Target City Project. 

With due regard for federal, state, and local provisions for confidentiality, information from the 

assessnlent should be provided to seivice delivery staff, within and outside the county corrections system, 

to suPPort treatment planning and management. · · · 

. Th~ assessment should be administered as early in the assessment procesS a5 feaSible." given the 

requirements for personal and public h~th and safety. 
. . 

The Team should be responsible for ensuring the availability of information to support reliable 

estUnates of the performance of the assessment system to assist policy decision-~ and strategic. 

program_planning. 

. '~. 
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VHI 
EFFORTS VVIT(HN JAIL FACILITIES 

A. B;tsic Appr·oach · 

. . . 

GOAL: To provide a continuum ofhabilitative programs and services specifically 

designed to advance the inanagement of inmates, effect positive change in 

offenders' criminal behavior and foster the transition from incarcerati~n to 

productive citizenship. 

ISSUE.· The majority o_( inmates in our .~ystem are not responsible and productive 

members of our community because of their alcohol and drug addiction, 

minimal educational backgrounds and/or inadequate employment . 

. Recommendations: 

Ensure the service and protection of the citizens in our community by providing care, 

. custody and control of offenders. 

Provide this serVice and protection by integrating security and treatment in the most cost 

. effective manner through the development of appropr:i:ate di\_'ersio~ faci~ity, and 

community programs. 

Develop opportunities within the current and proposed jail system that address these 

issues. 

Encourage and respond to positive behavioral growth and address imitate's needs. 

Base reoommendations for inmate status and placement on displayed behavior and 

·. assessment results. 

Assist inmates in taking ~ponsibility for their liv~ by eStablishing guidelines, 

parameters and opportunities for choice based on behavior and assessment. 

·Significant pro~ which provide the innurte with pertinent practical skills include life 

skills development, AOD treatment, mental health assessment and treatment, 

educationlliterncy, vocational training, job skills development and placement, case 

management -an~ post-institutional monitoring. 
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ISSUE: The general public has lillie confidence in our ability to reduce crime and 

produce results .for dollars .']Jem. 

Recommendations: 

Recidivism of offenders released froln jail should be reduced. 

Provide an environment and tools for inmates to ch<ingc behavior and acquire skills while 

in our care, custody and control. 

Programs and services should provide measurable.objectives and goals. 

Provide inmates with·social, educational and employment skills that inirror the values, 

standards and expectations ofthe.community, 

Edueate the community regarding realistic conditions in jails and among those 

incarcerated. 

ISSUE: Idle time for imiwles makes managemenl more difficult, wasles valuable 

skill building and treatment opportunities and releases individuals into the 

community with limited ability to suceeed. 

Recommendations: 

Construct aU new facilities and additional· bedspace based on the direct supervision 

method. 

Provide program modules that incorporate iiving and skill building and treatnlent into the 

design. 

Require those that choose program modules to participate in programming a minimum of 

eight hours per day. 

Provide adequate ·reintegration services to those amenable to change.· 

· I.SSUE: 

Recommendations: 

Current assessment practices should address security needs as well as 

inmate needs and resp(Jnsibility. 

Triage .all bookiitgs based on medi~ treatment, academic, vocational and security . 

needs. 
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Inmates not released through available release mechanisms should receive orientation and 
assessment 

Utilize validated instruments that provide appropriate program placement for those 
completing ·the process. 

Inmates failing to complete this process or those involved in rule violations should be to 
basic housing that offers only what is required by law. · 

ISSUE: Con.'![ruction (?fn~wfacilities and additional hed'i has traditionally been 
extremely expensive. In addition. most people believe that providing 
prograniming is also more expensive than traditional supervision within 0 

facility. 

Rcco m mend a tions: 

Research recent constructiOI~ costs that accommodate a full range of program services for .· 
new facilities that have been built at considerably lower capital expense. 

Provide information to policy makers that demonstrates the relationship between 
recidivism, criminal activity and alcohol and other drug abuse, lack of education and 
employability. 

Provide·funds for site visits. to county jail systems that currently-offer-a range of program 
options, i.e. Orange County, Florida and Marin County, California. 

Provide written materials describing model jail systems to all necessary stakeholders. 

ISSUE: Safety, security iuul order in all facilities must. be as importanf as inmate 
development and treatment requirements. 

Recommendations: 

Eliminate inmate idleness and establish wo~ treatment and educational programs as a 
primary element of facility security. · 

Replace all forms of inmate institutiorial power . with staff authority and control. 

Express to· inmates clear and consistent expectations of acceptable conduct 

Enforce strictly and fairly all inmate rules and behavior contracts. 
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ISSUE: 

Recommendations: 

Reorganization and restructuring <~(tradilional emJ}Ioyee and civilian 

roles will be necessary to implement new structure. 

Conduct an analysis of all sworn and non-sworn staffjob duties and responsibilities to 

determine how best to utilize existing resources. 

Provide all staff, both sworn and non-sworn, with opportunities for continuous 

development of knowledge and skills in all areas of operations. 

Utilize training and the integration of security and treatment to encourage in all staff a 

conscious sense of value and purpose in the execution of their duties. 

Reviews of the correctional substance abuse treatment literature and substance abuse 

treatment programs within the criminal justice system (Andrews and Kiesling, 1980; 

Bush, Hecht, La Barbara, and Peters, in press: Falkin, Wexler, and Lipton, 1990; . 

Gendreau and Ross, 1984; Leukefeld and Tims, 1992; Wexler, Lipton, and Johnson, 

1988) indicate several key principles associated with successful treatment of offenders. 

These principles are drawn from experiences in implementing both jail and prison 

treatment programs, and are briefly summarized below. 

Develop commitment from jail administrators to support the AOD treatment program within 

their facilities and to provide adequate staff and technical support. 

Use a· coordinated approach in the design and implementation of in-jail AOD programming, 

involving both substance abUse and custody staff. . 

Conduct cross-training for the AOD staff, custody staff, and key administrators to review the 

prog{am philosophy, inmate management techniques, policies and procedures, and other 

common areas of interest. 

Provide a treatment unit(s) th8.t is isolated from general population inmates. (Like IJIP). Tills 

strategy tends to remove participants from the corrosive influences of the jail subculture and 

encourages development of prosocial behaviors and group cohesion. · · 

erovide incentives and sanctions to encourage inmates to enter and complete in-:.iail trcat.rnent 

programs. 

Develop a continuum of in-jail treatment services that is consistent with the expected length of · 

incarceration. , . _ 

Provide comprehensive asseSsment examining an inmate's treatment requirements, risks · 
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presented to the institution (e.g. suicidal or aggressive behavior), and level of supervision 

required. Match inmates to treatment services according to results of this assessment. 

Develop a structured treatment environment, which should include an intensive array of in-jail. 

program services to encourage self-discipline and commitment to treatment. It is necessary to 

address the many skill deficits and areas of psychological dysfunction among this population. 

Provide clear consequences for inmate behavior within the jail treatment program. Positive and 

negative consequences for inmate behavior should be clearly indicated. Program rules and 

guidelines arc reinforced through a system of formal and info1'mal sanctions. 

Encourage sustained participation in AOD treatment. Jail programs less than three months 

duration should develop procedures to ensure that inmates arc placed in supervised aftercare 

treatment programs within the community. 

Provide multi-modal treatment services. Treatment activities should address the range of 

psychosocial problems and areas of skills deficits that may inhibit successful recovery from 

AOD abuse/dependency. 

Encourage identification and modification ofcriminal thinking patterns, values, and behaviors. 

Program .counselors should systematically model and reinforce prosocial behaviors within the 

treatment unit. Clearly defined sanctions should be provided for antisocial behaviors. 

Encourage cognitive-behavioral treatment techniques:-Self•management strategies such as 

cognitive restructuring and self-monitoring should be addressed in treatment programS. 

Opportunity should be provided for mode-ling, rehearsal, and over learning of those techniques. 

Involve inmates in skills-based interventions. Programs should encourage the acquisition and 

rehearsal ofdrug-free and prosocial skills· to deal with interpersonal problems, stress,. anger, and 

other personal, parental and professional challenges faced during re.:covery. 

Provide training in relapse prevention techniques. Exercises should promote awareness of 

individual relapse patterns, including warning signs, high-risk situations, and covert setups. A 

range of coping skills should be provided to anticipate the high rate of relapse among drug­

involved offenders. OpportunitieS should be provided to rehearse these skills in the jail treatment 

. pt?gram and during aftercare. 

Involve inmates in "core" group treatment experiences. Involvement in a primary treatment or 

therapy group provides a catalyst for behavior change that is achieved through reinforcement of 

progress tOwardS recovery and co~ntation of denial and resistance. Group treatment also . 

provides a cost effective vehicle for educational and skill-based interventions. =-
-

Provide pre-release planning and assist program participants in the tranSition to aftercare 
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services. Successful jail substance abuse treatment programs help to coordinine placement in 

follow up treatment services. Mostjail program participants are in need of at least one year of 

follow-up treatment and regular dru~ te_sting that is provided ~ithin the conte.xt of probation or 

parole supervision. 

Develop measures to ensure accountability to short and long tenn progratll objectives. 

Evaluation strategies are implemented in the early stages of program development, and include 

process, impact, and outcome measures. 

ISSUE: ln-custodyfacilities do not provide any lype l~{relapse prevenlion, cue 

extinction, warning-ident[fication or warning-management :rea/men/ services 

for inniates. 

RE.COMMENDA TlON: Establish relapse prevention programming in correctional 

facilities. These programs should include cue-extinction, urge management, warning­

identification, warning-management, and recovery planning for inmates. 

13. Programming 

GOAL: To make time spent in jail more productive by providing inmates with the tools 

to improve skills and self-esteem and to increase the personal and social responsibility of the 

inmate 

ISSUE: Inmates spend many non-productive hours watching TV. playing cards, 

discussing'past and/orfuture criminal behaviors or sleeping 

Recommendations: 

Curtail ~lar Viewing of TV within correctional facilities 

Provide daily~ structured, educational programs that allow for intermittent (short/long­

term) participation and ease of reentzy should the inmate be reincan::ecated 

Provide programs at various intellectual levels, using a variety of methods of instruction 

(multi-language, especially Spanish) to meet inmate needs: 

Non-facilitated (video with and without written materials) -stand-alone. 

Partial facilitated (video with staff/volunteer facilitators)~ 

Didactic/Process ·groups'( facilitated by deputies/counselors, a/ d ·specialists, 

volunteers, nurses). 

ISSUE: lnma(es lack basic knowledge in areas of life skills, general education. medical, . 

mental health aful alcohol and drug issues. 
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Recommendations: 

·Provide educational components (3) that will enhance inmate's personal and social 
responsibility upon release. 

COMPONENT I. GENERAL EDUCA TION/UFE SKILLS 

GED/Literacy/Employmcnt Readiness 
Sci f-estccm 
Errors in Thinking (criminal behavior) 
Anger mai1agement 
Parenting skill 
Separation/Loss grieving 
Violence prevention/peace promotion . 

HIV 
Sex Abuse 
Food Handler 
CPR/First-Aid 
Multi-cultural/Ethnic studies(emphasizing self-awareness, pride and respect) 
Women's issues 
Stress reduction 

COMPONENT II. ALCOHOUDRUG·ISSUES- · 

Pre-release/Pre-treatment readiness 
Rec:Qvery· strategies - focus on principles of self-awareness within context of 

recovery 
Narcotics Anonymous/ Alcoholic self-help groups (i.e., NA, ~ CA, R.ational 

Recovery, etc.) . 
Medical ~mplication of use · 
HIV transmission 
Drunk driving tapes/guests from MA.bo 
Relapse prevention 
Exploration of addictive behavior and treatment 
Issues in treatment 
How to successfully complete Parole/Probation 
Pain control/acupuncture 

· Mental Health issues in context of AOD · 

COMPONENT ill. MENTAL ILLNESS/LIFE SKILLS · 

Understanding Mental IllneSs/Causes 

;. 
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Self treating issues 

AOD issues in context of Mental Illness 

Relapses with mental illness 

Medication and side effects 

Grief work 
Post traumatic stress disorder/depression 

Sex abuse 

ISSUE: Inmates have limited oppol-tunities.for expanding their knowledge hase due to 

minimal daily programming 

RECOMMENDATION: Request additional funding for five corrections counselors to 

aid in component li and Ill programming. Support additional funding for AOD specialists and 

appropriate training to ·provide services. 

ISSUE.~ Current staffing (mix/level) cannot provide increased level of education to 

inmates 

RECOMMENDATION: Partnership with community to increase resources by utilizing 

graduate students for classes, i.e., PSU, U of P, volunteers assist with video and group facilitation 

ISSUE: The corrections deputies do no( participate in treat!rlent team planning, 

consultation, or training. 

Recommendations: 

Seek ways to ensure.that at least .one Deputy attends the program team on & daily basis 

and that one program staff member attends shift meetings on a daily basis .. Ensure that a Deputy 

representative participates in all program development planl)i~g. . · 

For each progriun, eStablish an ad~ry board that includes representatives of the 

Deputies, Health, Counselors, and progriun specific expertise, such as AOD dependency. __ 

Ensure that all Deputies receive at least basic information regarding the symptoms arid 

side effects of AOD abuse. 

. Provide opportunities for Deputies to participate in program design and delivery at no 

expense to the health and security of the facility and its programs. 
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C. Pre-Release Planning 

Offenders who have ·completed pretreatment services or a pre-release planning program 
arc engaged more quickly in treatment and their treatment retention improves significantly. 

ISSUE: Pre-release planning and transition and recovery planning/or inmate.<; occurs 
infrequently. 

Rccom mend a tions: 

,Increase pre-release planning and transition planning for inmates leaving correctional 
facilities. 

Individuals who have an AOD problem and are involved in the in-jail treatment program 
. should be required to have a personal plans for involvement in an aftercare program. 

ISSUE: MatrixedJ inmates are placed in a highly vulnerable situation when ihey are 
· released with no plan, support services, or skills to address their basic and 

recovety requirements. 

Recommendations: 

Eliminate unplanned, unsupervised early releases· whenever possible. When not possible, 
corrections should provide staff to assist inmates with·basic-and recovery requirements upon 
discharge. 

Elicit ~pport from the community recovery network (Narcotics AnonymouseNA. "], 
CoCaine Anonymous ("CA "), Alcoholics Anonymous (" AA ") ) to provide support, sp<)nsorship. 
and transportation to newly sober offenders. 

,: : 

· · individuals with AOD problems that have not participated in the in-jail program and are 
targeted to ~atrix out of jail should be required to attend periodic aftercare presentations and be 

· transferred/transitioned to an aftercare treatment program instead of being matrixed dil-ectly out 
of jail.. The time spent at the aftercare program could be the equivalent of the offenders 
remainingjail time. 

· 9Matrixed: An inmate released from jail under a process establi$hed by federal court 
order beCause the facility has exceeded its court-established population level. 
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IX. 

ASSESSMENT AND TREATMENT OF OFFENDERS lN THE COMI\1UNITY 

A. .Referral to Services 

ISSUE: The need to get an offender into treatment quickly vs, the need to match 
. ~ 

the offender with a program that meets his/her individual needs. 

Assessment and referral services are critical to the efficiency of a managed care system. 

DCC and Target Cities Central Ii1take staff seek to match client needs with progrmi1 strengths 

and to minimize the wait for admission to treatment. Although clients frequently must wait to 

enter treatment, especially residential, Central Intake staff are able meet client treatment needs. 

when these needs fall within the traditional or mainstream scope of l?cal services; However, 

when an offender has special needs, staff find it difficult to n'lake appropriate treatment 

placements. 1l1e special needs of offenders that have been difficult to meet at intake include: 

1. Pretreatment (managing and preparing offender pending admission). 

2. Psychological/psychiatric se~ices (for dually diagnosed offenders). 

3. Drug-free housing (in support of outpatient treatment and recovery). 

4. Culturally competent providers (to serve g~owing minority populations). 

Probation and parole officers, one of the customec groups that rely on Central Intake 

services, frequently report significant delays in obtaining assessments for incarcerated offenders. 

This may result in an unnecessary use of jail beds because inmates are often held ·in cuStody 

pending identification of and admission to a treatment program. In other cases, clients simply 

fail to obtain the desired treatment placement. 

Recommendations: 
~ . 

Encourage Oregon Health Plan ("OHP") administrators to support various folUlS of 

pretreatmen~ including wait list management, group sessions, and abstinence or detoxification as 

required for admission to treatment. ~ 

Encourage planning, program development, and. service delivery partnerships between 

substance abuse and mental health agenci~~ 

·. · Encourage OHP administrators to require HMO's (health maintenance organivrtions) to 

eollaborate and contract with providers of culturally com~nt treatment programs (as weil as 

other "ruche" programs). · 

Use local funds to support components that OHP will not fund. 
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Expand drug-free housing options for offenders, recognizing the need to serve offenders 

in various stages of recovery. 

Support Central lntake efforts to serve. the demand for in-custody assessments. 

13. Problems with Enrollment in Treatment 

Many individuals are assessed for whom an appropriate and available treatment bed or 

slot is not available. The shortage of treatment capacity is not limited to clients with special 

aeeds. Except for DUll clients, nearly everyone who is assessed is required to wait for a bed or 

slot. ,The situation is worse for a residential bed .. 

Recommendations: 

Develop programming for people who do not meet.the eligibility criteria for existing 

programs, i.e. Clients with certain criminal charges, dual-diagnosed offenders and those 

on methadone, specifically. 

Contract for services that provide specific programming for these special needs clients. 

Work yvith neighborhood associations, public agencies, and the news media to dispel 

m}rths and fears regarding the populations served in AOD treatment programs. 

Provide monetary compensation and specific training for thoSe agencies that are Willing 

to work-with_special needs clients. 

C. Funding Coordination with the Oregon Health Plan 

The justice system, Central Intake, and treatment providers have been working to help 

qualified offenders enroll in the Oregon Health Plan.. However, many offenders do not qualify. 

The availability of publicly funded outpatient treatment slots for non-OHP offenders is limited 

. and few have the ability to pay more than a token percentage of the cost of services. 

Recommendation: 

Use local justice system funds and grants to contract for outpatient treatment of offenders 

not eligible for OHP coverage and assure that OHP-eligible offenders are excluded from 

the target population of these contracts. 
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D. Treatment Planning in Coordination\vith the Oregon Health Plan 

Although both clinical and justice system professionals share a common desire to reduce 
drug use, there are times when they may differ in terms oftreat!'nent planning. Manuged health 
care has imposed more rigid criteria for levels of intervention and lengths of stay with the 
objective of using available resources to provide clinically appropriate treatment-to as many in 
the target population as possible. The justice system supports that objective, but recognizes that 
treatment must be integrated into flexible case lnanagement plans that addn;ss a variety of 
individual offender issues. For example, many offenders whose clinical substance abuse 
symptoms and assessments indicate outpatient treatment have to address many other areas of 
dysfunction. In such cases, justice system staff may argue for an integrated residential 
intervention that addresses the need to separate offenders from their current environments (to 
improve retention), the need to get them off the streets (to assure their safety and that of the 
·community), the need to treat their drug problems intensively, and the _need to simultaneously 
begin addressing criminal thinking, family, and employment issues (to support recovery and 
reintegration). Clinical andjustice system interests are not mutually exclusive, but a lack of 
resources in ari era of managed care may draw attention away from shared interests. Unless 
common ground is sought and found, we run the risk of developing parallel and competing 
treatment systems. That would be a step back from the collaborative development of Central 
Intake and could introduce inefficiencies to both systems. 

Recommendations: 

Encourage Oregon·Health Plan-administrators and provide~ of managed care to increase 
flexibility regruding length of stay. 

Use local justice system funds and grants to support program enhancements in the 
absence of OHP support. Provide funding for client care to continue services as needed 
after funds are depleted. . 

Recognize the validity of clinical and justice system perspectiveS in program 
development and development of individual treatment plans. 
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E. [mproving the Quality ofTrcatmcnt 

CSAT10 has developed the following model AOD treatmetit program: 

Model for Comprehensive Alcohol and Other Drug AI.Jusc Treatment 

A model treatment program includes: 
• Assessment, to include a medical examination, drug use history, psychosoc,ial evaluation, and, where 

warranted, a psychiatric evaluation, as well as a review of socioeconomic factors and eligibility for 
public health, welfare, employment, and educational assistance programs. 

• Same day int;lke,.to retain the patient's involvement and interest in treatment. 
• Docu1nenting findings and treatment, to enhance clinical case supervision. 
• Preventive and primary medical care, provided on site. 
• Testing for infectious diseases, at intake and at intervals throughout treatn\ent, for infectious diseases, 

for example, hepatitis, retrovirus, tuberculosis, HIV/AIDS, syphilis, gonorrhea, and other sexually 

transmitted diseases. 
• Weekly random drug testing, to ensure abstinence and compliance with treatment. 

• Pharmacotherapeutic interventions, by qualified medical practitioners, as appropriate for those 
patients having mental health disorders, those addicted to heroin, and HIV-seropositive individuals. 

• Group counseling interventions, to address the unique emotional, physical, and social problems of 
HI VI A I OS patients. . 

• nasic substance abuse counseling, including psychological counseling, psychiatric counseling, and 

family or collateral counseling provided by persons certified by State authorities to provide such 
services. Staff training and education are integral to a successful treatment program. 

• Practical life skills counseling, including vocational and educational counseling and training, 

frequently available through linkages with specialized.programs. . 
• General health education, including nutrition, sex and family planning, and HIV/AIDS counseling, 

with an emphasis on contraception counseling for adolescents and women. 
• Peer/support groups, particularly for those who are HIV-positive or who have been victims ofiClpe or 

sexual abuse. 
• Uaisott services with immigration, legal aid, and criminal justice system authorities~ 
• Social and athletic activities, to retrain patients' perceptions of social interaction. 
• Alternative housing for homeless patients or for those Whose living situations are condt.i~ive to . 

'maintaining the addictive lifestyle. 
• Relaps~ prevention, whiCh combines aftercare and support programs, such as Alcoholics Anonymous 

and Narcotics Anonymous, within an individualized plan to identify, stabilize, and control the stressors 

which trigger and bring about relapse to substance abuse. 
• Outcome evaluation, to enable refinement and improvement of service delivery. 

~OCSAT, Treatment for Alcohol and Other Drug Abuse: Opportunities for Coordination 
(fechnical Assistance Publication Series 11, 1994)- page 8 as well as CSAT, Planning for 
Alcohol and other Drug Abuse Treatment for Adults in the Criminal Justice Systeni, Treatment 
Improvement Protocol Series 17 1995, p.45. 
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One of the most critical points in time for an individual with an AOD problem is durinrr 
. ~ 

their initial entry period into treatment. 
\. 

• Focus should be on collection of the best and most accurate data during the initial· 

assessment of an offender. To increase the accuracy of assessment data, a follow­

up assessment should be done approximately 30 days after entry. 

• Intervention should be the initial focus of the relationship with the AO 0 offender. 

The aim or purpose should be to engage and create value for the offender to 

pursue treatment for his or her benefit. If personal benefit is seen as added value 

for offender, personal motivation will follow. 

• Education, awareness, personal benefit and s~rengthslresourccs7 as well as 

treatment barriers should be identified and discussed. 

Much has been learned in recent years about the value of new treatment modalities and 

program erihancements, yet few providers offer such components as cognitive training, relapse 

prevention, and aftercare. Some providers may face budget dilemmas in trying to incorporate 

these elements. Other providers may need time, training, and other forms of assistance ~o help 

integrate these components into their programs. 

Recommendations: 

Reach consensus on core treatment elements and provide training to ·help all providers 

incorporate those elements into their respective AOD treatment programs. 

Allow treatment providers to maintain their program ·identities while assisting them in 

integrating new elements. 

• Assessment (health & mental health) 

• Intervention 

• Education 
• ·Employment Readiness & Placement ASsist. 

• Drug Free Housing 

• Treatment Activities 

- Counseling 
- Life SlGlls 

- Criminality and cognitive restructuring related to criminal behavior 

-Anger Management 

- Special Emphasis Groups 

-AAINA 
- Addiction Education 

- Relapse Prevention & Management 
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- Responsibility & Consequences Groups 

• A personal/individualized treatment and participation plari sJ10uld be developed 
with the offender. Treatment and participation plan should be reviewed every 
other week and progress recorded and discussed. 

• Thirty days prior to exit from treatment, a discharge plan should be developed 
with the offender. Issues such as treatment continuum, drug-free housing and 
employment should be defined and discussed and a speci fie plan of action 
developed. 

• Periodic presentations regarding aftercare options should be made to all AOD 
offenders that are preparing to leave treatment. 

ISSUE: On-going program development, i.e. curriculum adaptation, is limited by 
unclear expectations and lack of information and training about current 
techniques that are most effective. 

Recommendations: 

Define specifically what program components are required for programs that may bid for 
contracts in the county process. 

Coordinate information dissemination and provide-training-for all AOD providers on the 
most current and new techniques. 

Increase intensive outpatient programming with specific components. 

Utilize cue extinction, rigorous relapse prevention planning, -biofeedback, acupuncture, 
opiate-based ~herapy alternatives, family edueation and counseling, 24-hour crisis 
management and wrap-around services to enhanee effectiveness of treatment 

Develop programs for drug dealers that are not necessarily in need of traditional AOD 
treatment. 

Utilize techniques/treatm·ent modalities specific to AOD subpopulations with special 
needs such as gang members, domestic violence, other violent offenders, and sex 
offenders. 

Current programs and proposed additional pro~ must consider gender and cultural 
issues in designing treatment components, aftercare and support systems. 

Develop innovative programs for people who repeatedly demonstrate poor . 



outcomes following treatment using traditional treatment models. 

Develop treafment modalities specific to drug of choice . 

. Provide wrap-around seniices, aftercare m.1d relapse prevention planning instead of 

recycling clients through treatment at various levels when they have completed treatmcm 

nut11erous tin1cs. · · 

F. Contract Oversight 

ISSUE: Contracting practices are fragmented and do not promote quality improvements. 

Recommendations: 

Improve coordination in contract monitoring_ between State Office of Alcohol and Drug 

Abuse Programs, DCC, Health, CFSD behavioral health program, and CFSD·contracts and 

evaluation unit. 

Increase contract focus on outcomes. 

Develop a peer review system to assi~t with continuous quality improvement and 

establislunent of best practiees. 

Obtain customer feedback on an on-going basis. 

Share in~ormation between county departments. 

Develop incentives for providers to improve services and impose sanctionS for non­

compliance. 

· G. Support/wrap-around/aftercare/housing services 

A critical p<:>int in time for individuals with AOD abuse/dependency is the period 

immediately following discharge from treatment. Alcohol and drug-free housing is an essential 

component ofan effective treatment/recovery system ... Other essential components are wrap­

around or ancillatY services such as employment, mental health treatment, child care, and 

~ucation. 

Ancillary items such as foo<( food stamps, clothin& and shelter can make the difference 

in treatment success. ·The lack of adequate wrap-around and aftercare services are contribtitin& 

fitctors to relapse, recidivism, readmission and higher jail costs. Aftercare and support or Wl"lqr 

around services are required for the AOD offender in order to have any significant effect on the 

reduction in the incidence of relapse, teclUncal violations· and ·the commission of new offenses. 
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For each offende~. an aftercare treatri1ent plan should be developed and a direct linkage to an 
appropriate aftercare treatment program should be established. 

ISSUE: Lack of "wrap-around' services which contribute to the process of relapse 

Recommendations: 

Encourage "bartering " 11 relationships (v.tithin state guidelines) be-tween those in recovery 

and those who arc assisting them. These types of relationships tend lO increase the offcrider's 

sense of"giving-back" ati.d increases their self-esteem. This type of system creates a "win/win" 

for both parties. 

Establish a toll free (800) number within the county for offenders to access 24-hour 
information about relapse, management of triggers, and self-help information. 

lncrcase number of drug-free housing units for clean and sober clients actively involved 
iri treatment or accessing afterca~e services. 

Elicit support from the community recovery network t'o provide sponsorship. 

Elicit support from Religious/Spiritual/Faith organizations to assist with support, 
sponsorship, and basic needs for newly Sober offenders. 

·H. Training 

ISSUE: Training opportunities are loosely CO<?rdinated and often not well advertised 
which leads to lack of all invested par(ies being involved. 

Recommendations: 

'·:pevelop a training track for AOD treatment manag~rs. 

. Develop cross.;:training opportunities,·which facilitate. interaction between criminal 

justice, AOD, nn.d mental health system staff. Emphasize basic competencies, use of common 
definitions, as well as more advanced, state of the art, continuing education. Establish a county 

n~wsletter to advertise training opportunities. · 

Make certification of counselors and continuing education for all staff a requirement in 

all county contracts. 

11~artering: The. addict offers his or hec talents/services in· exchange for treatment-r<?.lated 

.services. 

.... 
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Provide technical assistance to methadone providers to facilitate the implementation of 

new administrative rules which outline the treatment services clients need to receive in addition 

to their methadone. 

ISSUE: Staff turnover can lead to inconsistencif!s in training and applications o(best 

practices. Low salaries appear to contribute to staff turnover. 

RECOMMENDATION: Provide incentives to help staff become certified as addiction 

counselors and gain academic credentials. Incentives may include scholarships to, necessary 

trair.ing, assistance with the application fcc for certification, salary incentives and promotional 

opportunities. 

ISSUE: Lack of adequate training for staff who provide services 10 clients regarding the 

importance of relapse prevention. 

RECOMMENDATION: Treatment professionals must be provided training on relapse 

prevention. 

I. Relapse 

Relapse Prevention: 

Treatment can be defined as an intervening· factor that has the potential. effect of changing 

behavior which has been previously judged as needing to be changed. (BJA, 1988). By 

definition, parole/probation officers, corrections officials, and treatment counselors are equal 

partn~ in treatment leading to change in criminal and substance-using behavior. Their 

cooperative mission can best be defined using the treatmen~ term relapse prevention. 

Relapse involves more than just resuming use of alcohol or other drugs or the 

commission of new offenses. Relapse is a long process that begins before actual resumption. 

-Relapse is the process of remaining or becoming so dysfunctional in society that a return to 

addictive use (and/or criminal behavior) seenis like a reasonable choice. (Gorski, 1988). ·Four 

factors appear to have primary relationships to relapse: 

1. Psychiatric disorders including anxiety and depression 

2. Social factors such as employment and social supports 

3. Protracted wiLbdra\'/<.Jl syinptoms 

4. Conditioned responses or triggers that recall drug experiences. 

(APPAINASADAD-Coordinated Interagency Drug Training ProjecL) 
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GOAL: Develop recommendations for relapse-prevention policies and services to be 
provided to the offender population within Multnomah County. 

. Relapse prevention therapy has five primary elements: assessment, stabilization, warnin!.! 
sign identification, warning sign management, and recovery plan. Skill deficit work, cue . ~ 
extinction, and craving management can be taught cost-effectively as a basic part of treatment. 
This approach is very different than handing individuals the same treatn1ent plan cacl1 time they 
come in for treatment, and then telling them they arc not motivated for recovery artcr multiple 
failures. This approach helps to steadily increase motivation rather than to decrease it over time. 

ISSUE: Relapse mayresult in treatment program termination without adequate 
referrals. 

·RECOMMENDA TlON: Treatment providers must provide adequate referrals and· 
follow-up services for clients in need of a different level o( care and/or services whe_n 
dis~harging_ clients from treatment based on relapse a:nd/or use. 

ISSUE: Treatment providers and the criminal justice system have a histmy of dealing 
with relapse in a restriclivel{mnitive manner, including a return to custody 
that is not always appropriate. 

Recommendations: 

Encourage professionals botlrin treatment 'IDTd 1he justice -system to view relapse as-a · 
process that is often a part of recovery. · 

Relapses must have consequences for the individual in treatment, particularly repeated 
relapses. Decisioils on consequences should be case-management decisions based on the danger 
to the community and the progress of the offender in treatment. Sanction possibilities for relapse 
should include: I) House arrest; 2) EleCtronic monitoring; 3) Day treatment; and 4) ·arief stays in 
jail. .. . ' 

Establish a system whose response to relapse is the criti~ element of the treatment 
process. 

ISSUE: Treatment providers have failed to provide adequate resources and program 
·curricula to assist the addict with necessary relapse-prevention skills. 

Recommendations: 

Administrators within treatment providers must be held accountable and begin providing 
service to offenders who chronically relapse other than discharge from programming. 
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Failure to provide adequate relapse treatment interventions should result in consequences 

for the provider to include loss of financial support. 

The County has an obligation to ensure treatment providers are providing the best 

possible array of services to the AOD offender. Th<.!se services should include a full relapse 

prevention curriculum. Continuing contracts that do not provide the best, most ~rcativc and 

innovative treatment programming should be viewed as fiscally and ethically irresponsible. 

ISSUE: Relapse is ojien viewed as "treatment failure", which intcns[/iesfeelings o/ 

guilt, shame widfrustrationfor the (~[fender. 

RECOMMENDATION: Establish program curricula to deal with relapse in a manner 

that can lead to increased motivation for recovery,strengthening an individual's knowledge of 

his(her limitations, the dangers inherent in stressors and triggers, and the individual's awareness 

of what he/she might lose by leaving the treatment process. 

ISSUE: Offenders with AOD problems who relapse may be dismissed from treatmenl, 

considered as "treatment failures", and not provided li'ith opportimties tu use 

additional services. 

Recommendations: 

It is essential that personnel from each agency agree on the range of responses to relapse 

and the times that certain responses are appropriate. 

Develop inter-agency agreements in which treatment programs respond to issues of 

treatment noncompliance, such as relapse, and the criminal justice system agencies respond to 

noncompliance with other conditions of probation or release. 

ISSUE: Crimiruil justice system staff- including court personnel, judges and other 

persons in the justice system - often lack adequate education or information about the 

dynamics of relapse. 

RECOMMENDATION: Establish a training program for criminal justice professionals 

to increase their understanding of relapse behavior and prevention and how it:pertains to clinical 

and criminal justice decisions regarding the offender. 
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PLANNlNG, DATA, RESEARCH AND EVALUATlON 

A. Planning and Evaluation 

Pl?nning for alcohol and drug treatment capacity currently is carried out by a variety of 
organizations, both in the traditional public sector (i.e .. State and County Alcohol and Drug 
Programs, Community Corrections and the Sheriff's Office), and by the traditional private sector 
(i.e.,., private treatment agencies). Efforts to coordinate planning and maintain accurate, 
cumulative inventories of capacity are sporadic and complicated by definitional and other 
inconsistencies. 

There is need for a valid and reliable procedure for estimating the alcohol and drug 
treatment requirements of offenders and a unified system for determining available and needed 
County wide capacity for offenders.· 

Alcohol and drug treatment clients require a diversity of treatment approaches to resolve 
their substance abuse problems. The treatment system must be comprised ofa range of service 
modalities and a diversity of service providers to meet the diverse requirements of the offender 
population. 

The demand for services will likely exceed the capacity for services, at least for the 
foreseeable future. Therefore, capacity management as well as capacity development must be 
addressed. 

Recommendations: 

The County Chair should designate a lead coordinating agency for offender alcohol and 
drug treatment services planning to provide accountability for the completion of data eollection 
and evaluation tasks. The County and PSCC should provide clear expectations to other agencies 
for support to this effort. The first preference of the Work Group is to fully fund PSCC staff 

: and charge them with this assignment 

. The coordinating agency designated for offender alcohol and drug treatment servites 
planning should assure that outcome and evaluation. data as set out in this report are tracked in a 
unifori:n and accurate manner, and that baseline data are established prior to July l,-1997. 

1ne Omnty should track uniform outcome measures for allcounty-funded programs for 
·offenders in the criminal justice system. Starting on July 1, 1997, the County should track the 

following measures for these- programs: 

A. The percentage of clients completing the program who are re-arrested on new 
charges within one year of completion. 
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B. The average length of time between progran1 completion and the first re­

arrest. 

The coordinating agency designated for offender alcohol and drug treatment services 

pianning should r>repare an annual report, incorporating the outcome tracking data, which 
. . 

evaluates the systemwide costs and benefits of the county-funded programs for offenders in the 

criminal justice system. This analysis should include any cost savings from reduced recidivism 

in the areas of bookings, jail bed usage, community supervision and programs, courts­

prosecution-defense, employment-taxation, and public subsidies (AFDC, food stamps, housing) 

The County should allocate a dependable level of ftinding to conduct client outcome 

evaluations and system impact studies, and to consistently monitor system performance 

measures. 

13. Research 

Maintaining a current foundation of res,earch findings on program effectiveness and best 

practices is currently managed on a sporadic, individualized basis and dependent on individual . 

skills and tiine availability _in literature review and other means of obtaining information. 

There is inadequate systematic linkage between the practitioner community, government 

planning efforts and private research resources, including state and private higher education 

based resources and federal resources. 

In the absence of defmitive, research-based program models, there is a need to make 

resources d~isions and implement programs. Such programs develop pol~tical constituencies 

that resist the competition of new niodels. Program operations require stability to operate cost 

efficiently. 

Recommendations: 

Enter into partnerships with local institutionsofhigher education and private research· 

facilities to systematically update in a timely manner the available knowledge base of program 

effectiveness and research findings that relate to established best practices and to disseminate 

such fmdirigs for use in plannirig, program development, and ongomg program evaluation. 

Work with fh:e provider community to share research based information so that programs 

ciri evolve with tl1c evolving knowledge base. 

· The County should support the development of information management systems in each 

participating agency. The systems should rely on common definitions and measures, when 

relevant, and be designed to support policy and program decisions of the resident agency. 
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Preface 

This report describes the management of Local Control offenders in Multnomah 
County for the period of January I, 1997 to June 30, 1998. It presents an analysis 

of the difference between the predicted and the actual experience, and offers 
recommendations regarding population management, resource development, and 

data collection and analysis. The conclusions reached are based on a review of 

previously collected SB 1145 data; an examination of case files; interviews of local 
staff, administrators and policy makers; and observations of case screening and 

processing protocols. In addition, data was collected to profile the local Jail 
population for a one-day "snapshot. " This issue was studied, and the report 
prepared, over a three week period in July, 1998. 

-- ... 
Many people contributed their time and ideas to make this report possible. Two 

individuals deserve special recognition. Jim Carlson, Evaluation Specialist, with 

the Department of Support Services, completed a "download" of SB 1145 data that 

took many months of hard work. His efforts helped make this analysis possible. 

Larry Reilly, Director of Planning and Research for the Multnomah County 

Sheriffs Office, devoted many hours compiling local data for a one-day jail 

snapshot. Their efforts are appreciated. 
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RECOMMENDATION IDGHLIGHTS 

0 Strengthen the Local Sanctions Continuum 

• Design Specialized In-Jail Treatment Readiness Program 
• Develop Secure Program for Sex Offenders 
• Broaden Eligibility Criteria for Restitution Center 

0 Link Services on Local Sanctions Continuum 

• Link Residential Treatment with Outpatient Services 
• Link Certain Programs with Transition Housing 

0 Ensure Three Month Minimum Program Involvement 

0 Develop a Post-Sentence Drug Court 

0 Extend Upper End of Sanctions Continuum to Prison 

0 Establish Tri-County Court to Expedite Removal of Holds 

0 Develop Policy Parameters to Guide Placement Decisions 

0 Eliminate Local 30-day Jail Stay Policy 

0 Integrate SB 1145 Data Base Systems 

0 Encourage State to Revise Funding Formulation 
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I. SUMMARY 

Shift to Local 
Control 

Multnomah Predicts 
Impact 

Experience 
Different than 
Predicted 

Large scale change requires long-range vision. The implementation of. 
SB 1145, which transferred the responsibility for offenders sentenced to 
twelve months or less from the State to 36 counties, is still in a 
developmental stage. Given that not all the new corrections facilities 
are yet built, it might even be said that the plan is still "under 
construction." 

So while it would be premature to assess the long-term value of this new 
corrections approach, after eighteen months enough time has passed to 
allow a description of emerging trends. And enough experience has 
been gained to allow an informed discussion of emerging issues. It is a 
good time for Multnomah County to step back and use this experience to 
help refine the next phase of development. This report attempts to 
provide a framework for that discussion. 

Senate Bill 1145 changed the way the system responds to offender 
failure. The legislation was built on the premise that, except for long­
term sentences, the offender is best managed in the community. 
Although compelled by a need to address the prison impact of Measure 
11 (mandatory minimums), the philosophy of "local control" was 
grounded in the assumption that counties could more efficiently manage 
the non-compliant offender. Moreover, it was based on the conviction 
that behavioral change was best affected by a balanced response of 
services, sanctions, and supervision. The overall tone was optimistic; 
the task was daunting. 

On January 1, 1997 county corrections systems, which had grown reliant 
on access to prison to sanction non-compliant offenders, became sole 
caretakers of offenders with sentences or sanctions of twelve months or 
less. The counties and the State had entered into a new "partnership." 
The State supported this move by funding the construction of new and 
expanded custody facilities, and by supporting the development of new 
community corrections programs. Multnomah County had developed 
and submitted a Plan to the State that requested funding for the 
construction of 330 new jail beds and 150 residential treatment beds. 
The Plan had been developed, based on a model that tried to predict the 
impact of the new policy on the local system. 

Predictive science is, in the best of circumstances, an inexact art. Over 
the first year of implementation, the local SB 1145 experience was 
different than projected. Total numbers were down; the average daily 
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population was half that expected; and the planned program placement 
rate of 50% was closer to 10%. 

The fact that the number of new sentences in Multnomah County is 
down, speaks to the successful utilization of an effective diversionary 
option - Drug Court. And lower numbers reflect the positive impact of 
a community corrections philosophy that expects full use of the lower 
end of the sanctions continuum prior to revocation. It is a system in 
which the low-cost Day Reporting Program is employed as a companion 
sentence to jail as frequently as Secure Treatment. 

The fact that sentence and sanction length have declined may well 
reflect the local systems response to pressures on county custody 
resources. It may also represent a change in the practices of probation 
and parole officers, who now continue to manage cases that in the past 
could have been sent to the State for extended periods. 

Overall, the Multnomah County experience is not an anomaly. Around 
the State, the average daily population has been less than expected. 
Statewide, placement in non-jail programs has been affected by. a 
reduction in sentence length; by the percentage of inmates with 'holds;' 
and by the complex program needs of a higher risk population. The 
limits of the local continuum have been tested. 

The influence of shorter sentence lengths has limited the ability to place 
a person in a non-jail program. Local planning was based on the 
assumption that an offender would serve 4.5 months in "local control" 
status. In the first year of implementation the average time served was 
2.5 months. This is a result of both sentence length and the effect of 
good time/work time calculations. It is important to note that sentence 
lengths may decrease even more, because of a recent shift in sanctioning 
practice, brought about by legislation implemented in November, 1997. 
This legislation affords community corrections greater discretion in 
imposing administrative sanctions for post-prison violation behavior. 
And these administrative sanctions are, on average, of less duration than 
the previous response (revocation). 

The relationship between sentence length and program involvement is of 
importance because of a body of corrections research, that suggests that 
at least three months of treatment is needed to realize any long term 
reductions in recidivism. There appears to be a therapeutic threshold. 
This does not mean that individuals with shorter sentences should not be 
considered for program placement. It does mean that residential 
treatment of less than three months must be continued in the community 
once the person is released. Shorter stays than expected, coupled with 
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the need for effective interventions, argue for a reconsideration of the 
local policy that all "local control" offenders will spend at least 30 days 
in a jail bed before given consideration for placement in a program. 

Tightly structured and closely linked programs are important in any 
system trying to address individuals with multiple and complex issues. 
When dealing with a higher risk population in a shorter time frame, 
continuity becomes even more crucial. In an effort to create a stronger 
"system" of sanctions, the continuum of sanctions must be constructed 
in such a manner that existing services are cohesive and continuous. As 
an example, the re-design of an in-jail Treatment Readiness Program, to 
target SB 1145 offenders who refuse treatment, is recommended to 
increase program success. In addition, an intensive outpatient program 
should be designed as an extension of residential treatment, to continue 
the in-house program and ensure the minimum three month stay needed 
to realize long-term benefits. This kind of coordinated movement 
between services is an important next step in refining a strong 
continuum of services. 

The continuum of services must not only be better integrated; it must 
also be strengthened. An analysis of SB 1145 cases rejected for program 
placement over a one-year period highlights the need for services 
tailored to offenders with more chronic needs. It is a terrible irony that 
the offender considered too high risk for program placement, is the same 
inmate held in jail and then simply released back to the streets untreated. 
A secure treatment program for sex offenders would serve a vital public 
safety interest. Another category of offenders would benefit from 
placement in the Forest Camp if transition housing were available for 
the weekends. And, the Restitution Center should be considered a 
central option for the SB 1145 population, either as a stabilization 
program for those in outpatient services, or as a direct alternative to jail. 
It is time to review the eligibility criteria for this Program, which has 
been in operation for ten years, to consider accommodating a more 
diverse offender population. 

The local continuum should be better integrated and it should be 
strengthened. The continuum should also be extended. SB 1145 was 
built on the premise that communities were better served by locally 
managing the non-compliant offender. As a result, State and county 
corrections systems were bifurcated. And the continuum of sanctions 
that had stretched from the local level to the State was severed. Yet, 
while it appears that counties can indeed manage most of these cases at 
the local level, there will always be a few individuals who are better 
managed in a State system equipped to deal with violent behavior and 
tough security issues. And there will always be a few high risk, 
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dangerous offenders, who need more time in custody than currently 
available to address complex issues. Senate Bill 156 includes language 
that will allow the Board of Post-Prison Supervision, at the request of 
the Supervisory Authority, to place an offender who is in post-prison 
supervision status, in a correctional facility for up to 24 months for 
violation behavior. The State and county partnership should be refined 
by discussing how the full continuum can be restored, and how this new 
provision will be implemented. 

The lower end of the continuum should also be extended to provide 
additional local non-jail sanction resources. Given the tremendous 
success of the Multnomah County Drug Court Program (as evidenced in 
the recent outcome evaluation), consideration should be given to 
expanding this model to serve a sentenced population. The drug court 
model, which provides intensive treatment, judicial monitoring, and 
swift and certain punishment, has tremendous potential to serve as a 
sanction option for drug-affected offenders. Building up the lower end 
of the continuum conserves high cost custody resources; and custody 
resources are especially costly in this large, urban county. 

The State funding made available for the management of the SB 1145 
population was based on an assumption that on any given day, 75% of 
this population would be in custody, and 25% would be in a community­
based program. Because of jail costs that are higher than the statewide 
average, Multnomah County had to devise a plan based on an assumed 
50150 split-half in custody and half in the community, on any given 
day. 

However, in practice, the planned distribution between jail and non-jail 
programs was not realized. By July of 1998, the number in a non-jail 
program was the highest it had been over the first 18 months, still 
leaving 84% of the population in jail on any given day. The reason that 
this outcome did not "break the bank" was because the total number of 
SB 1145 offenders booked into the facilities was less than anticipated, 
and when they arrived they stayed for shorter periods than expected. 

But intake numbers are now on the increase, and the longer term impact 
of trends in sentence length (down), and program placement (up), is 
unknown. This speaks to the need to closely model the effects of these 
changes on the jail over the coming months in order to foresee the 
operational and fiscal impact of SB 1145 over the next biennium. 

For purposes of state budget development, the costs of managing local 
control offenders needs to be revised A recent statewide effort to 
capture the actual average cost of managing this population has just 
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been completed. If the revised figures are used to calculate the baseline 
funding for the next biennium, per-day jail costs will be calculated at 
$80.64 per-day (current biennium is $66.96 ) and $18.69 per-day for 
community sanctions (current biennium rate is $7.21 ). A· separate 
analysis of the cost of Work Release Centers was also included. The 
State should be encouraged to revise per-day costs based on this Actual 
Cost Study. 

Related to the issue of baseline funding is the issue of how funds are 
distributed. While the higher operational costs of Multnomah County 
Jails ($103.37 average per-day) drives up the statewide average cost 
figure (and therefore the total state funding available) the distribution of 
the total neither reflects this fixed cost nor adjusts for local variation. 
The State should consider constructing a formula that addresses this 
fixed system cost, and adds an "adjustment factor" that acknowledges 
the disparity between counties. The task of building a budget is always 
complicated by competing interests. In this new era in which Public 
Safety Agencies and Community Corrections Departments are partners 
in a shared task, any funding formula needs to reflect the needs of each 
group. Jail is a static cost, and the operational costs in a County with a 
large urban population present a unique funding problem. 

The costs of Community Corrections management is more dynamic than 
that of a jail. Offenders can be placed along a broader continuum, and 
service levels more easily adjusted. Funding should reward local 
practices that divert offenders to effective system options, such as Drug 
Court; or that make use of safe, low-cost alternatives such as Day 
Reporting. Multnomah County makes good use of both. Yet, system 
diversion is not rewarded in any funding formulation, and Day 
Reporting and less than 30-day sanctions (including jail) are not counted 
for purposes of budget preparation. Funding should reward sound and 
cost-effective practices. 

SB 1145 resulted in an arranged marriage of sorts between Public Safety 
and Community Corrections agencies. The legislation called for the 
designation of a Supervisory Authority in each county who would 
assume final responsibility for managing the population along a custody 
and non-custody continuum. In Multnomah County, the Sheriff and the 
Director of Adult/Juvenile Community Corrections share this authority. 
This arrangement .meets the spirit of the local control philosophy, that 
recognizes the benefits of balanced offender management. And this 
balance requires cooperation, coordination and trust. This, between two 
Corrections entities that have never had to work together this closely, 
nor share this level of authority. The evolution of protocols and the 
refinement of roles takes time. 
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At the line level, the SB 1145 Team, comprised of staff from both the 

Sheriffs office and Adult Community Justice, share decision-making in 

the community placement of offenders. This arrangement is working, 

and Multnomah County is well served by a team of individuals who 

work hard to make careful and reasoned decisions. And they truly 

function as a team. However, the system would benefit from a policy 

discussion at the Criminal Justice Council, regarding the goals and 

objectives which should influence the placement of offenders; and the 

SB 1145 team would benefit from general screening and placement 

criteria to guide their day-to-day decisions. With this in place, these 

professionals then need to be given permission to take reasonable risks 

within a general policy fr1,1mework. 

Both the SB 1145 team and the system need to be able to routinely 

review information that provides a description of how the population is 

being managed, and describes general patterns and trends. Good 

information should shape and inform local policy. But complete and 

reliable information about the local SB 1145 population is not available. 

This is a critical issue that needs to be addressed. The lack of accurate 

information can weaken local decision-making and frustrate State 

budget building. A fragmented system of information in which SB 1145 

data resides in unmatched and unmerged databases means that 

information cannot be extracted without tremendous time and effort. 

One such effort was recently completed. This needs to be fixed. 

In addition to routine data collection and on-going analysis, the County 

should begin planning an outcome evaluation to judge the effects of this 

intervention. A study of the relative benefits of various sanction options 

can provide important information to guide future practices. If the goal 

is recidivism reduction, does a shorter term sanction yield as much 

benefit as a longer term sanction? The community corrections system 

can now apply from 31 - 90 days of sanction units. Are 90 units more 

effective than 50? Do sanctions coupled with treatment yield better 

results? And what would be the effect of sanctions delivered, in a drug 

court model, that are outlined in advance, and achieve the objectives of 

swiftness and certainty? With the largest offender population in the 

State, Multnomah County is well positioned to make a significant 

contribution to the knowledge base on sanction practices. 

As the impact of SB 1145 is studied, it is a good opportunity to begin a 

larger scale analysis of the local criminal justice system. This kind of 

analysis can provide an understanding of the multiple influences on 

limited jail and program resources. It is important that those involved in 

making criminal justice decisions recognize that the system is not a 
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fixed "container," enlarged as needed to accommodate overflow. A 
criminal justice system is, in the broadest sense, a concept. The system 
must be viewed as dynamic, consisting of interdependent programs, 
agencies, organizations and individuals, whose roles evolve through 
time. County criminal justice systems, especially, must be designed to 
respond quickly to rapidly changing needs. The nature of county jail 
populations - whose lengths of stay are substantially shorter and are 
measured in days, not years - is that they are constantly changing. A 
system analysis lays the foundation for a full discussion of local policies 
that guide the use of the jail and other limited resources. The key to 
managing costs and preparing for the future is good information, clear 
policies, and on-going planning. 

Local Control legislation has restructured the way the system responds 
to offender failure. It resulted in the creation of Local Public Safety 
Coordinating Councils; and it reshaped the way two county corrections 
agencies interact. Corrections professionals are now planning around a 
single table, and corrections staff are working together on a common 
task. So, while the verdict on the long-term costs and benefits of this 
legislation has not yet been reached, its potential for better integrating 
the criminal justice system and promoting the pursuit of common goals 
has already been shown. 
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Even in periods of relative stability it can be difficult to assess the 
impact of a single system change. Yet, over the last eighteen months the 
corrections landscape in Multnomah County has been significantly 
altered. The effects of exciting changes in, policy, and practice, and 
resources are just beginning to be observed. 

In January, 1997, SB 1145 was implemented at the same time that the 
Board of County Commissioners approved the consolidation of Adult 
and Juvenile Corrections. And in the summer of that year, a redesign of 
adult community corrections served to concentrate resources on higher 
risk cases, while providing innovative programs to respond effectively to 
the lower risk offender. 

A Probation Violator Court, established in the last year, consolidated the 
processing of half of all probation cases; and a Community Court is just 
preparing to open its door~. 

An expansion of jail beds has reduced matrix releases. Matrix releases 
have been reduced from an average of over 500 per month in 1997, to a 
little over 300 per month over the first four months of 1998. 

Add to all this, the increased diversion of cases to a successful Drug 
Court Program; changes in the duration of judicial sentences; and shifts 
in the number of cases sentenced to prison, and one begins to wonder 
what hasn't changed. (Well, the local crime rate has remained fairly 
constant in the last year!) 

Even the information systems that allow us to analyze change have 
changed. This last year saw the adoption of a new management system 
in the Sheriffs office and the construction of a new sanctions tracking 
system in Adult Community Justice. The movement to Local Control 
must be understood within this context. 

I 
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"Oregon 's correctional system is critically out of balance in two 
ways. First the demands being placed upon the system far exceed the 
current available capacity of its institutions and community supervision 
programs ... Secondly, the Oregon correctional system is out of balance, 
because it fails to provide a full range of intermediate sanctions 
between parole or probation and prison ... This lack of ability to impose 
a greater range of control over convicted felons who remain in or return 
to the community has contributed both to the increasing use of prison as 
a sanction and to the increasing rate of failure of those offenders who 
are placed on probation and parole. " 

(Governor's Task Force on Corrections Planning, 1988) 

SB 1145, enacted in 1995, restructured the delivery of corrections 
services in Oregon. It required counties to assume full management for 
community-based offender services; shifted the responsibility for 
offenders sentenced or sanctioned for twelve months or less; and 
mandated the establishment of Public Safety Coordinating Councils. 

These changes might be viewed as the culmination of three major shifts 
in Corrections in this State over the last twenty years. These include: 

• The emphasis on community managed corrections 
(Community Corrections Act, 1977) 

• The adoption of structured decision-making for sentencing and 
sanctioning (Sentencing Guidelines, 1989; Structured 
Sanctions, 1993) 

• The re-examination of sanctioning practices after the passage 
of mandatory minimum sentencing legislation (M. 11, 1995). 

Over the years, counties had gradually assumed more responsibility for 
managing community corrections. Multnomah County became an 
Option I county in 1991, assuming full responsibility for offender 
supervision services and related programs. 

Over time a range of local intermediate sanctions were developed, and 
new sanctioning guidelines provided a framework for their allocation. 
And this was happening against a backdrop of new research that 
suggested that the greatest reductions in recidivism could be realized by 
focusing on the higher risk offender; and that institutional sanctioning 
without services did not evidence positive long-term change. 
Community Corrections professionals began to re-examine the 
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assumptions guiding the system response to failure. At the same time, 
the use of prison as a short-term sanction was increasing. 

The debate over the use of prison to respond to violation behavior was 
fortified ten years ago in Oregon with the release of the Governor's Task 
Force Report on Corrections Planning. That Report provided a 
description of an overburdened prison system that had come to rely on 
"temporary releases" to control population, and a community 
corrections system that lacked the resources to affect change. 

It was also a bold indictment of an over-reliance on prison as a sanction. 
The Report noted not only the impact this practice had on prison 
resources, but the lack of any positive impact it seemed to have on the 
offender population as a whole. And in a State famous for recycling, the 
Report spoke of the terrible failure of a system that had achieved high 
levels of offender "recycling." It called for change. The solution 
proposed was twofold: to increase prison capacity, and to strengthen 
community corrections resources. 

In the ten years following the Governor's Task Force Report, Oregon 
saw significant growth in prison capacity and the development of 
policies that structured the use of scarce custody resources. In 1989, 
Sentencing Guidelines were adopted to provide a framework for judicial 
decision-making. And in 1993, statewide Structured Sanctions 
Guidelines provided probation/parole officers with expanded discretion 
to impose local sanctions, while providing checks on the use of jail 
resources. State capacity had been expanded and guidelines created to 
ensure that State and local beds were accessed in a manner that was 
equitable and proportionate. Community Corrections agencies had 
adopted risk assessment instruments to guide case management 
resources and were now turning greater attention to strengthening the 
local continuum of programs and sanctions to serve that population. 
Then Measure 11 passed. 

In an effort to address projected Measure 11 prison needs, the State re­
opened one issue raised in 1988 - the use of prison as a short-term 
sanction. A discussion of the relative roles of the State and the counties 
in managing the offender population followed. The State had a prison 
bed crisis, but could a public safety argument be made for managing this 
population at the county level? Many corrections professionals argued, 
"Yes." The theoretical basis for the shift to Local Control was grounded 
in the effectiveness literature that suggested that swift and certain 
sanctions, coupled with appropriate programs, offered the best long-term 
gains. Balanced responses to failure, continuity of case management, 
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and access to a local continuum of services were advanced as local 
advantages. 

However, while the State had a prison bed crisis, could counties absorb 
this new workload? Not without significant additional jail and program 
resources, counties responded. And so a new "partnership" was 
proposed. The State would expand local jail and program capacity, and 
the counties would assume responsibility to manage those offenders 
with a twelve month or less sanction or sentence. SB 1145 ("Local 
Control" Legislation) was implemented January 1, 1997. 

Multnomah County studied the predicted impact of this legislation and 
then submitted a proposal to the State to address the projected need. 
This proposal requested funding to construct 330 additional jail beds 
and a 150 bed residential drug treatment facility, as well as funds to 
enhance program services and information systems. Planning was based 
on the assumption that costs would be contained by managing the 
population in a 50/50 mix of jail and programs. 

Local policy was adopted that required all SB 1145 offenders to serve at 
least 30 days in jail, after which they would be eligible for placement in 
one of a number of community sanction programs. The new jail beds 
are now nearing completion and siting is being worked on for the drug 
treatment beds. Yet, eighteen months into this change, the average daily 
population is almost 50% lower than expected, and less than 20% of 
offenders are serving any of their time in a non-jail program. What 
happened? 
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IV. THE PROJECTION 

Table 1. 

The average 
length of time in 

SB 1145 status is 
2 months less than 

expected 

"Where have all the inmates gone?" 
Multnomah County Sheriff, Dan Noelle 

Predictive science is, in the best of circumstances, an inexact art. The 
shape of the future is drawn based on the practices of the past. 
Multnomah County did a good job of modeling based on the information 
at hand. yet, one model assumption changed (certain offenders were 
required to spend all time in jail); one model effect was unforseen 
(sentence length decreased); and one model element was unrealized 
(not all resources have been implemented). 

Multnomah County SB 1145 Experience 

The average daily population is: Expected = 700 
• less than forecast Observed = 370 

• Sentence stays have Expected = 4.5 mo. 
decreased Observed= 2.5 mo. 

• Program placement rates are Expected = 50 % 
lower than expected Observed = 16 % 

Based on previous prison activity, Multnomah County expected to have 
an average daily population of approximately 700 SB 1145 offenders. 
However, the actual number served was roughly 50% less than forecast. 

The original planning was based on the fact that those who had been 
sent to prison from Multnomah County in 1996, had an average sentence 
of7 months, and then actually served an average 4.5 months. In 
contrast, the county experience over the last eighteen months has been 
that the average sentence is 4.5 months, resulting in an average length of 
stay of2.5 months. 

And, although it was expected that 50% of the population would move 
from jail to a program; in the first six months of 1998, 16% were placed 
in a non-jail program. (This is up from 11% for calendar year 1997). 
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COMPARISON OF MULTNOMAH AND STATE 

The Multnomah County experience is not an anomaly. The local 
experience with the SB 1145 population is fairly consistent with the 
statewide experience. Multnomah County experienced change in the 
same direction as the State on the following indicators (remembering 
that because of its size, Multnomah also has a significant impact on 
the statewide numbers). 

Multnomah County & State SB 1145 Comparison 

The Multnomah County experience with the SB 1145 
population is consistent with statewide average. 

The average daily population 
is: 
• less than forecast 

• Sentence lengths have 
decreased 

• Program placement rates 
are lower than expected 

(SENTENCE LENGTH) 

County (- 72 days) 
State (-52 days) 

(PLACEMENT RATE) 

County (11 %) 
State (12 %) 

The Average Daily Population is Less Than Forecast 
The statewide average daily population of SB 1145 offenders was 
approximately 20% less than forecast, while in Multnomah County it 
was down 50%. The difference in degree between the County and the 
State can be explained by at least two factors: 

1. Statewide, there was a slight increase in admissions, while in 
Multnomah there were fewer than expected admissions. 

2. The average length of sentence decreased more in Multnomah in 
comparison to the statewide average. 

Sentence Length Decreased 
Sentences in Multnomah County decreased 72 days when comparing ·· 
1997 data with 1996, while the average statewide decrease was 52 days. 
This reflects changes in sentencing and sanction practices, as well as the 
local effect of good/work time and credit for time served. 

Program Placement Rates are Lower Than Expected. 
For the first year of implementation, the statewide program placement 
rate and Multnomah County's rate were very close. Statewide, the 
average placement rate in a non-jail program was 12%, while in 
Multnomah it was approximately 11% 

l 
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LOCAL CHANGES 

The average daily population of SB 1145 offenders is based on the total 
number of admissions to Local Control, and the duration of their stay in 
that status. 

The average daily population was impacted by lower than expected 
intakes in the first year, and by an average length of stay that was two 
months shorter than expected. 

Total Numbers 

• Local Decline in Less Than 12 Month Sentences 
Multnomah County experienced a 44% decrease in less than 12 
month sentences for new criminal activity, comparing 1997 to 1996. 
Conversely, placements in Drug Court diversion increased by 79% 
in 1997 

• Shift to Non-Jail Sanctions for Lower Risk Offenders 
The increased use of non-jail interventions, such as the Day 
Reporting Program, lessens the· impact on the jail 

Duration of Local Control Sentence/Sanction 

• Length of Sentence Imposed is Down 
According to data compiled by the State, the length of sentences 
imposed in Multnomah County is down by more than two months, 
declining from an average of 211 days in 1996, to 139 days in 1997. 

• The Effect of Good Time/Work Time and Credit for Time Served 
The application of good time/work time and credit for time served at 
the local level results in more time deducted than at the State (which 
formed the baseline for local forecasting). In addition, local 
application of good time/work time seems to vary between 
jurisdictions. 
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TRENDS 

The search for patterns takes time. Eighteen months is still a relatively 
short period of time to begin describing trends. Yet, change can still be 
described, understanding that change is often temporary and subject to 
changes in policy and practices. 

What are the Trends? 

./ Increase in total number of intakes 

./ Increase in SB 1145 Average Daily Population (ADP) 

./ Increase in program placement rate 

./ Upward trend in Parole I PPS sanctions 

./ Decrease in number of new< 12 month sentences 

Increase in SB 1145 Intake Numbers 

While the projected number of intakes was slightly less than expected 
for the first year, in the first six months of 1998 the average number of 
SB 1145 intakes is up by approximately 50 individuals per month. 
Upward trends can be influenced by population growth, a lowered 
system tolerance for failure, program failure and return rates, or the 
exhaustion of local program options for a population under supervision 
for longer periods. 

Increase in SB 1145 Average Daily Population 

The average daily population of Local Control offenders increased 35% 
when comparing the first six months of 1998 to calendar year 1997 

Increase in Usage o[CountyJail Beds (Or SB 1145 Population 

While usage of State Department of Corrections rental beds has not 
changed significantly, the use of local jail beds is on the increase, as 
displayed in Table 2 below. 
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Custody Location ofMultnomah County SB1145 Population, 1997/98 

DOC Bed 
Grant County 
Multnomah 

ADP 1997 
135 

7 
68 

ADP 1998 (Jan-June) 
130 

15 
116 

(Source: Jail Population Report, First Quarter Report, 1998) 

Increase in Program Placement Rate 

The percentage of SB 1145 offenders placed in a jail alternative has 
increased from 11% of all admissions for 1997, to an average 16% of 
admissions for the first six months of 1998 (Sheriffs OMU data). 

Although Multnomah County compares its current placement rate to an 
expected 50% they developed as part of their Plan, it should also be 
remembered that the estimate for program placement made by the State 
Department of Corrections was 75% in a jail bed and 25% in a jail 
alternative. As program placement rates increase around the state, (with 
the development of new programs, the increase numbers of sanctioned 
parolees who can now be moved to programs, and resolution of other 
issues -such as holds) we should see program placement rates increase. 

Upward Trend in Number o[Sanctioned Parole;PPS Cases 

A statutory change, implemented in November, 1997 gave community 
corrections expanded discretion to impose 31-90 day sanctions . 
Administrative sanctioning for this population increased dramatically 
when comparing the first six months of 1998 to the first six months of 
1997. The importance of the shift to sanctioning from revoking is that 
the sanctioned group can be moved to programs (revoked parole/pps 
cases had to serve their time in custody), and that on average they have 
shorter sanctions. While this could, over time, reduce the average daily 
population of SB 1145 offenders in Jail, it can also provide a challenge 
for placing offenders with shorter stays. (ISD data download for 1997 
data; Sheriffs OMU data for 1998) 
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V. PROGRAM PLACEMENT CONSTRAINTS. 

The Multnomah County SB 1145 Plan was based on the assumption that 
on any given day half of the population would reside in a jail bed, and 
half would be in an alternative jail program. Several factors have 
contributed to the lower than expected program placements. These 
include: 

• Parole/PPS Revokes Must Serve All Time in Jail 
The inability to move this population was unanticipated. 

• Holds 
More than 20% of the SB 1145 population have a hold of some kind, 
restricting their movement. The number of holds is a reflection of 
offenders with deeper system involvement. The extent to which it 
would influence program placement was unanticipated. 

• Non-1145 Companion Sentences 
In these cases, the offender has mandatory custody time on a non-SB 
1145 sentence that must be served before considered for placement. 

• High Risk 
This category includes offenders with violent histories, untreated sex 
offenders, chronic absconders, and those exhibiting hostile or 
assaultive tendencies. 

• Inmate Refuses Treatment 
The inmate denies having a problem or ts resistant to program 
placement. 

• Insufficient Time Left to Access Program 
The combined effect of good/work time, and the local 30-day stay­
policy is to reduce available time to such an extent that program 
options are severely limited. 

• No Program Available to Meet Need 
In some cases no appropriate program existed to address the unique 
or complex needs of the offender. But it is also important to note 
that the Secure Drug Treatment beds only became available early in 
1998. The numbers placed in treatment increased significantly after 
this resource was made available. 
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The Multnomah County planning model did not anticipate that such a 
large percentage of the 1145 group would have holds limiting their 
placement. Roughly 24% of the population has a hold. 

Various efforts have been made to expedite the removal of holds. 
Personnel in the Sheriffs office, Adult Community Justice, the District 
Attorney, and the Public Defender's Office have all attempted to address 
this problem with little success. The two kinds of hold that merit further 
discussion are: Other County Holds, and INS holds 

Other County Holds This group constitutes 44% percent of all SB 
1145 holds (DSS Download, 1997). County staff relate that a large 
percentage of these are holds for either Clackamas or Washington 
counties. Given the movement within this urban zone it is worth 
considering the development of a court to process holds for this tri­
county area. 

Apart from this, it is also worth noting that there are no restrictions 
to moving cases with other county holds to a jail alternative. 
Multnomah County Legal Counsel, responding to a question 
regarding holds indicated that, "The fact that a sentenced offender 
has an "other county hold" does not prevent the supervisory 
authority from placing the offender in community supervision in 
execution of the sentence." (Memo, Office of County Counsel, June 
13, 1997) 

INS Holds The local policy to hold INS inmates for 30 days should 
be reviewed. While the goal of equity is fundamental to any 
criminal justice system, it might be asked whether that objective can 
be met by other means. It might be argued that deportation itself is a 
punishment of equal or greater value than the 30 days in local bed 
custody. To address the issue of deported individuals returning to 
the local area, discussions should be initiated with the Office of the 
U.S. Attorney to explore their willingness to file Aggravated Re­
entry charges in the event a deported individual returns. 

Recommendation: Establish a Court to process Tri-County Holds. 

Recommendation: Reconsider local30-day custody policy for INS 
Holds. 

• •• 
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Insufficient Time Le{t 

The expected program placement rate of 50% was based on an 
assumption that there would be more time available to work with the 
offender. 

The effect of the decrease in length of stays has been significant. The 
original Multnomah County Plan anticipated that SB 1145 offenders 
would serve 4.5 months on a losal sentence. In practice they have 
served an average of 2.5 months (DSS Download, 1997). And the 
system can expect the average stay to decrease even more over the next 
year, due to recent implementation of new sanction legislation and a 
resultant shift in sanctioning practices. This decrease in length of 
sentence can reduce population pressures on the jail, at the same time 
that it further challenges system efforts to provide well-structured and 
meaningful interventions. An average 71-day sanction translates into a 
40-day stay, after good time and work time is applied. And research 
indicates that a minimum program stay of three months is needed to 
realize reductions in recidivism. 

The local policy to hold all revoked offenders for at least 30 days in jail, 
was based on a goal of providing a minimum jail stay, for a population 
that would in the past have received a longer prison term. Yet, given the 
shortened time available to work with offenders, this policy should be 
reconsidered. 

The importance of sufficient time for program involvement is a critical 
issue. One of the lessons from the literature on program effectiveness, is 
that program involvement of less than three months has no perceived 
long-term effect on recidivism. This research is strengthened by the 
recent outcome evaluation of the Multnomah County Drug Court. 
Given this, the 90-day threshold should become a standard for program 
involvement. Yet, this standard should not limit placement of an 
offender with only 60 days remaining in Local Control status, in a 
residential treatment program. It does suggest that offenders in a 
residential program should be routinely expected, by condition of 
supervision, to complete an outpatient phase of treatment to meet the 
minimum time involvement. 

Another issue related to good/work time is the anomaly of a calculation 
formula that results in a person sentenced to 30 days serving 24 days, 
while a person with a 31-day sentence serves 18 days. This should be 
reviewed. 
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Recommendation: Eliminate the blanket 30-day minimum jail stay 
before program placement. 

Recommendation: Address disparities in good/work time that result in a 
31-day sentence translating into less time than a 30 day sentence 

Recommendation: Set as a standard condition, the continuation of 

residential treatment in an intensive outpatient setting . 

••• 
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Refuses Treatment 

"We have been giving the inmate the option to refuse treatment, maybe 

we shouldn't give them the choice - they have shown that they're not 

very good at making choices. "SB 1145 Screening Team Member 

Inmates give many reasons for refusing placement in treatment. "Done 

that." "Don't need it." "Just send me to DOC (prison bed)." 

Treatment is tough time for many offenders. Given the choice between 

time in a hard bed and time in a program, many will choose the bed. 

This is consistent with studies related to offender choice. In an Oregon 

study, selected offenders were given the choice of serving a prison term 

or returning to the community to participate in an Intensive Supervision 

program with drug testing and mandatory services. Given the choice, 

about a third chose prison (Petersilia 1990). 

This disinclination for treatment is made worse in the case of SB 1145 

offenders, in that time in treatment can serve to lengthen the time under 

"local control." Good time but not work time is applied while in a 

residential treatment program. 

While it is true that a fair number refuse treatment, it is also true that 

screening staff have very little time to spend explaining the available 

programs or educating people about their benefits. Case notes suggest 

that approximately one-third of this group have managed to elude 

treatment while under supervision. And this group includes a good 

percentage with histories of person-to-person crimes. Clearly, this is a 

group that could benefit from treatment. Yet, the benefits that may 

derive from coercing involvement must be weighed against the 

disruptive influence a short-term participant can have on a treatment 

program in-progress. Staff have seen the failure rates of offenders who 

were sent directly to one of the residential programs without the benefit 

of good information or solid preparation. 

To address these issues, it is recommended that the In-Jail Inmate 

Program (IJIP) be restructured as a two-week Treatment Readiness track 

for the SB 1145 population. This two-week period would afford staff 

time to prepare the resistant inmate for treatment, and to assess the 

appropriate placement. Finer distinctions could then be made regarding 

placement in a residential program, or, for appropriate offenders- in the 

Restitution Center Program with intensive outpatient involvement. 

Recommendation: Modify the In-Jail Inmate Program . 
••• 
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No Program Available to Meet Need 

"Defendant has serious mental health issues. Claims issues are related 
to depression. Also has physical problems so can't work. Is on SSI. 
Seven year cocaine problem. Only had outpatient treatment but didn 't 
complete. Good attitude. Is stable on medications but Yamhill program 
is down medical staff so can't accept. " Case Notes for SB 1145 · 

The profile of the population that couldn't be placed because no 
program was available stands apart for three reasons: 1) The incidence 
of chronic mental health issues, 2) The prevalence of serious medical 
issues, and 3) The percentage of female offenders. 

Of those rejected for program placement, this group had the lowest 
history of violent offenses, the greatest history of drug-related 
convictions, and the most chronic physical and mental problems. This 
population presents a complex challenge to corrections systems not well 
equipped to provide comprehensive services. 

Roughly 10% of this group were not placed in a program because an 
assessment was not readily available. This speaks to the larger need to 
have, as a member of the SB U 45 team, someone who can provide 
needed assessments for addiction or mental health issues. Consideration 
should be given to having a staff person from the Target Cities 
Assessment Project join the SB 1145 work group. An integrated group 
of Public Safety personnel, Community Corrections, and Clinicians 
would provide a strong team. 

Many offenders cannot afford prescribed medications, that if taken, 
might stabilize the person enough to make them a candidate for program 
placement. 

Not all individuals within this category possess chronic conditions 
which make placement problematic, some simply lack stable housing 
and therefore cannot be considered for the weekday Forest Work 
Program. Stabilization housing provided in conjunction with the Forest 
Camp would open this option for some, and for others provide another 
measure of public safety. 

The Restitution Center provides an ideal resource for the SB 1145 
offender accessing other resources (such as outpatient treatment), or 
transitioning from a more secure program. Even so, it has been little 
used over the last eighteen months for this population. The Work 
Program is now ten years old and has been a success in the community. 
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Case: Original crime was Sex Abuse I. Predatory crime - victim was a 

stranger, 14 years old. Defendant on psychotropic medication regimen. 

Uses all street drugs, prefers methamphetamines by injection. 

Suspected in multiple sex abuse cases while on supervision. .Defendant 

has become demanding and disruptive in custody - released to maximum 

close custody. Serious dual diagnosis. Not in compliance with sex 

offender counseling. 
Case Notes from SB 1145 Screening 

No matter what provisio!ls are made to deal with the high risk offender, 

some will never be appropriate candidates for community program 

placement, either because they cannot conform to the rigors of an 

interactive group setting, or because their pathologies leave them 

unresponsive to short-term therapeutic interventions. In these cases, the 

screening staff should simply address public safety issues and consider 

all available options at the time of release, such as intensified contact 

and electronic monitoring. The assessment process should also be 

refined to allow, where needed, a general determination of imminent 

risk for violence. 

"Rejected due to assaultive history/domestic violence. Domestic 

assault. Victim indicated fearful. History of aggravated assault (87) 

assault (88), aggravated assault (88) gang activity association (88), 

assault - domestic violence (95), robbery (96). Feb. 97 became 

combative,_ struggled with security guard" 
Case Notes from SB 1145 Screening 

The cases with domestic violence and assault involvement present their 

own concerns and frustrations. Multnomah County has taken a positive 

step in providing specialized supervision for this population of 

offenders, through its domestic violence unit. This effort would be 

complimented by an In-Jail track that continues to address anger 

management issues while in custody. These sessions could be continued 

in a Day Reporting Program (with electronic monitoring where 

appropriate). 

"Defendant considered a high risk dangerous offender according to 

(sentencing guideline) Grid. Needs treatment but insufficient time for 

secure/inpatient treatment. History of Assault 2 (94), Assault 4 

Domestic (97), Robbery 2 (94), PPDS contacts for theft, drugs, duii, 

burglary, forgery, domestic violence. Has never been to Day Reporting 

Program, Work Release or Forest Project. Was supposed to do 

outpatient but didn 't. " 
Case Notes from SB 1145 Screening 
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Still, there will always be those few chronic, dangerous offenders for 
whom a longer period of incarceration is needed. The logic of SB 1145, 
that argues for maintaining offenders in the community applies to most 
individuals under supervision. Yet, for a small number of non­
compliant offenders, access to a prison bed is an important option. It 
offers additional leverage to compel treatment compliance for a high 
risk population, and it provides additional time to address serious 
treatment needs in a secure setting. 

SB 1145 bifurcated the Corrections System. It created two separate 
systems, a county system and a State system. To adequately address the 
high risk dangerous offender these systems need to be re-linked. While 
prepared to initially propose a call for the restoration of the full 
continuum as part of this Report, further research has revealed a clause 
in recently implemented legislation (SB 156) that provides this longer 
term prison option. The language of SB 156 allows the imposition of up 
to 24 months of prison time under the following circumstance: 

ORS 144.108, 
Section 5 (1) If the violation of post-prison supervision is new criminal 
activity or if the supervisory authority finds that the continuum of 
sanctions is insufficient punishment for a violation of the conditions of 
post-prison supervision, the supervisory authority may: 

(a) Impose the most restrictive sanction available, including 
incarceration in jail; 

(b) Request the State Board of Parole and Post-Prison Supervision to 
impose a sanction under subsection (2) of this section; or 

(c) Request the board to impose a sanction under section 2 of this 
1997 Act. 

Section 2. .. ... The board shall adopt rules under subsection (1) of this 
section that include, but are not limited to, a sanction under ORS 
144.108 of imprisonment in a correctional facility for a period that may 
exceed 12 months. The rules adopted by the board may not allow the 
imposition of more than 24 months of imprisonment without a 
subsequent hearing to determine whether additional imprisonment is 
appropriate. 
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The language in ORS 144.108 applies only to a person serving a term of 
post-prison supervision for a felony committed on or after the effective 
date of the Act, which is July, 1997. Counties should pursue 
discussions with the Parole Board and the State Department of 
Corrections regarding the implementation of this provision. What rules 
will be adopted? What criteria will be used to select appropriate 
candidates? And, while the prison bed will be available for these few, 
the State may want to consider managing them in a manner that is 
consistent with the philosophy of Local Control - to provide programs 
as well as beds. If the interest is to reduce risk, a longer term Violator 
Program Camp might best meet community safety needs. 

"Defendant housed in administrative segregation and is on disciplinary 
lockdown unit for disruptive behavior and threats to staff Has 17 
entries on discipline screen. Listed as a gang member. " 

Case Notes from SB 1145 screening 

"Defendant to remain in a Dept. of Corrections rental bed due to 
institution behavior- inmate assault. In lockdown. " 

Case Notesfrom SB 1145 screening 

In the past, the system response to the High Risk offender has been to 
imprison. Yet we know that while this served a short-term public safety 
goal, it did not address long-term public safety needs. However, the 
community corrections continuum may not yet be fully capable of 
addressing the complex issues presented by this group. As Local 
Control strategies evolve, it becomes increasingly important to ensure 
that the local continuum can accommodate this population. Good 
assessments, secure treatment for sex offenders, and stabilization 
housing linked with programs would expand local service options. 

Recommendation: Develop secure, residential sex offender treatment 

Recommendation: Develop transition housing linked to treatment 

Recommendation: Make routine, the continuation of treatment in an 
outpatient setting 

••• 
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VI. MANAGING THE CONTINUUM 

Majority of 
sanctioned 
offenders are high 
risk cases 

FiQure 8. 

"If Public Safety is our goal, then we must give people the skills to 
inanage their own lives. " Elyse Clawson, Director of Adult and 
Juvenile Community Justice 

Target Population 

The population targeted for sanctions and interventions is that high risk 
group for whom supervision resources are targeted. Sixty five percent 
(65%) of those sanctioned in the first six months of 1998 were 
supervised at a high level. The offenders in this group had, on average, 
received 4.1 previous sanctions. 

Offender Population Targeted for Sanctions 

Supervision Level 

El Hi 

8W Medium 

•Low 

Source: (Sanctions Tracking Unn 111198 through 6130198) 

Sanction Histories 
by Supervision Level 

Level 
HI 

Medium 

Avg. Prev. Sanctions 
4.1 

2.3 

Low & Limited 0.8 

(weighted average) 3.3 

Footnote: Does not include Probation Revocations or Judge imposed sanctions. 

The most frequent reason for violation was Failing to Report to a 
Probation or Parole Officer (Abscond), comprising forty-nine percent 
( 49%) of all violations. 
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Reasons for Violation (SB 1145 + Non-SB 1145 Offenders)* 

OAbscond 

oNewCrime 

liliDSubstance 
Abuse 
Violation 

· OOther 

Source: Sanctions Tracking Unit, 111/98 through 6/30/98. 

• All, except probationers processed by Judges. 

The Lower End o{the Continuum 
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By design, Multnomah County makes good use of the lower end of its 
continuum. The expansion of the Day Reporting Center serves a central 
function in the sanctioning oflower risk behavior. Once jail is imposed, 
the Day Reporting Center is still an important tool. In fact, when 
examining the type of programs imposed with a Jail sanction, the Day 
Reporting Center is imposed as frequently as Secure Treatment. 
Clearly, both ends of the sanction continuum are fully used. 

Type of Program Imposed With Jail 
(All Local Sanctions, Including SB 1145)* 

Community 
Service 

Inpatient Tx 

Forest Camp 

Rest. Center 

Secure Tx 

0% 10% 20% 30% 

Source: Sanctions Tracking Unit, 1/1/98 through 6/30/98. 
• Does not include Probationers sanctioned by the Court. 

40"/o 

l 
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The Jail Resource 

When Jail is used as a sanction, the majority of placements are for the 
shorter (non SB 1145) stays of thirty days or less. Seventy seven percent 
(77%) of all jail sanction units imposed in Multnomah County are for 
30-days or less (Sanctions Tracking Unit Data. July, 1998) 

In a one-day Jail snapshot taken for this Report in July, 1998, 61% of the 
total post-trial population of 582 inmates were SB 1145 offenders (353 
inmates) .. [see Appendix for Jail Snapshot breakout] 
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"In summary, regardless of the review or the standard of effectiveness 
set, when one examines the actual studies reviewed the positive evidence 
regarding effective intervention is found in tests of correctional 
treatment services rather than tests of official punishment". Andrews, 
1994 

How can the lessons from the corrections literature on effectiveness be 
applied to the business of sanctioning offenders? Support for the local 
management of offenders was based, in part, on the conviction that 
prison sanctions in and of themselves had not proven successful in 
reducing recidivism, and that effective practices required a balance of 
sanctions and treatment. Yet, as Oregon approaches the two-year mark 
of the SB 1145 experience, statistics indicate that the majority of 
offenders are now serving their sanction exclusively in a county jail. At 
this juncture, the underlying premise of the Local Control philosophy 
should be reviewed, and strategies refined. 

A body of scientific literature on the effectiveness of corrections 
interventions now exists. Its lessons are still being taught, and the 
application of its principles tested. These principles include: 

0 Balance Supervision, Sanctions, and Supervision 
0 Ensure Treatment Involvement of At Least Three Months 
0 Target the Higher Risk Offender 
0 Focus on Underlying Issues Linked to Criminal Behavior 
0 Provide Programs that are of Sufficient Duration 
0 Provide Programs with a Cognitive/Behavioral Approach 
0 Responses to Non-Compliance should be Swift and Certain 

Multnomah County has, in the focus on higher risk cases, the planned 
enhancement of alcohol and drug resources, and the use of cognitive 
skills sessions, adopted programs and approaches consistent with 
effective correctional practices. There is room, however, in the next 
phase of development, for Multnomah, and other counties to assess how 
to best translate other principles into practice. 

How can sanctions be applied in a manner both equitable and 
predictable? The existing Structured Sanctions Guidelines ensure a 
greater measure of uniformity than existed under the previous system; 
but with the overlay of new legislation and administrative rules, the 
Guidelines have become overly complex. 
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In serving the goal of standardization, Oregon may have traded certainty 
for a labyrinthine uniformity. Clearly, we've traded clarity. The 
predictability of a short and certain sanction (like that used in DROP 
programs), is lost when probation officers must employ a multi-step 
process just to determine the starting point on a sanctions grid. If 
sanctions are to ever meet the test of "certainty," they must also pass a 
test of "simplicity." 

How can we ensure that responses are balanced? The research on the 
effectiveness of balanced supervision, sanctions and treatment is 
compelling (Petersilia, 1990). Given this, the pursuit of balance should 
not begin at the point of violation. Balance must be achieved within the 
larger context of supervision planning. And a good place to start is with 
the Action Plan, devised at the time of intake. Each Plan, based on an 
individualized assessment of risk and needs, should map out a balanced 
strategy for the offender, and include clear expectations and predictable 
consequences. With this in place, the SB 1145 screening would become 
less a task of devising a plan, and more a task of implementing an 
already designed strategy. 

What kind of assessment is needed to ensure that priority for drug 
treatment is given to those for whom addiction is directly linked to· 
criminal behavior? The cost effectiveness of alcohol and drug treatment 
has been proven (Finigan, 1996); and a recent national study 
demonstrates the prevalence of addiction among the supervised 
population, and its terrible contribution to crime - almost half of 
probationers were under the influence of alcohol or drugs at the time of 
their offense (BJS, 1998). Yet, given the cost of residential treatment, 
who do we target for this scarce resource? 

These questions represent just a few of the issues community corrections 
agencies in Oregon will need to address, as they continue the challenge 
of transforming the science of corrections into sound policies and 
realistic sanctioning practices. 
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VID. ADMINISTRATION OF SB1145 

Joint training advised 

Policy Shapes 
Response 

The administration of SB1145 relies upon the combined efforts of a 
team of Jail and Community Corrections staff The duties and roles of 
these staff members have evolved over the last eighteen months, and 
will continue to be refined as practices change and polices are reviewed. 
But a good foundation has been established. 

SB 1145 Team 

Any team is made stronger by proximity. The Jail and Community 
Corrections staff would benefit from being housed in the same office. 
This would allow them to more Closely monitor and review cases. 

It would also be advisable if the expertise of both staff were tapped 
when interviewing the offender. Currently, only Jail personnel 
interview the inmate, and then both staff come together to review paper 
records and deliberate over the placement decision. Given the 
importance of the two perspectives, both should be engaged in the initial 
assessment. 

In addition, future training opportunities made available to one agency's 
members should be made available to the entire team. This will 
facilitate the development of a common language. 

Recommendation: Co-locate Jail and Community Corrections staff and 

share training. 

Recommendation: Involve both Jail staff and Community Corrections 

staff in interviewing offender. 

Placement Guidelines 

The SB 1145 Team must make difficult decisions about the placement 
of offenders in community programs. These decisions should be 
influenced by written policy guidelines. These guidelines should be 
shaped by the two Supervisory Authorities, and debated by the local 
Criminal Justice Coordinating Council. Once adopted, SB 1145 team 
members should be given permission to take risks within this policy 
framework. 

Recommendation: The Criminal Justice Council should develop Policy 

Guidelines for Offender Placement. 
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Designing a Response 

Corrections practices are best developed within a theoretical framework. 
An example of such a framework is the "Balanced Approach," in which 
the response to the offender is based on three considerations: 

( 1) Accountability : Has harm been inflicted that needs to be 
restored? 

(2) Reducing Risk: What underlying issues should be addressed to 
reduce future risk? 

(3) Controlling Risk : What level of control is needed to manage 
existing risk? 

This model assumes that immediate public safety concerns are 
addressed; efforts are undertaken to reduce future criminality; and that 
the offender will be expected to repay debts or restore harm. 

The kind of questions that are asked at the time of screening will to a 
large degree dictate what options are developed, and ultimately 
determine how success is measured. 

Recommendation: Discuss the considerations/questions that should 
help shape the system response to violation behavior. 

Role of Originating Probation Officer 

At the time of revocation, the originating officer closes the case and 
transfers it to the SB 1145 team for the duration of their Local Control 
status. The argument advanced for this arrangement relates to the 
complexity ofSB 1145, and the short-term need for more intensive 
supervision. 

On the other hand, it might be argued that the benefits derived from 
continuity of case management outweigh the disadvantages. In fact, it 
might be argued that it is the point of non-compliance when the case 
familiarity and specialized expertise of the originating officer is most 
needed. 

Recommendation: Continue to debate the advantages and 
disadvantages of having originating officer close case at time of 
revocation. 
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Hearings Officer 

Post-Prison Supervision cases in the Jail on a detainer must be released 
from custody if not granted a hearing within 15 days. Jail staff track 
these cases and on the 141

h day in custody send a teletype to the parole 
officer, supervisor, and sometimes the Parole Board, notifying them that 
the individual will be released if no action is taken. In the four month 
period reviewed for this Report (March - June, 1998), 173 teletypes 
were sent and 124 offenders were released, because a hearing had not 
been conducted within the two-week deadline. This issue merits further 
review and analysis. It may speak to the need for more Hearing Officer 
resources to· ensure that cases can be processed within statutory time 
frames. 

Recommendation: Review Hearing Officer resource needs. 
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IX. INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS 

Fragmented 
Databases 

Discrepancies in 
data 

Analysis is only as good as the data from which it is drawn. The State 
and the counties are in a difficult position today when it comes to 
analyzing SB 1145 data. Jail systems are not linked to the State 
Department of Corrections; the DOC database was not designed to 
track detailed movement between community programs; and at the 
community corrections level, SB 1145 data is often not centralized. In 
the end, it is difficult to know with complete confidence statewide, how 
many SB 1145 offenders have been processed, how much custody 
resource they used, and how they were managed once moved from jail. 
This needs to improve. 

Information Systems 

In Multnomah County, SB1145 data is kept in several databases. The 
SB 1145 team has developed a system of working with the jail to 
capture entry and exit information for Local Control offenders. This 
information is entered into the DOC database. With the need to also 
track 31 + day sanctions, this effort needs to be linked to that of the 
Sanctions Tracking Unit to ensure that all information is captured. The 
.JC-2 Court has a stand-alone database that has data on Probation 
revocations and sanctions; and the Sheriff's Office collects SB 1145 
information and generates a monthly Offender Management Report. 

In a cursory review of these databases, it is not surprising that 
discrepancies were found. Some discrepancies are explained by 
problems of identification, problems of completeness, and by 
differences in the time of information entry. A system this fragmented, 
is broken. 

These information systems need to be integrated. Although the 
Multnomah County Bond Technology Project holds out hope for large­
scale data' warehousing,' it should not delay the integration of SB 1145 
databases. This immediate need should be addressed short of other 
long-term information projects. And after the databases are merged, 
regular audits should be conducted to ensure that the information 
collected is complete and accurate. 

Recommendation: Integrate SB I 145 data systems. 
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Information Linkage 

The Sheriffs SB 1145 Team should have access to the Community 
Corrections database (ISIS). This access would provide important 
offender information for purposes of case screening. Creating this 
linkage requires the State to provide an ID number. This has been 
requested. 

Recommendation: Link Sheriff's SB 1145 Team members to Adult 
Community Justice Offender database. 

Information Routing 

Apart from the problem of data systems, is the issue of how information 
is routed for entry into those systems. Currently, court orders are sent to 
clerks in seven separate field offices for return to the probation officers. 
This process could be streamlined to ensure that full information is 
captured on SB1145 cases, and to serve as a check and balance 
mechanism for other data collection efforts. 

Recommendation: Route court orders to centralized record-keeping 
unit in Adult Community Justice. 

Information Interpretation 

At the time of jail booking, the Records Unit must determine whether 
the case is in SB 1145 status, how credit for time served is to be applied, 
and whether the judge denied consideration for alternative jail 
placement. This is not as straightforward as might be expected, in large 
part because it involves the interpretation of Court Orders. Jail Records 
Unit staff indicate that the lack of standardized Court Orders, coupled 
with the way in which information is documented, make this a 
sometimes difficult task. This can lead to errors in identification and 
processing. Given this, the system may want to address this issue. 

Recommendation: Consider whether Court Orders can be modified to 
more clearly identify SB1145 status. 
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Analysis 

Once the databases are merged and on-going analysis made feasible, 
routine reports should be generated for Criminal Justice Council review . 
At the very least, these reports should detail the number of SB 1145 
offenders admitted by category, and describe how they were processed. 
In response to issues raised in this Report, other more detailed analyses 
are also recommended over the coming months. These include: 

• (Forecasting SB 1145) 
Carefully monitor the number of SB 1145 admissions, duration of stay, 
and placement rates over the coming months to support planning for 
next biennium. 

• (SB 1145 Sex Offenders) 
Conduct a more thorough analysis of revoked and sanctioned sex 
offenders to further explore the level of need for a secure treatment 
program. 

• (SB 1145 Profile) 
Develop a baseline of data for this population by conducting a more 
detailed analysis of a sample of "local control" offenders. Special 
attention should be given to an analysis of sanction and revocation 
practices of minority populations. 

• (Release ofUnprocessed Cases) 
Collect more information regarding the number of individuals (both 
post-prison supervision and probation cases) who are in jail pending a 
hearing or sanction determination, and then released because they are 
not processed within mandatory time frames. 

• (Cost/Benefit Analysis) 
What are the cost savings associated with increased diversion and lower 
end sanctioning? What are the cost savings associated with sanctioning 
parolees/pps versus revoking them? And what are the unforseen or 
unfunded costs? 
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Outcome Evaluation 

• (Recidivism Study) 
The County should begin planning an outcome evaluation to judge the 
effects of this intervention. A recidivism study could be constructed that 
compared a group of "local control" offenders with a matched 
population, previously served with only a prison stay. As part of this 
study it would be interesting to examine the relationship between 
technical violations and new criminal activity. Is there a correlation? 
This question remains unanswered in the corrections literature. 

• (Sanction Effectiveness Study) A study of the relative benefits of 
various sanction options could provide valuable information to guide 
future practices. If the goal is recidivism reduction, does a shorter term 
sanction yield as much benefit as a longer term sanction? The 
community corrections system can now apply from 31 - 90 days of 
sanction units. Are 90 units more effective than 50? Do sanctions 
coupled with treatment yield better results? And what would be the 
effect of sanctions delivered ( in a Drug Court model), that are spelled 
out in advance, and achieve the objectives of swiftness and certainty? 
With the largest offender population in the State, Multnomah County is 
well positioned to make a significant contribution to the knowledge base 
on sanction practices. 
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There is no room for competltwn between jails and community 
corrections for State funding. To ensure that County Commissioners are 
not faced with impossible decisions regarding the support of expensive 
jail beds and the funding of necessary programs, State funding must be 
fairly developed and equitably distributed. It should also reward 
effective and low-:cost practices. 

SB 1145 Operational Funding 

The State funding made available for the management of the SB 1145 
population was based on an assumption that on any given day, 75% of 
this population would be in custody, and 25% would be in a community­
based program. Given that local operational costs are higher than the 
statewide average, Multnomah had to devise a Plan based on an 
assumed 50/50 split (half in custody and half in the community). 

In practice, the planned distribution between jail and non-jail programs 
was not realized. By July of 1998, the number in a non-jail program was 
the highest it had been over the first 18 months, leaving 84% of the 
population injail on any given day (OMU Data, July 1998). The reason 
that this outcome did not "break the bank" was because the total number 
of SB 1145 offenders booked into the facilities was less than 
anticipated, and when they arrived they stayed for shorter periods than 
originally expected. 

But intake numbers are now on the increase. At the same time, the 
impact of trends in sentence length (down), and program placement 
(up), is unknown. This speaks to the need to closely model the effects 
of these changes over the coming months in order to foresee the fiscal 
impact of SB 1145 over the next biennium. 

For purposes of State budget development, the actual per-day costs of 
managing "local control" offenders needs to be revised. A recent 
statewide effort to capture the actual average cost of managing this 
population has just been completed. If the revised figures are used to 
calculate the baseline funding for the next biennium, per-day jail costs 
will be calculated at $80.64 (current biennium is $66.96 per'-day) and 
$18.69 for community sanctions (current biennium rate is $7.21 per­
day). A separate analysis of the cost of Work Release Centers was also 
included. 

The State should be encouraged to revise per-day costs based on this 
statewide study, and to also revise the assumed 75/25 distribution to 
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reflect the actual distribution of cases between custody and the 
community over this biennium. (Although the current distribution in 
Multnomah is 84% jail and 16% ih jail alternatives, this ratio can be 
expected to change both here and around the state in the coming months, 
as the shift from revoking to sanctioning parolees/pps cases continues, 
as more programs come on-line, and as screening and placement 
policies and procedurt?s are refined.). 

As SB 1145 evolves, another issue to track will be the use of the jail for 
less than 30-day s'anctions. This activity is not reflected in SB 1145 
funding because it falls below the threshold historically eligible for a 
prison sanction. Yet, consistent with the decrease in sentence lengths, 
counties might expect to see this group increase. In Multnomah County, 
less than 30-day jail sanctions comprise 77% of all local jail sanction 
units imposed (Sanctions Tracking Unit, July 1998). The efficient use 
of short-term sanctions benefits the entire system. Given this, 
consideration should be given to rewarding counties for the judicious 
use of jail resources. 

Jail Sanction Units Imposed in Multnomah County 

Sanctions 

< 30 30-45 45-60 60-90 
units units units units 

./ The majority of jail sanction units 
imposed are for less than 30 days. 

Source: Sanctions Tracking Unit Data 111/98- 6/30/98 
(excludes probation revocation or judge imposed sanctions) 

Under the existing funding scheme, if an offender receives a 30-day jail 
sanction and then exits jail for the Day Reporting Program there is no 
SB 1145 compensation. But, if the offender receives a 90-day sanction, 
and then serves 30 days in jail before being placed in the community, 
they are considered an SB 1145 offender. The Jail impact is the same 
in both cases, but for purposes of budget planning, the State counts the 
one and not the other. 
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Recommendation: Encourage the State to Adjust Funding Based on 
Revised Per-Day Costs and the Actual Distribution of Offenders 
Between Jail and the Community. 

Field Supervision, Services and Sanctions Funding 

The baseline funding for Field Services is based on a case rate that 
estimates the costs of managing felony offenders under supervision. 
Yet, this formula does not capture the good work being done by 
counties, like Multnomah, in diverting offenders from the system 
altogether through programs like the Drug Court. 

Consideration should be given to constructing a formula that financially 
rewards low-cost diversion options 

Recommendation: Encourage the State to Reward Diversion Activities. 

Allocation Formula 

Related to the construction of baseline funding is the issue of how funds 
are then distributed. The current allocation formula multiplies a 
statewide average workload for the less-than-12-month population, 
against each counties' total supervised population. This approach, (the 
use of a "leveler") was devised to neutralize the effect of local practice 
in managing Local Control offenders. The intent was to neither reward 
higher than expected sanctioning practices, nor to punish lower than 
expected activity. This makes good sense. Yet, while the sole reliance 
on averages is relevant when dealing with more dynamic factors, such as 
offender management, it does not also acknowledge the more fixed and 
static costs associated with managing a population in jail. 

While jail costs influence baseline funding, the distribution of these 
funds to each county bears no relationship to local custody costs. So, 
while the high average cost of jail operations in Multnomah County 
($103.37) drive up the statewide average ($80.64) for purposes of 
constructing a budget, these higher than average costs are not then 
reflected in the distribution of that budget. The State should be 
encouraged to add an "adjustment factor" to the distribution formula to 
acknowledge the disparity in county jail operational costs. 

Recommendation: Encourage State to build in an "adjustment" factor 
to reflect differences in local custody costs. 
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The passage of Measure 11 has challenged the Oregon Corrections 
System. Mandatory minimum legislation has sent more individuals to 
prison for longer periods of time. Yet, at the same time that Oregon 
implements a more punitive, prison-based approach to criminal 
behavior, a different approach to failure is being tested in its counties. 

Local Control legislation (SB 1145) is based on the premise that, given a 
full continuum of resources, counties can effectively manage most 
offender failure. Its theoretical base is a body of corrections research 
which suggests that swift and certain sanctions, delivered within the 
context of a balanced strategy of supervision and treatment is the most 
effective corrections strategy. 

The shift to Local Control is pragmatic in its approach. If prison 
sanctions punish but do not reduce recidivism, they do not in the end 
protect. A more successful approach is needed. It holds out hope for 
effecting positive change in individuals and communities. And hope has 
been a scarce commodity in corrections. 

The shift to Local Control is also idealistic in its goals, with counties 
agreeing to assume the management of all offenders previously 
sentenced or sanctioned to prison for a less than twelve month period. 
This is no small task. Yet, in many respects it is the final chapter in a 
community corrections movement which is based on the belief that, in 
most cases, local problems are best managed at the local level. And this 
philosophy is evident in other efforts: community policing, court-based 
mediation and restorative justice. Increasingly, the community is being 
called upon to address issues that affect their quality of life. They are 
being challenged to act as problem-solvers. 

Counties in Oregon now have more than one year of experience with the 
management of Local Control offenders. Overall, the experience is 
different than expected. Statewide, there are less offenders in SB 1145 
status than expected on any given day; but a greater percentage than 
planned are serving all their time in jail. The Multnomah County 
experience is no different. In Multnomah County the average daily 
population of SB 1145 offenders is less than expected given the 
increased diversions of offenders to drug court, increased utilization of 
non-jail sanctions, and an overall reduction in sentence length. This 
reflects the judicious management oflocal resources. This is positive. 

On the other hand, the planned transition of offenders from jail to 
programs has not been as successful as hoped. In part, this was a 
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function of the statutory prohibition against moving revoked parole and 
post-prison supervision cases ( 40% of SB 1145) to a jail alternative. And 
in part, it can be explained by the fact that not all planned program 
options were fully implemented in the first year. 

With a recent shift in parole officer practices, that is resulting in more 
sanctions than revocations, the first problem should be mitigated. And 
with the implementation of new and planned programs, the second issue 
should be better addressed. Still there are other constraints to program 
placement that this report addresses: the management of high risk 
offenders; the processing of "holds;" the response to offenders who are 
resistant to treatment; and the challenge of shortened periods of time in 
which to provide meaningful interventions. As these and other issues 
are addressed the county should also continue to assess how to provide 
sanctions and services that are balanced and that meet the test of 
swiftness and certainty. In order to test the success of the Local Control 
premise, it must be fully implemented. 

The first phase of this new corrections strategy has been challenging. At 
the same time, Multnomah County deserves praise for its approach. The 
Commissioners supported and supplemented a strong foundation of 
local services. The Sheriff adopted a policy that, unlike some other 
counties, excluded SB 1145 offenders from the matrix release. And 
Adult Community Justice implemented innovative practices that 
targeted resources, and ensured that non-Jail sanctions were fully 
employed. The groundwork has been laid for the next phase of 
development. 

In the next phase, local SB 1145 policies should be clarified, state 
funding formulations revised, and the existing continuum refined. In the 
end, the success of Local Control legislation will be judged based on 
measures of public safety and calculations of cost. Oregon has led the 
nation in many corrections innovations. The outcome of this new 
approach will be worth watching. 



APPENDIX A 
· INDIVIDUALS IN MULTNOMAH COUNTY INTERVIEWED 
FOR REPORT 

Honorable Judge Frank Bearden 
Maria Alvarez,, Probation/Parole Officer, SB 1145 Unit, ACJ 
Duane Cole, SB 1145 Unit Leader, ACJ 
Jim Carlson, Evaluation Specialist, Dept. of Support Services 
Elyse Clawson, Director, Dept. of Juvenile & Adult Community Justice 
Honorable Judge Jim Ellis, Presiding Judge, Multnomah County Courts 
Joyce Griffith, Administrator Records Unit, Sheriffs Office 
Bob Grindstaff, Former Deputy Director, ACJ. 
Sandy Haffey, Manager, Target Cities Program 
Cary Harkaway, ACJ Administration 
Jim Hennings, Executive Director, Metropolitan Public Defender 
Sharron Kelley, Multnomah County Commissioner 
Honorable Judge Bill Keys 
Jackie Jamieson, Commander, Program Operations, Sheriffs Office 
Mike King, District Manager, ACJ 
Ginger Martin, Program Administrator, ACJ 
Byron Moore, Manager Detention Programs/SB 1145 Coordinator, 
Sheriffs Office 
Dan Noelle, Multnomah County Sheriff 
Peter Ozanne, Executive Director, Public Safety Coordinating Council 
Larry Reilly,Director of Planning and Research, Sheriffs Office 
Suzanne Riles, Ph.D. Director of Research, Public Safety Coord. Council 
Jim Rood, Deputy Director, ACJ 
Wayne Salvo, Program Administrator, ACJ 
Sheryle Sample, Senior OA, SB 1145 Team, ACJ 
Mike Schrunk, Multnomah County District Attorney 
John Siebenaler, Probation/Parole Officer, SB1145 Unit, ACJ 
Barbara Simon, Executive Assistant, Sheriffs Office 
Beverly Stein, Multnomah County Commissioner, Chair 
Don Trapp, Probation/Parole JC-2 Court, ACJ 
Dave Warren, Multnomah County Budget Manager 
Jacqueline Weber, Multnomah County Legal Counsel 
Bill Wood, Former Director of Planning and Research, Sheriffs Office 
Charissa Zebede, SB 1145 Team, Sheriffs Office 
Kathy Zimmerman, Sanctions Tracking Unit, ACJ 

Note: Other individuals contacted or interviewed for this Report include: 
staff from Oregon Dept. of Corrections, Oregon Board of Parole and 
Post-Prison Supervision, Oregon Criminal Justice Commission, anQ. 
Corrections officials from other Oregon counties. Our sincere thanks to 
all those who took time to share their thoughts and ideas on this topic. 
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APPENDIXB 

lVIultnomah County One Day Jail Snapshot (July, 1998) 
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