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Gmggg&iﬁﬁcmﬂr Pursuant to notice by press release to news-

Rev. Frank Shields, Chair papers of local circulation throughout Multnomah

Paul Thalhofer County and on the mailing list of the Committee

John Vogl 4 .8 ;

e %00 and members of the Committee, a meeting of the

STAFF Multnomah County Home Rule Charter Review Com-

Robert J. Castagna, mittee was held at the Multnomah Education

P vl Service Building, Conference Room 107, 220 SE 102nd,
Secretary ’ Portland, Oregon. The meeting convened at 7:10 P.M.

Present were Chair Frank Shields and Committee members Tanya
Collier, John Vogl, Marlene Johnsen, Florence Bancroft, Marcia Pry,
Chad Debnam, and Ann Porter. Absent were Penny Kennedy, Leeanne
MacColl, Roger Parsons, and Paul Thalhofer. Staff present were
Robert Castagna and Maribeth McGowan. Also present was legal
counsel Harvey Rogers.

The agenda included public testimony, the invited testimony of
Sheriff Fred Pearce and County Clerk Vicki Ervin, and a Committee
work session. (Please refer to Exhibit A.)

Public testimony by Bob Goldstein, 4119 SW Fairvale Drive,
Portland:

The contents of Mr. Goldstein's remarks were submitted. See
Exhibit B.

In addition to his prepared statement, Goldstein cited the
following:

1. The county clerk should be an elected office.
2. The sheriff should also be elected.

3. As to whether the assessor's office should be an elected or
appointed one, Goldstein is unsure at this time.

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER



Testimony by Sheriff Fred Pearce:

In his opening remarks, Sheriff Pearce restated his position that
the elected sheriff should remain. The Sheriff proceeded to answer
questions from the Committee.

Responding to Tanya Collier's question with regard to putting
Ballot Measure #6 (BM6) issues back on the ballot, Pearce stated
that the office of sheriff was one of the primarv reasons that BM6
passed. The voters' controlling public officials' salaries was
another reason for the passage of BM6. Pearce does not think it is
necessary to put BM6 issues back on the ballot.

Collier commented that, in an effort to be consistent with what
this Committee is placing on the ballot, she would like to see the
electorate vote on each of the issues on BM6.

Speaking to this comment, Pearce noted that there are three
additional county elected offices (with the exception of the district
court clerk) and the role of the county executive has diminished
considerably, not because of any annexation, but rather because the
three additional elected officials run their own departments. The
county executive is left with the responsibility of the Human Services
Department only (Road Services' responsibility was recently given
away). This situation was part of the reasoning for the Sheriff's
recommending that the county executive be put back on the board.
Pearce believes that whether or not the elected sheriff is put back
on the ballot has nothing do to with the county executive issue.

In Pearce's opinion, it is a'fairness kind of thing'in that it is
the decision of this Committee to take such action regarding what
goes on the ballot.

Pearce advised this Committee to consider carefully repeating
every item of BM6 on the ballot. He recommended that this Committee
not concern itself with the elected offices which were involved in
BM6. He believes that the elected sheriff would not be greatly con-
tested and will continue to be an elected office. According to the
Sheriff, if BM6 is on the ballot "piece by piece," the people will
be angry about it. However, this Committee -- in dealing with the
fine tuning of BM6 -- has included the issue of salaries, which
was not clearly stated in BM6.

Frank Shields spoke about the continued county-wide role of the
sheriff -- even if Resolution A is fully implemented. He then in-
quired as to whether the Charter should define the role of the
sheriff more than it is presently defined.

Sheriff Pearce answered no and stated that the reason is that
most of the requirements of the sheriff's position (as cited in his
response letter to this Committee) are state-mandated under state
law. Those activites of the sheriff which are optional are stings
and undercover and specialized investigations. There may or may



not be the funding to do these optional activites. While Pearce
would like to see in the Charter 'the sheriff shall do these

things as well,' he does not think that it is appropriate to have
that which is not state mandated in the Charter. What is in the
state law and that which can be justified to the board of county
commissioners (the board) for funding is sufficient to identify the
sheriff's office activities. The Sheriff commented that if he can
not sell the need for specialized investigations, perhaps his
office ought not to be'doing them.

Testimony County Clerk Vicki Ervin:

In her statement regarding whether the county clerk should be
an elected or appointed position, Ervin cited her views as follows:

1. If an office involves the establishment of policy as
opposed to simply following the mandates of state law, that would
be an office which should have an elected official.

2. 1If, however, the office is primarily that of a technician,
an administrator who is responsible for carrying out the mandates
of state law and who does not set policy, it is not appropriate to
have an elected county official in this office,

Ervin believes that the county clerk for Multnomah County should
not be an elected position. In this county, the county clerk only
administers the election, implementing state law; she does not set
policy for the county. The Elections Office (EO) involves a complex
set of rules which must be known and upheld by the county clerk.
Ervin stressed the fact that it is most important that the county
clerk be someone who understands this and is qualified to do the
task, rather than (merely) to have someone who is elected.

Ervin then addressed her proposed amendments to Charter Section
3.15, Apportionment of Commissioner Districts. (Please refer to
Exhibit C.) She made the following points:

1. Ervin's perception: Whenever there is an opportunity to
make a change affecting Elections, simplify the process. It is
advantageous for the voters because it makes it easier for them to
comprehend, to understand, and to access the system -- and not be
intimidated by it. From an administrative standpoint, a simplified
process means less chance of error.

2. 1981 Reapportionment:
The current Charter states that the County Auditor's Office
is in charge of drawing up the lines for the commissioner districts;

the auditor is to work in consultation with the EO.

Simultaneously, there is apportionment of three kinds of
districts:



a. State level -- with state legislature, reapportion-
ment for state representative and senatorial districts.

b. Metropolitan service districts -- reapportionment
on a state level, but more localized.

c. county districts.

1981 problem with reapportionment: The time frames did
not allow for any kind of coordination of these lines at all. It
would be helpful to consider where other lines have originated and
to be able to provide the opportunity for whoever is drawing the
boundaries to consider where these other boundaries are going to go.
In this way the EO can minimize the splitting of precincts, where
there are different kinds of ballots to be issued just because the
lines can not be crossed by precinct boundaries.

Time frame problem: Current charter language refers to the
starting of this "whole clock" within 30 days after the date of
the official release of the federal census. There was no date
cited in the Charter which EO could identify as the official date
when the census report would come out. The first problem, therefore,
was what date to "start the clock running.'" The EO found that 30
days was not really enough time to fully understand the reapportion-
ment process. As it turned out, the EO was forced into doing reap-
portionment in the spring. (Note: while this was occurring in
Multnomah County, there was reapportionment of some other districts
being done in Salem at the state level.)

Historically, the time line for reapportionment on a state-wide
level, has been that the legislature deals with this for as long
as it possibly can. It must finally decide on a set of boundaries
by July lst (this is set in the constitution); and the legislators
usually take until June 30th before they are able to settle it.
This has always been challenged in court, and this challenge must
be filed by September lst of the same year. The court must take
action by October 1lst. The court redraws the lines or instructs
the secretary of state to do so and the entire reapportionment is
finalized by November lst of that year.

By having a mandated short time frame and starting earlier in
the spring, the EO was forced into a situation where it had to
establish the lines for the county without knowing for sure where
the lines for the state and metropolitan service districts were
going to originate. What this sometimes means is that the lines
can be drawn a block apart due to the fact that census lines, which
are on very small areas, are followed. The EO had no opportunity
to coordinate anything.

3. Proposed amendments to resolve the problem: (Please refer to
Exhibit C.)

The suggestion is to get away from a set amount of dates



which are given to complete this task (reapportionment); and, instead,
give deadlines to the auditor for when the project is to be completed.

The new language regarding the auditor was added because:

a. If the auditor looked at the present commissioner dis-
tricts and found that they were not out of line by as
much as 115%, it would be possible that the lines need
not be changed, even if it were desirable to do so.

b. The auditor would be able, for instance, to move a line
to coincide with a new city boundary. The current line
may be off the city boundary by a block resulting in a
split precinct because the auditor is not allowed to
cross city boundaries with precinct lines. So, city
boundaries must be followed.

The question and answer segment followed.

Collier inquired about changing the time frame from 30 to 75
days (as proposed by the Subcommittee on the Auditor's Office).
Ervin explained that if the time frame were simply expanded to 75
days and the auditor started in March, for example, there is still
‘that mandate that she (the county auditor) have her project all
;finished before it is known where the other lines are going to be.

John Vogl questioned which districts take precedence, the
legislative or commissioner? Ervin stated that, as far as precinct
lines are concerned, the EO is mandated by state law not to cross a
legislative line and not to cross a city boundary; therefore, these
two boundaries are ''carved in stone." There is not the same mandate
for county commissioner boundaries; but as much as possible, EO would
like to establish that same policy so splitting precincts may be
avoided. Since there is no option regarding the legislative and
city lines, these would take precedence.

Robert Castagna suggested that perhaps it would be better to add
a month (to the language of the proposed amendment). Castagna then
asked: If the legislature, the Supreme Court, and the secretary of
state do not finally agree upon a plan until October 31st (November 1lst
is the constitutional deadline), would it enable the EO to have more
flexibility by having an extra month to make sure that the precinct
lines fall within those legislative districts as well as commissioner
districts?

Ervin noted that the EO has until January 31st of the even-numbered
year to establish its precinct boundaries. Reapportionment takes
place in the odd-numbered year after the decade. She thinks this
would give Elections adequate time because what Elections has found
(at least based on the previous reapportionment) is that, though the
legislative boundaries were changed from what the legislature had
set, the EO could not begin to lay some ground work and coordinate
the reapportionment. The final changes, which were necessary



because of the Supreme Court's decision, were not major so it was
fairly easy to continue from that point.

Allen Robertson, Multnomah County Elections Manager, emphasized
that the proposals by Ervin would aid, help, and lessen the com-
plexity and hitches. He sees precincts in a broader perceptive in
that there is one point of reapportionment to be considered: dis-
tricts do not help much if the people who live in them do not know
in what district they live. So, a little extra time to try and
make the district lines coincide would be helpful.

Shields mentioned that around November everything is coordinated
because everybody is facing the same deadline. The legislative lines
and county commissioner lines become a''public body of knowledge' as
everybody is working on reapportionment together.

Ervin noted that, while EO worked very closely with legislative
researchers, EO had been locked into some county lines earlier than
she thinks is wise; and, that is why she has proposed establishing a
deadline of August lst for the Auditor's report and adeadline of no
later than November lst for the final version adopted by the county
commissioners.

Responding to Collier's inquiry, Ervin clarified the deadline
dates established in the constitution for reapportionment:

-- July 1lst, legislature's deadline

-- August 1lst, the secretary of state's deadline if the legis-
lature does not take action by July lst

-- September lst, court challenge deadline

-- October 1lst, court deadline to take some action to redirect
the secretary of state to redraw boundaries if that is the
correct course

-- November lst, (no matter what the court decides) date for
final decision on boundaries

August lst of the odd-numbered year after the census is the dead-
line for the auditor because it is known that a plan will be formu-
lated by this date; and it is not known (for sure) if there will be
a plan by July lst.

In her response to Shields' question, Ervin stated that she
agrees that the wording '"during the year of the census report the
auditor may . ."" may be inserted (in her proposed amendment).

Harvey Rogers commented: If the auditor's report is presented
to the board, then it is obligated to alter the boundaries as necessary
to provide approximately equal population distribution. Rogers then
posed the question: In the case proposed by County Clerk Ervin,



where the census discloses that the population among the districts
is not out of balance and does not require readjustment, would Ervin
be content to leave it to the discretion of the board whether to
adopt the boundary proposed heretofore or would she consider that
there would be a requirement that it adjust the boundaries according
to recommendations?

Ervin replied: It is current language that the board has the
discretion. She would be content to have the board reject a boundary
proposal if it chooses. Ervin explained that when she and her office
staff were writing these amendment proposals, they were doing so
from an election adminstrative standpoint. This gave them the option
to make what Ervin views as minor adjustments in the boundaries
that would help simplify and get some "hitches'" out of the elections
process. However, there may be some other compelling reasons why
the lines ought not be moved -- something more important than where
the elections precinct boundaries fall. In which case, Ervin
stated she would feel uncomfortable saying she would mandate the
board to accommodate her.

Castagna commented that, pursuant to that which County Auditor
Anne Kelly Feeney told him, this language (in Charter Section 3.15)
was interpreted in a most recent reapportionment to allow the
board to adjust the recommended lines originating from the auditor's
office if it so chose. It was not a mere rubber stamp that the
board placed on the auditor's report, within the 115% population
limits. It was not a mere administrative function that the board
performed by adopting the ordinance. But, the board did have
discretionary authority.

Castagna then posed the questions: Should this Committee put a
"saving clause'" in the proposed amendment saying August lst or
60 days, whichever comes later? Should this be done just in case
the federal government, for budgetary reasons or otherwise, is nine
months late in issuing a final census report? The County Charter
would then at least have a saving provision of having 60 days for
providing some direction.

This elicited a response from Robertson: The bottom line is
that if the federal census bureau were that late (9 month$) with
the census report, chaos would reign in the United States. Oregon
is not alone in its having to do reapportionment.

Committee Work Session:

Ann Porter moved that the county sheriff remain an elected office.
Florence Bancroft seconded this motion.
A discussion ensuéd in which the following comments were made:

Porter: It is an informal consensus that of all the amendments



that were in BM6, the sheriff's being elected may have been the most
important and the one to which many citizens gave the most thought.
It would be unwise of this Committee to change it back to an appoint-
ed position at this time.

Collier: By putting both issues ( A 1 and A 2 on the agenda) on
the ballot, this Committee is not changing it to the original way,
but rather it is clarifying what BM6 meant and what the people meant
by voting for BM6.

Speaking against the motion, Collier stated that she feels very
strongly that policy should be separate from administration. The
sheriff's office falls in that domain, to her way of thinking; and,
it is an administrative position in terms of state law. But, Collier
emphasized that she would never recommend that the sheriff's position
be abolished.

Rogers: What if both A 1 and A 2 are put on the ballot and they
both pass?

A brief discussion followed.

Porter noted that in making this motion she is going against her
principle that a motion is not made on that which is already in
existence.

Vogl gave two reasons for this Committee not to touch the
sheriff's issue:

1. It looks as though all this Committee is doing is resub-
mitting BM6. Anything good that might possibly be done
would be wasted.

2. There has not been an adequate test of time regarding an
elected sheriff. If an elected sheriff is not good for the
county, it will certainly surface in the next few years.

We should stay clear of the elected positions which are
cited in BM6.

Bancroft: (Speaking in support of the motion) The sheriff's
remaining elected should not go on the ballot. The elected sheriff
was the key issue of BM6 and that is why the people voted for BM6.
This Committee should not recommend this for the ballot -- out of
respect for the voters.

Collier: What is the harm of putting A 1 and A 2 on the ballot
and letting the electorate say once and for all '"this is what we
want; this is what we meant."? It does not ruin this Committee's
credibility by putting it on the ballot; rather, it makes it very
clear whether the sheriff's office should be an elective onein the
minds of the voters.



The motion (as cited on page 7) carried by a vote of 7 to 1.
Collier cast the opposing vote.

Sheriff Fred Pearce bade a cheerful farewell!
Bancroft moved that the county clerk be an appointive office.
Porter seconded this motion.

During the course of the discussion which followed these points
emerged:

Bancroft: 1If the electorate votes this down, it means reverting
to BM6.

Vogl: While the voters knew about the sheriff, they did not
know about the other positions, including the county clerk. Accord-
ing to that which Vogl has heard, both an elected county clerk and
an appointed one work. Vogl recommended leaving the county clerk
as is and taking a look at it in 4 or 6 years from now.

Debnam: The county clerk, like the sheriff, should be elected.
With the shifts that exist in the county clerk's position, the voters
should determine who that person is. Also, this Committee should be
consistent.

Marcia Pry: This Committee should have some respect for that
which the voters have approved twice. It serves no purpose to
offer an alternative with regard to the county clerk.

Collier: Professional administrators, like the county clerk,
should not be elected. However, no matter how anyone feels about
the sheriff, the next three offices should go on the ballot --
thereby giving the people a choice.

Bancroft: Let the people restate whether they wanted an elected
county clerk or not.

It was noted that this Committee voted to have the assessor
appointed and the sheriff (and the auditor) elected.

At this point, Ervin restated her position: The test which she
personally applies to decide whether or not an office ought to be
elected is whether it is a position which is going to be setting
policy, as opposed to somebody's administering mandates of state
law. In Multnomah County, the county clerk's function is limited
to administering elections and everything the EO does is mandated
either by state or county ordinance.

The vote on the motion was tied 4 to 4. Collier, Bancroft,
Porter, and Shields were in favor. The motion failed.

A brief discussion ensued regarding the inclusion in the Charter of
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the responsibilities/duties of the elected and appointed positions.
It was decided to table this until this Committee has a sense of
resolve. Like the county executive issue, this issue of the county
clerk may surface again and be reconsidered.

A discussion then followed on C ( on the agenda): that the board
may issue and sell revenue bonds in accordance with state law.

Rogers explained revenue bonds: The 1983 legislature passed a
bill granting municipalities authority to impose fees to issue
revenue bonds. This does not require a vote of the people, but it
does require the municipality to publish its intention, wait 60 days,
and then, if there is a petition submitted by 5% of the voters, refer
the measure. It was adopted by the legislature at the request of
the state treasurer, partly because it was felt more muncipalities
ought to be using revenue bonds, and also because of the anticipation
of the adoption of the property tax limitation, which would eliminate
the ability to issue a class of general obligation bonds and would
give revenue bonds the only financing vehicle.

This bill, Rogers continued, permits municipalities to issue
revenue bonds if they are not prohibited by their  own charters.
The current (Multnomah County) Charter language does require a vote.

In responding to Porter's inquiry, Rogers went on to state that
the county has the ability by its Charter to restrict itself to a
greater extent than the state statutes. There is no attempt by the
legislature to override charters.

Shields: The state permits it, but the county can still restrict it.

Rogers: The current language of the Charter restricts the issuing
of revenue bonds.

In his response to Vogl's question, Rogers said that revenue
bonds are paid back from a designated stream of revenues generated
in connection with a facility that is financed. For example, the
city of Portland has a well-established revenue bond system with its
sewer system. The sewerage fees that are charged throughout the city
are collected and held; they are the only monies used to repay
revenue bonds. There is no legal obligation to use tax revenues of
any sort. When general*bonds are issued, the borrower has the
authority to levy taxes to pay principle and interest on the bond.
(* = obligation) Revenue bond issue has no such authority. The
investor is gambling that the revenue stream will be sufficient to
pay off the debt.

Shields noted that the voters should be much happier with
revenue bonds than general obligation bonds because revenues are
paid back by people who are using a facility rather than by their
paying taxes.

Collier inquired if it is more or less restrictive that revenue
bonds are issued and sold by the board only in accordance with state
law.
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Rogers answered that it is less restrictive than the way it is
right now because state law now permits it to be done without a vote
unless the citizens petition for a vote; whereas the current Charter
requires a vote.

Porter noted that the revenue bonds issue was the only portion
of the 1978 Charter Review Committee that was defeated.

Castagna: The issue has come down to whether or not a vote is
required on revenue bonds. The present Charter would mandate a vote
of the people for any revenue bonds. Multnomah County would be
allowed to issue revenue bonds pursuant to state law, which would
permit a referral to the people if signatures were obtained on a
petition. It is a difference between a mandatory- or permissive-type
vote on revenue bonds.

Rogers: The way the law works on financing is as follows: A
municipality needs express authority to borrow money. There is no
residual power to do that -- as in a corporation or a partnership.
The state has given this authorization, but the Charter has said no.
The Charter controls. The question here is: Would this Committee
wish to free-up the Charter restriction so that the county can
take advantage of the power granted by state law?

Collier moved that the board may issue and sell revenue bonds
only in accordance with state law.

Bancroft seconded this motion.

The motion carried by a 7 to 1 vote. Pry cast the opposing vote.

Bancroft moved and Vogl seconded the motion to abolish the position
of district court clerk.

Porter pointed out that the position of district court clerk is
being relegated to the state.

The motion passed unanimously.

Rogers referred to his law firm's memo on the format for
Charter amendments and ballot measures with regard to the auditor's
office. (Please refer to Exhibit D.)

The Subcommittee on the Auditor's Office had changed the time for
the auditor to do reapportionment from 30 to 75 days.

Collier moved that it would be better to make this reapportion-
ment time frame consistent with what the state is doing and put in
n not later than August lst . . ." rather than "75 days."

Vogl and Pry seconded this motion.
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The motion passed by a unanimous vote.

Collier moved that the Charter Section 13.30 which deals with
"A candidate for election of the office of auditor in 1966 1
be deleted.

Bancroft seconded this motion.

The motion carried by a unanimous vote.

Castagna referred to the language of Charter Section 6.10 in
effect in 1977, which states the executive authority of the then
chairman of the board. (Please refer to Exhibit E.)

The Committee pursued its discussion on this Charter Section.

Collier moved that a subcommittee on the executive responsibi-
lities of the chair of the board be formed.

Vogl seconded this motion.

The motion carried by a vote of 7 to 1. Debnam cast the opposing
vote.

Porter was designated Chair of this Subcommittee. The Sub-
committee members are Vogl, Collier, and Debnam. Shields recom-
mended that this Subcommittee develop written proposals.

Castagna referred to the letter from Gary Zimmerman, the Risk
Manager of Multnomah County. (Please see Exhibit F.) Mr. Zimmerman
would like to see Charter Section 4.10 (2) amended.

During the brief discussion which ensued, Castagna mentioned
that Zimmerman will testify at the next Committee meeting on April 4th.

Shields announced the agenda for this April 4th meeting:

1. Report from the Subcommittee on the Executive Responsibilities
of the Chair of the Board

2. Discussion on the performance bond issue. (Zimmerman is to
testify on this issue.)

3. Work session to continue on Citizen Involvement
4. Work session on the Charter Review Committee

Castagna noted that some drafts on the amendments and ballot
measures from legal counsel will be available on April 4th.

The meeting adjourned at approximately 9:20 P.M.

Respectfully submitted,
A7t b /e
Maribeth McGowan, Secretary



March 14, 1984

MEMORANDUM
TO: Multnomah County Charter Review Commission
FROM: Ragen, Roberts, O'Scannlain, Robertson and Neill
RE: Format for Charter Amendments and Ballot Measures

Attached as Exhibit A is our first draft of a charter
amendment which incorporates the Commission's recommendations
regarding the county auditor. New language is underlined.
Words which are not underlined are currently in the charter.

Attached as Exhibit B is our first draft of the ballot
measure which would be presented to the voters to authorize the
charter amendment shown in Exhibit A. Oregon law requires that a
ballot measure consist of:

1. A title, of no more than 10 words;

2. A question, of no more than 20 words; and,

3. A statement of purpose, of no more than 75 words.

We request that you review the attached exhibits and
indicate the changes you would like. We will incorporate those
changes into our next draft. If that draft is satisfactory, we
will use it as a model for all subsequent amendments and measures.



EXHIBIT A
CHAPTER VIII

FINANCE

8.10 AUDITOR.

(1)
(2)

(3)

(4)

The office of county auditor is hereby established.

At the general November election in 1966 and at the
general November election every four years thereafter
an auditor shall be elected.

The auditor shall conduct internal audits of all county

operations and financial affairs and make reports
thereof to the Board of County Commissioners according
to generally accepted government auditing standards.

The County Executive or the responsible elected
official shall respond in writing to all internal audit
reports stating what actions have been or will be taken
to address the findings contained in the audit. The

written response shall be made to the Board and the
auditor in the manner and time frame requested by the

auditor.

The board shall retain each report of the auditor and
each response as a public record for at least three

years after receiving the report.



EXHIBIT B

PROPOSED BALLOT MEASURE

TITLE:

Multnomah County Charter Review Commission's Recommendation about
County Auditor.

QUESTION:

Shall the Multnomah County Charter be amended to
reflect the Charter Review Commission's recommendations regarding

the County Auditor?

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE:

If this measure is adopted the Auditor will be required
to conduct internal audits of all County operations and financial
affairs, and elected officials will be required to respond in
writing to the audit findings.



RO. BOX 337 PHONE 665-7929

CITY OF FAIRVIEW

OREGON 97024

March 5, 1984

Rev. Frank Shields, Chariman

Home Rule Charter Review Committee
Third Floor, Ford Building

2505 S.E. 1llth Avenue

Portland, Oregon 97202

Dear Reverend Shields:

Counties have had the option since a 1958 amendment to the Oregon
Constitution, now Article VI, Section 10, to reorganize themselves as
home rule counties by adopting a county charter. Multnomah County has
exercised this option, and is a home rule county. This amendment is
intended to allow counties greater flexibility in responding to the
need for urban services.

County governments as orginally established in Oregon were very
limited in the services they provided. Primary responsibilities in-
cluded, roads, law enforcement, courts, care for the needy and tax
collections. Basically they functioned almost exclusively as agents
of the state goverrment. When Multnomah County residents chose to
adopt a home rule charter they broadened the mumber and type of services
to include everything from public health to land use plamming to libraries,
all of which are urban services. The county and its citizens have, in
effect, responded to the demands of a growing population and a more

complex society.

In March, 1983, the Board of County Commissioners adopted Resolution
A which dealt with the matter of phasing out delivery of urban level
services in the unincorporated areas of the county during the next three
years. County officials have been quoted as stating that they will retain
only those services required by state law.

My question revolves around the issue of home rule charter and urban
services. If we are indeed phasing out urban level services, why should
we continue to be a home rule county? I suggest that we return the
county to its original form which would allow it to provide only those
services which are mandated by law.

Sincerely,
CITY OF FAIRVIEW

L g

Marvin Woidyla, Mayor



EXHIBIT A

&l MULTNOMAH COoUNTY OREGON

MULTNOMAH COUNTY HOME RULE CHARTER REVIEW COMMITTEE

3RD FLOOR, FORD BUILDING
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Rev. Frank Shields, Chair
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Invited Testimony:

Public. Testimony:

AGENDA

Sheriff Fred Pearce
County Clerk Vicki Ervin

Each witness shall be limited

to a 5 minute presentation.on the issues before

the committee this evening:
enue Bonds,
Counsel, Stability in Government,

County Clerk, Rev-
the District Court Clerk, County
the Distriect

Attorney and Home Rule.

Work Session:

A. 1.
2.

B. l.
2

C.

D.

E.

F.

G.

That the County Sheriff remain an elective

office.

That the County Sheriff be an appointed office.

That the County Clerk remain an elective

office.

That the County Clerk be an appointed office.

That the Board may issue and sell revenue

bonds only in accordance with state law.

That the position of District Court Clerk

be abolished.

Chair of the Board: executive responsibilities

Charter Review Committee: when convened again,
appointed by w 49 :

Bonding of county officials.

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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Amendments proposed by Vicki Ervin, Multnomah County Clerk - March 14, 1984
EXHIBIT C

3.15 APPORTIONMENT OF COMMISSIONER DISTRICTS.

[@ithin thirty days aftegj In the year of the official release of each

federal decennial census for Multnomah County, the auditor shall
determine the population distribution among the commissioner districts
specified by this charter. If the population of any commissioner
district is more than 115 percent of the population of any other
commissioner district, the auditor, in consultation with the Multnomah
County Elections Division, shall prepafe and present to the Board of
County Commissioners, [@ithin that thirty-day perioéa a plan for
modifying the boundaries of the districts so that the population of

no commissioner district will be more than 110 percent of the population
of any other commissioner district, notwithstanding the delineation of

commissioner districts by this charter. In any case the auditor may

propose adjustments to commissioner districts in order to take into

account other jurisdictional boundaries. The report shall be presented

to the Board of County Commissioners not later than August 1. The

Board of County Commissioners shall,l:within 45 days of the submission

-
of the reportjnot later than November 1, alter the boundaries of the
p e

commissioner districts as necessary by ordinance to provide for an
approximately equal population distribution. Change in boundaries of
the districts shall not affect taking of office of a commissioner-elect
with respect to the term of office for which elected prior to the
adoption of the reapportionment. The auditor shall, as nearly as

possible, retain the general geographic characteristics of districts

established by this charter.



ﬂc){/] f‘ Chapter V
ORDINANCES

5.10 LEGISLATIVE ACTION. All legislative action by the county
shall be by ordinance.

5.20 ORDAINING CLAUSE. The ordaining clause for an ordi-
nance of the county shall be, ‘“Multnomah County ordains as
follows.”’

5.30 ADOPTION

(1) Except as this charter provides to the contrary with reference
to emergency ordinances, before an ordinance is adopted it

shall be read during regular meetings of the board on two dif-

ferent days at least six days apart.

(2) The reading of an ordinance shall be full and distinct unless
(a) a copy of it is available for each person at the meeting
who desires a copy and
(b) the board directs that the reading be by title only.

(3) An ordinance to meet an emergency may be introduced, read
once, and put on its final passage at a single board meeting by
unanimous consent of all the Poard members present.

5.40 AUTHENTICATION. An ordinance adopted by the board
shall, within three days of its adoption, be signed by the presiding
officer of the board.

CEXHIBIT E

5.50 TIME QF EFFECT.,

(1) A nonemergency ordinance shall take effect on the thirtieth
day after it is adopted, unless
(a) it prescribes a later date for it to take effect or
(b) it is referred to the voters of the county, in which event it
shall take effect only upon receiving their approval.

(2) An emergency ordinance may take effect immediately upon
being adopted.

Chapter VI
ADMINISTRATION

6.10 CHIEF EXECUTIVE. The chairman of the board of county
commissioners

(1) shall be the chief executive officer of the county;

(2) shall preside over meetings of the board and have a vote on
each matter before the board;

(3) may appoint and discharge administrative officers and
employees of the county, except that his appointment of
department heads shall be with the board’s approval;

(4) shall execute the policies of the board and the ordinances of
the county; and

(5) may delegate his administrative powers but shall retain full
responsibility for the acts of his subordinates.

6.20 ADMINISTRATIVE DEPARTMENTS.

(1) For purposes of county services and the administration of
county affairs the following administrative departments are
hereby established:

(a) A department of judicial administration.
(b) A department of public safety.

(¢) A department of finance.

(d) A department of records and elections.
(e) A department of medical services.

(f) A department of public works.

(g) A department of public services.

(h) A department of administrative services.

(2) The board of county commissioners shall set these depart-
ments in operation by January 1, 1968.

6.30 DEPARTMENTAL FUNCTIONS.

(1) Except as this article provides to the contrary, the board
of county commissioners
(a) shall prescribe the functions of each administrative
department of the county and
(b) may change the functions of any of the departments from
time to time.

(2) For the first two years that the county operates under this
charter
(a) the department of judicial administration shall have the
clerical and ministerial functions prescribed by state law
for the county clerk, district court clerk, sheriff, and con-
stable with reference to administration of the courts,
except the service and execution of court orders in
criminal and quasi-criminal cases;
(b) the department of public safety shall have
(i) the functions of county officers under state law con-
cerning law enforcement, except the service and
execution of court orders in civil cases,




EXHIBIT F

&R MULTNOMAH COoUNTY OREGON

DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES DENNIS BUCHANAN OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR (503) 248-3300

PORTLAND BUILDING COUNTY EXECUTIVE BUDGET & MANAGEMENT

1120 S. W. FIFTH, 14TH FLOOR ANALYSIS (503) 248-3883

PORTLAND, OR 97204 COUNTY COUNSEL (503) 248-3138
EMPLOYEE RELATIONS (503) 248-5015
FINANCE DIVISION (503) 248-3067

December 15, 1983

Frank Shields

Chair of Multnomah County Home Rule
Charter Review Committee

Ford Building

2505 SE 11th Avenue, 3rd floor

Portland, Oregon 97202

Dear Mr. Shields:

I would appreciate your presenting this request to the members of the Home
Rule Charter Committee for their review and appropriate action. A little over
a year ago I was retained by the County to administer the Loss prevention and
insurance programs for the County. We are presently reviewing the Bond
program to determine if the County is meeting the Statute requirements and the
employee exposures in a financially prudent manner.

Effective January 1983, ORS requirements for bonding County elected-appointed
officials to elective offices was appealed. The County continues to bond
these positions in accordance to 4.10(2) of the Multnomah County Home Rule
Charter. The Charter although clear to requiring that the elected official be
bond is ambiguous as to whether we are required to write a seperate bond for
each individual or if the County can add the elected officers to the Employees
Faithful Performance Bond. This latter method is more practical and of a
greater financial benefit for the County. The individual bonds are written
for a service fee of approximately $150.00 annually.

We recommend with the appropriate clarification of provision 4.10(2) that
the elective officer positions be added to the County, Employee's Faithful
Performance Bond. This procedure would insure the positions were bonded
and presumably will not create additional fees.

We are further confused as to which elected positions the County should bond.
Two of the elective positions, District Attorney and District County Clerk
are employees of the State and bonded under the States Employee Faithful
Performance Bond coverage. Does the committee recognize this and want the
County to bond these two positions? If we are to bond these positions we
will do so under a separate policy.

101AYRH10

AML CALIAL ADDANDTILIANITVY, CAADI AVCD



Frank Shields
Page 2
December 15, 1983

I have prepared the following draft to clarify 4.10(2) Chapter 4 page 8 of the
Home Rule Charter amended September 21, 1982.

DRAFT CHAPTER IV

4.10(2) Before the elected or appointed to an elective office takes the
office he or she shall be able to be bonded. The County will
maintain a corporate surety bond for the Faithful Performance of
its employees and elected officers in the amount of $25,000 or such
greater sum as may be fixed by the Board of County Commissioners.

I will be happy to respond to you and/or the committee's further concerns and
questions.

Sincerely,

101AYRH11



EXHIBIT D
for the 3/14/84 Committee Minutes

March 14, 1984

MEMORANDUM
TO: Multnomah County Charter Review Commission
FROM: Ragen, Roberts, O'Scannlain, Robertson and Neill
RE: Format for Charter Amendments and Ballot Measures

Attached as Exhibit A is our first draft of a charter
amendment which incorporates the Commission's recommendations
regarding the county auditor. New language is underlined.
Words which are not underlined are currently in the charter.

Attached as Exhibit B is our first draft of the ballot
measure which would be presented to the voters to authorize the
charter amendment shown in Exhibit A. Oregon law requires that a
ballot measure consist of:

1. A title, of no more than 10 words;

2. A question, of no more than 20 words; and,

3. A statement of purpose, of no more than 75 words.

We request that you review the attached exhibits and
indicate the changes you would like. We will incorporate those
changes into our next draft. If that draft is satisfactory, we
will use it as a model for all subsequent amendments and measures.



EXHIBIT A
CHAPTER VIII

FINANCE

8.10 AUDITOR.

(1)
(2)

(3)

(4)

The office of county auditor is hereby established.

At the general November election in 1966 and at the
general November election every four years thereafter
an auditor shall be elected.

The auditor shall conduct internal audits of all county

operations and financial affairs and make reports
thereof to the Board of County Commissioners according
to generally accepted government auditing standards.

The County Executive or the responsible elected

official shall respond in writing to all internal audit
reports stating what actions have been or will be taken
to address the findings contained in the audit. The

written response shall be made to the Board and the

auditor in the manner and time frame requested by the

auditor.

The board shall retain each report of the auditor and
each response as a public record for at least three

years after receiving the report.



EXHIBIT B

PROPOSED BALLOT MEASURE

TITLE:

Multnomah County Charter Review Commission's Recommendation about
County Auditor.

QUESTION:

Shall the Multnomah County Charter be amended to
reflect the Charter Review Commission's recommendations regarding
the County Auditor?

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE:

If this measure is adopted the Auditor will be required
to conduct internal audits of all County operations and financial
affairs, and elected officials will be required to respond in
writing to the audit findings.



PO. BOX 337 3 PHONE 665-7929

CITY OF FAIRVIEW

OREGON 97024

March 5, 1984

Rev. Frank Shields, Chariman

Home Rule Charter Review Committee
Third Floor, Ford Building

2505 S.E. 1lth Avenue

Portland, Oregon 97202

Dear Reverend Shields:

Counties have had the option since a 1958 amendment to the Oregon
Constitution, now Article VI, Section 10, to reorganize themselves as
home e counties by adopting a county charter. Multnomah County has
exercised this option, and is a home rule county. This amendment is
intended to allow counties greater flexibility in responding to the
need for urban services.

cluded, roads, law enforcement, courts, care for the needy and tax
collections. Basically they functioned almost exclusively as agents

of the state goverrment. When Multnomah County residents chose to

adopt a home rule charter they broadened the mumber and type of services
to include everything from public health to land use plamning to libraries,
all of which are urban services. The county and its citizens have, in
effect, responded to the demands of a growing population and a more

complex society.

In March, 1983, the Board of County Commissioners adopted Resolution
A which dealt with the matter of phasing out delivery of urban level
services in the unincorporated areas of the county during the next three
years. County officials have been quoted as stating that they will retain
only those services required by state law.

My question revolves around the issue of home rule charter and urban
services. If we are indeed phasing out urban level services, why should
we continue to be a home rule county? T suggest that we return the
county to its original form which would allow it to provide only those
services which are mandated by law.

Sincerely,
CITY OF FAIRVIEW

v

Marvin Woidyla, yor
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MULTNOMAH CouUunNTY OREGON

MULTNOMAH COUNTY HOME RULE CHARTER REVIEW COMMITTEE 3RD FLOOR, FORD BUILDING

2505 S.E. 11TH AVENUE
PORTLAND, OREGON 97202
(503) 248-5018

MEMBERS
Florence Bancroft
Tanya Collier
Chad Debnam
Marlene Johnsen
Penny Kennedy
Marcia Pry
Leeanne MacColl
Roger Parsons

Ann Porter, Vice-Chair I

Linda Rasmussen
Rev. Frank Shields, Chair
Paul Thalhofer

John Vogl LI,

STAFF

Robert J. Castagna,
Project Manager

Maribeth McGowan,
Secretary

LLL.

March 14, 1984

AGENDA

Invited Testimony: Sheriff Fred Pearce

County Clerk Vicki Ervin

Public Testimony: Each witness shall be limited
to a 5 minute presentation on the issues before
the committee this evening: County Clerk, Rev-
enue Bonds, the District Court Clerk, County
Counsel, Stability in Government, the District
Attorney and Home Rule.

Work Session:

A,

B.

QO =HMEH O O

1. That the County Sheriff remain an elective
office.
2. That the County Sheriff be an appointed office.
1. That the County Clerk remain an elective
office.
2. That the County Clerk be an appointed office.
That the Board may issue and sell revenue
bonds only in accordance with state law.
That the position of District Court Clerk
be abolished.
Chair of the Board: executive responsibilities
Charter Review Committee: when convened again,
appointed by , 19
Bonding of county officials.

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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March 14, 1984

AGENDA

Invited Testimony: Sheriff Fred Pearce

County Clerk Vicki Ervin

Public Testimony: Each witness shall be limited
to a 5 minute presentation'on the issues before
the committee this evening: County Clerk, Rev-
enue Bonds, the District Court Clerk, County
Counsel, Stability in Government, the District
Attorney and Home Rule.

Work Session:

A.

Q H=HEH O O

1. That the County Sheriff remain an elective
office.

2 That the County Sheriff be an appointed office.

1. That the County Clerk remain an elective
office.

2 That the County Clerk be an appointed office.
That the Board may issue and sell revenue
bonds only in accordance with state law.

That the position of District Court Clerk

be abolished.

Chair of the Board: executive responsibilities

Charter Review Committee: when convened again,
appointed by , 19 :

Bonding of county officials.

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER



Amendments proposed by Vicki Ervin, Multnomah County Clerk - March 14, 1984

3.15 APPORTIONMENT OF COMMISSIONER DISTRICTS.

[Fithin thirty days afteiﬂ In the vear of the official release of each

federal decennial census for Multnomah County, the auditor shall
determine the population distribution among the commissioner districts
specified by this charter. If the population of any commissioner
district is more than 115 percent of the population of any other
commissioner district, the auditor, in consultation with the Multnomah
County Elections Division, shall prepaie and present to the Board of
County Commissioners, [@ithin that thirty-day perioi] a plan for
modifying the boundaries of the districts so that the population of

no commissioner district will be more than 110 percent of the population
of any other commissioner district, notwithstanding the delineation of

commissioner districts by this charter. In any case the auditor may

propvose adjustments to commissioner districts in order to take into

account other jurisdictional boundaries. The report shall be presented

to the Board of County Commissioners not later than August 1. The

Board of County Commissioners shall,I:within 45 days of the submission

-
of the reportjnot later than November 1, alter the boundaries of the
p o

commissioner districts as necessary by ordinance to provide for an
approximately equal population distribution. Change in boundaries of
the districts shall not affect taking of office of a commissioner-elect
with respect to the term of office for which elected prior to the
adoption of the reapportionment. The auditor shall, as nearly as

possible, retain the general geographic characteristics of districts

established by this charter.



& MULTNOMAH COUNTY OREGON

DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES DENNIS BUCHANAN OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR (503) 248-3300

PORTLAND BUILDING COUNTY EXECUTIVE BUDGET & MANAGEMENT

1120 S. W. FIFTH, 14TH FLOOR ANALYSIS (503) 248-3883

PORTLAND, OR 97204 COUNTY COUNSEL (503) 248-3138
EMPLOYEE RELATIONS (503) 248-5015
FINANCE DIVISION (503) 248-3067

December 15, 1983

Frank Shields

Chair of Multnomah County Home Rule
Charter Review Committee

Ford Building

2505 SE 11th Avenue, 3rd floor

Portland, Oregon 97202

Dear Mr. Shields:

I would appreciate your presenting this request to the members of the Home
Rule Charter Committee for their review and appropriate action. A little over
a year ago I was retained by the County to administer the Loss prevention and
insurance programs for the County. We are presently reviewing the Bond
program to determine if the County is meeting the Statute requirements and the
employee exposures in a financially prudent manner.

Effective January 1983, ORS requirements for bonding County elected-appointed
officials to elective offices was appealed. The County continues to bond
these positions in accordance to 4.10(2) of the Multnomah County Home Rule
Charter. The Charter although clear to requiring that the elected official be
bond is ambiguous as to whether we are required to write a seperate bond for
each individual or if the County can add the elected officers to the Employees
Faithful Performance Bond. This latter method is more practical and of a
greater financial benefit for the County. The individual bonds are written
for a service fee of approximately $150.00 annually.

We recommend with the appropriate clarification of provision 4.10(2) that
the elective officer positions be added to the County, Employee's Faithful
Performance Bond. This procedure would insure the positions were bonded
and presumably will not create additional fees.

We are further confused as to which elected positions the County should bond.
Two of the elective positions, District Attorney and District County Clerk
are employees of the State and bonded under the States Employee Faithful
Performance Bond coverage. Does the committee recognize this and want the
County to bond these two positions? If we are to bond these positions we
will do so under a separate policy.

101AYRH10

AN FOLIAI OPPORTILINITY FMPI OYFR



Frank Shields
Page 2
December 15, 1983

I have prepared the following draft to clarify 4.10(2) Chapter 4 page 8 of the
Home Rule Charter amended September 21, 1982.

DRAFT CHAPTER IV

4.10(2) Before the elected or appointed to an elective office takes the
office he or she shall be able to be bonded. The County will
maintain a corporate surety bond for the Faithful Performance of
its employees and elected officers in the amount of $25,000 or such
greater sum as may be fixed by the Board of County Commissioners.

I will be happy to respond to you and/or the committee's further concerns and
questions.

Sincerely,

101AYRH11



ANNE KELLY FEENEY

COUNTY AUDITOR
ROOM 136, COUNTY COURTHOUSE

— g())g)n;:g.s 2(())REGON 97204
MULTNOMAH COUNTY OREGON

A

March 13, 1984

Mr. Robert Castagna
Executive Staff
Multnomah County

Charter Review Commission

Dear Bob:

Enclosed are xerox copies of pages from recognized publica-
tions relating to internal auditing. I hope this will help
your legal counsel recognize that the phrase "internal
audit" has a definition in generally accepted governmental
auditing standards. We definitely do not recommend that you
substitute the phrase "broad scope auditing" for the phrase
internal audit. The phrase internal audit is commonly used
throughout the profession and is the broadest possible des-
cription of what we perform in this office.

Any party wishing to challenge the content of the work we do
can simply refer to the standards published by the GAO, to
the standards published by the Institute of Internal Audi-
tors and the standards published by Municipal Finance Offi-
cers Association. All refer to the three kinds of audits
which are informally referred to as broad scope auditing and
all are contained under the heading "internal audit."

Please be in touch if you have any further questions.

Sin 1
F

Anne Kelly Feeney
Multnomah County Auditor

AKF:bj
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Introduction

T

Internal auditing is an independent appraisal function established within an
organization to examine and evaluate its activities as a service to the organization.
The objective of internal auditing is to assist members of the organization in the
effective discharge of their responsibilities. To this end, internal auditing furnishes
them with analyses, appraisals, recommendations, counsel, and information
concerning the activities reviewed.

The members of the organization assisted by internal auditing include those in
management and the board of directors. Internal auditors owe a responsibility to
both, providing them with information about the adequacy and effectiveness of the
organization’s system of internal control and the quality of performance. The
ormation furnished to each may differ in format and detail, depending upon the
requirements and requests of management and the board.

The internal auditing department is an integral part of the organization and
functions under the policies established by management and the board. The
statement of purpose, authority, and responsibility (charter) for the interna
auditing department, approved by management and accepted by the board, should
be consistent with these Standards for the Professional Practice of Internal
Auditing.

The charter should make clear the purposes of the internal auditing
department, specify the unrestricted scope of its work, and declare that auditors
are to have no authority or responsibility for the activities they audit.

Throughout the world internal auditing is performed in diverse environments
and within organizations which vary in purpose, size, and structure. In addition,
the laws and customs within various countries differ from one another. These
differences may affect the practice of internal auditing in each environment. The
implementation of these Standards, therefore, will be governed by the
environment in which the internal auditing department carries out its assigned

responsibilities. But compliance with the concepts enunciated by these Standards
is essential before the responsibilities of internal auditors can be met.

“Independence,” as used in these Standards, requires clarification. Internal

auditors must be independent of the activities they audit. Such independence
permits internal auditors to perform their work freely and objectively. Without
independence, the desired results of internal auditing cannot be realized.

In setting these Standards, the following developments were considered:

1. Boards of directors are being held increasingly accountable for the adequacy
and effectiveness of their organizations’ systems of internal control and
quality of performance.

9. Members of management are demonstrating increased acceptance of
internal auditing as a means of supplying objective analyses, appraisals,
recommendations, counsel, and information on the organization’s controls

and performance.

3. External auditors are using
their own work where the internal auditors have provi

of independence and adequate, professional audit work.
In the light of such developments, the purposes of these Standards are to:

1
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SUMMARY OF GENERAL AND SPECIFIC STANDARDS
FOR THE PROFESSIONAL PRACTICE OF INTERNAL AUDITING

INDEPENDENCE — INTERNAL AUDITORS SHOULD BE INDEPENDENT OF
THE ACTIVITIES THEY AUDIT.

110

120

Organizational Status — The organizational status of the internal
auditing department should be sufficient to permit the
accomplishment of its audit responsibilities.

Objectivity — Internal auditors should be objective in performing
audits.

PROFESSIONAL PROFICIENCY — INTERNAL AUDITS SHOULD BE
PERFORMED WITH PROFICIENCY AND DUE PROFESSIONAL CARE.

210

220

230

240

250

260

270

280

The Internal Auditing Department

Staffing — The internal auditing department should provide
assurance that the technical proficiency and educational
background of internal auditors are appropriate for the audits to be
performed.

Knowledge, Skills, and Disciplines — The internal auditing
department should possess or should obtain the knowledge, skills,
and disciplines needed to carry out its audit responsibilities.
Supervision — The internal auditing department should provide
assurance that internal audits are properly supervised.

The Internal Auditor

Compliance with Standards of Conduct — Internal auditors
should comply with professional standards of conduct.
Knowledge, Skills, and Disciplines — Internal auditors should
possess the knowledge, skills, and disciplines essential to the
performance of internal audits.

Human Relations and Communications — Internal auditors
should be skilled in dealing with people and in communicating
effectively.

Continuing Education — Internal auditors should maintain their
technical competence through continuing education.

Due Professional Care — Internal auditors should exercise due
professional care in performing internal audits.

SCOPE OF WORK — THE SCOPE OF THE INTERNAL AUDIT SHOULD
ENCOMPASS THE EXAMINATION AND EVALUATION OF THE ADEQUACY
AND EFFECTIVENESS OF THE ORGANIZATION'S SYSTEM OF INTERNAL
CONTROL AND THE QUALITY OF PERFORMANCE IN CARRYING OUT
ASSIGNED RESPONSIBILITIES.

310

Reliability and Integrity of Information — Internal auditors
should review the reliability and integrity of financial and operating
information and the means used to identify, measure, classify, and
report such information.




320

: 330

340

350

Compliance with Policies, Plans, Procedures, Laws, and
Regulations — Internal auditors should review the systems
established to ensure compliance with those policies, plans,
procedures, laws, and regulations which could have a significant
impact on operations and reports and should determine whether
the organization is in compliance.

Safeguarding of Assets — Internal auditors should review the
means of safeguarding assets and, as appropriate, verify the
existence of such assets.

Economical and Efficient Use of Resources — Internal auditors
should appraise the economy and efficiency with which resources
are employed.

Accomplishment of Established Objectives and Goals for
Operations or Programs — Internal auditors should review
operations or programs to ascertain whether results are consistent
with established objectives and goals and whether the operations or
programs are being carried out as planned.

400 PERFORMANCE OF AUDIT WORK — AUDIT WORK SHOULD INCLUDE
PLANNING THE AUDIT, EXAMINING AND EVALUATING INFORMATION,
COMMUNICATING RESULTS, AND FOLLOWING UP.

410
420

430

440

Planning the Audit — Internal auditors should plan each audit.
Examining and Evaluating Information — Internal auditors
should collect, analyze, interpret, and document. information to
support audit results.

Communicating Results — Internal auditors should report the
results of their audit work.

Following Up — Internal auditors should follow up to ascertain
that appropriate action is taken on reported audit findings.

500 MANAGEMENT OF THE INTERNAL AUDITING DEPARTMENT —
THE DIRECTOR OF INTERNAL AUDITING SHOULD PROPERLY MANAGE THE
INTERNAL AUDITING DEPARTMENT.

510

520

530

540

550

i 560

Purpose, Authority, and Responsibility — The director of
internal auditing should have a statement of purpose, authority, and
responsibility for the internal auditing department.

Planning — The director of internal auditing should establish plans
to carry out the responsibilities of the internal auditing department.
Policies and Procedures — The director of internal auditing
should provide written policies and procedures to guide the audit
staff.

Personnel Management and Development — The director of
internal auditing should establish a program for selecting and
developing the human resources of the internal auditing department.

External Auditors — The director of internal auditing should
coordinate internal and external audit efforts.
Quality Assurance — The director of internal auditing should

establish and maintain a quality assurance program to evaluate the
operations of the internal auditing department.
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Chapter 15
AUDITING GOVERNMENTAL
ORGANIZATIONS

Types of Audits

n audit is a methodical examination of utilization of
resources. It concludes with a written report of its
findings. An audit is a test of management's accounting
system to determine the extent to which internal accounting
controls are both available and being used.

Audits may be classified as internal or independent de-
pending upon whether they are performed by internal or ex-
ternal auditors. Internal auditors are employees in the admin-
istrative branch of the audited government. They report to
that government’s chief executive officer. External auditors
are independent of the chief executive of the audited govern-
ment. External auditors include: (1) government auditors
elected by the public; (2) government auditors appointed by a
government’s governing board or other legislative body; (3)
government auditors who are members of a government
other than the one being examined; and (4) independent
public accountants who provide auditing services on a fee
basis. Fxternal auditors must be independent both in fact and
in appearance.

Internal auditors are the “eyes and ears” of management.
They examine matters on which management needs informa-
tion and provide that information to management. They are
important members of the management team. The Institute
of Internal Auditors has adopted the following definition of
internal auditing:

“Internal auditing is an independent appraisal
activity within an organization for the review
of operations as service to management. It s
a managerial control which functions by meas-
uring and evaluating the effectiveness of other
controls.”

Independent audits do not alleviate the need for an internal
audit function. Internal and external audit functions are com-
plementary. Where a good internal audit staff exists, inde-
pendent auditors generally find that, as a result of being able
to rely upon the work of the internal audit staff, the amount
of detail work they have to do is lessened. Internal audit
staffing requirements and training for internal audit personnel
are discussed later in this chapter.

Audits may also be classified as pre-audits or post-audits.
A pre-audit is an examination of financial transactions prior
to their completion. Virtually all pre-audits are performed by

86

internal auditors. A post-audit is an examination of financial
transactions that have been consummated or those in various
stages of completion at the end of an accounting period.
Post-audits may be either internal or independent.

Financial and Compliance Audits. In the private sector,
virtually all independent audits are financial audits. In a finan-
cial audit, the auditor expresses an opinion on the fairness of
presentation of the audited entity’s basic financial statements
in conformity with GAAP.

The expanded objectives of governmental GAAP financial
reports have resulted in the expansion of the private sector
financial audit into the public sector financial and compliance
audit. In a financial and compliance audit, the auditor ex-
presses an opinion on: (1) the fairness of presentation of the
audited entity’s basic financial statements in conformity with
GAAP; and (2) the audited entity’s compliance with the var-
ious finance-related legal and contractual provisions used to
assure acceptable governmental organizational performance
and effective public sector management stewardship. As pre-
viously noted, public sector oversight bodies typically require
independent auditors to include responses to standardized
legal compliance audit questionnaires in financial and compli-
ance audit reports.

Auditors performing financial audits of business enterpnises
need be concerned with compliance with applicable statutes
and regulations only to the extent that noncompliance could
result in material adjustments to financial statement represen-
tations. Auditors performing financial and compliance audits
of governments should report all instances of noncompliance
with finance-related legal and contractual provisions, regard-
less of the materiality of any economic consequences.

Internal auditors routinely perform tasks closely related to
financial and compliance audits. However, all governments
should also have independent annual financial and compliance
audits. The deterrence and detection of fraud, while not
necessarily paramount, are significant objectives in indepen-
dent audits of governments.

Program Compliance Audits. State and local govern-
ments’ increasing reliance on intergovernmental revenues has
led directly to the birth and dramatic growth of another type
of audit—the program compliance audit. Federal government
departments and agencies typically attach strings to the
monies they provide to state and local governments. Different
federal grant, entitlement, and shared revenue programs
usually involve different sets of accounting, reporting, auditing,
and other procedural requirements which must be met as a



condition to accepting program monies. In a program com-
pliance audit, auditors test the extent of a government’s com-
pliance with these federal program requirements. Program
compliance audits are independent audits.

Single Audits. Unfortunately, efforts to provide effective
accountability over rapidly increasing levels of intergovern-
mental revenues through program compliance audits have
been frustrated by confusing and contradictory program com-
pliance requirements imposed by dozens of federal agencies.
Accordingly, the U.S. President and the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget have mandated the evolution of a “single
audit” approach to governmental financial and compliance/pro-
gram compliance audits. The new single audits are expanded
financial and compliance audits which are to include stand-
ardized program compliance audit elements. Single audits are
expected eventually to eliminate the need for separate
program compliance audits of individual program compliance
elements.

A viable single audit concept will require agreement at the
federal level on a finite list of standardized program compli-
ance requirements sufficient to meet the legitimate informa-
tional needs of the numerous federal departments and agen-
cies providing intergovernmental revenues to state and local
governments. An effective single audit concept will also
require greater clarification and coordination on the part of
state legislatures and state government oversight bodies in
specilying those finance-related legal and contractual provi-
sions with which auditors must be concerned in performing
single audits.

Performance Audits. Governments’ relative insulation from
the controlling disciplinary forces of the competitive market-
place has resulted in the increasing use of independent per-
formance audits in the public sector. Such audits, also referred
to as operational audits, are intended to assess: (1) the econ-
omy and efficiency of the audited enlity’s operations; and (2)
program effectiveness—the extent to which program ob-
jectives are being attained.

Fconomy and efficiency audits. In an economy and effi-
ciency performance audit, the auditor determines: (1) whether
the audited entity is managing or utilizing its resources (per-
sonnel, property, space, etc.) in an economical and efficient
manner: and (2) the causes of any inefficiencies or uneco-
nomical practices, including inadequacies in management in-
formation systems, administrative procedures, or organization
structure. The auditor seeks to identify ways in which the
efficiency and economy of operations can be improved. Sub-
stantial savings can often be realized as a result of manage-
ment responses to recommendations generated by economy
and efficiency audits. Such savings might result, for example,
from eliminating duplication in services, reducing inventories,
or using equipment already on hand more efficiently.

Economy and efficiency performance audits do not result
in an auditor’'s opinion as to whether the audited entity’s
operations are sufficiently economical or efficient since econ-
omy and efficiency sufficiency are not precisely measurable
qualities. Rather, such audits result in reports containing
recommendations on ways in which existing practices could
be improved.

Program ellectiveness audits. In a program effectiveness
audit, also commonly referred to as a program results audit,
the auditor determines whether desired results or benefits are
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being achieved, whether the objectives established by the gov-
erning board or other authorizing body are being met, and
whether the audited entity has considered alternatives which
might yield desired results at a lower cost.

A program which accomplishes little or nothing is not worth
continuing, regardless of how efficiently it is operated or how
accurate its financial statements may be. Program effective-
ness performance audits are important to government officials
in connection with their efforts to improve ineffective pro-
grams and to eliminate worthless ones.

As in economy and efficiency audits, opinions on relative
effectiveness are not expected. Rather, the desired result is a
report on how actual achievements compare with program
goals. A program effectiveness audit report may also include
recommendations for improving programs so that future re-
sults will be enhanced.

Both governments and businesses engage in internal per-
formance audits. There are few independent performance
audits in the private sector. Most public sector independent
performance audits are now made by federal government
auditors. It is expected, however, that state and local govern-
ment auditors and independent public accountants will in-
creasingly be called upon to conduct independent performance
audits of governments in the future.

Generally Accepted Auditing Standards

Financial audits conducted by certified public accountants
must be performed in accordance with generally accepted
auditing standards (GAAS) prescribed by the AICPA. Au-
diting standards differ from auditing procedures in that
procedures relate to acts to be performed, whereas standards
deal with measures of quality of the performance of those
acts and the objectives to be attained by the use of the -
procedures undertaken. Auditing standards are concerned
with the auditor’s professional qualities and with the judgment
exercised in the performance of an audit. The 10 generally
accepted auditing standards approved and adopted by the
AICPA are as follows:

AICPA Standards

General Standards

1. The examination is to be performed by a person or
persons having adequate technical training and profi-
ciency as an auditor.

2. In all matters relating to the assignment and indepen-
dence in mental attitude is to be maintained by the
auditor or auditors.

3. Due professional care is to be exercised in the perform-
ance of the examination and the preparation of the
report.

Standards of Field Work

1. The work is to be adequately planned and assistants, if
any, are to be properly supervised.

2. There is to be a proper study and evaluation of the
existing internal control as a basis for reliance thereon
and for the determination of the resultant extent of the
tests to which auditing procedures are to be restricted.

3. Sufficient competent evidential matter is to be obtained
through inspection, observation, inquiries, and confir-
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mations to afford a reasonable basis for an opinion re-
garding the financial statements under examination.
Standards of Reporting

1. The report shall state whether the financial statements
are presented in accordance with generally accepted
principles of accounting.

2. The report shall state whether such principles have
been consistently observed in the current period in rela-
tion to the preceding period.

3. Informative disclosures in the financial statements are
to be regarded as reasonably adequate unless otherwise
stated in the report.

4. The report shall either contain an expression of opinion
regarding the financial statements, taken as a whole, or
an assertion to the effect that an opinion cannot be
expressed. When an overall opinion cannot be ex-
pressed, the reasons therefore would be stated. In all
cases where an auditor’s name is associated with finan-
cial statements, the report should contain a clear-cut
indication of the character of the auditor’s examination,
if any, and the degree of responsibility he is taking.

, The expanded role of independent auditing in the public

/ sector has led to the development by the GAO of expanded

GAAS for audits of governments. The GAO standards are

set forth in Standards for Audit of Governmental Organ-

izations, Programs, Activities, & Functions, which is

commonly referred to as the “yellow book.” The GAO stand-

ards include the 10 AICPA GAAS and build upon them to

provide guidance to auditors performing financial and com-

pliance, program compliance, and performance audits of
governments.

The GAO standards place an expanded emphasis on audit
reporting. They call for auditor comments on the audited en-
tity’s system of internal accounting controls within a financial
and compliance audit report. The AICPA standards permit
the publication of such comments in a management letter
separate from a financial audit report.

The GAO standards also encourage auditors to recom-
mend: (1) improvements in internal accounting controls
which could improve the economy, efficiency, and effective-
ness of operations; and (2) improvements necessary to assure
the accuracy and reliability of reported information even if
they have only been engaged to perform a financial and
compliance audit. The AICPA standards require auditors to
disclose only material weaknesses in internal accounting con-
trols. The GAO “yellow book” standards are as follows:

GAO Standards

General Standards
1. The full scope of an audit of a governmental program,
function, activity, or organization should encompass:

a. An examination of financial transactions, accounts,
and reports, including an evaluation of compliance
with applicable laws and regulations.

b. A review of efficiency and economy in the use of
resources.

i
\
\> c. A review to determine whether desired results are
[

~

effectively achieved.
In determining the scope for a particular audit, respon-

sible officials should give consideration to the needs of

the potential users of the results of that audit.

2. The auditors assigned to perform the audit must collec-
tively possess adequate professional proficiency for the
tasks required.

3. In all matters relating to the audit work, the audit or-
ganization and the individual auditors shall maintain an
independent attitude.

4. Due professional care is to be used in conducting the
audit and in preparing related reports.

Examination and Evaluation Standards

1. Work is to be adequately planned.

2. Assistants are to be properly supervised.

3. A review is to be made of compliance with legal and
regulatory requirements.

4. An evaluation is to be made of the system of internal
control to assess the extent it can be relied upon to
ensure accurate information, to ensure compliance with
laws and regulations, and to provide for efficient and
effective operations.

5. Sulfficient, competent, and relevant evidence is to be
obtained to afford a reasonable basis for the auditor’s
opinions, judgments, conclusions, and recommendations.

Reporting Standards

1. Written audit reports are to be submitted to the appro-
priate officials of the organizations requiring or ar-
ranging for the audits. Copies of the reports should be
sent to other officials who may be responsible for
taking action on audit findings and recommendations
and to others responsible or authorized to receive such
reports. Copies should also be made available for
public inspection.

2. Reports are to be issued on or before the dates
specified by law, regulation, or other arrangement and,
in any event, as promptly as possible so as to make the
information available for timely use by management
and by legislative officials.

3. Each report shall:

a. Be as concise as possible but, at the same time,
clear and complete enough to be understood by the
users.

b. Present factual matter accurately, completely, and
fairly.

c. Present findings and conclusions objectively and in
language as clear and simple as the subject matter
permits.

d. Include only factual information, findings, and con-
clusions that are adequately supported by enough
evidence in the auditor’s working papers to demon-
strate or prove, when called upon, the bases for the
matters reported and their correctness and reason-
ableness. Detailed supporting information should be
included in the report to the extent necessary to
make a convincing presentation.

e. Include, when possible, the auditor’s recommenda-
tions for actions to effect improvements in problem
areas noted in his audit and to otherwise make im-
provements in operations. Information on under-
lying causes of problems reported should be
included to assist in implementing or devising
corrective actions.



attachments or annexations to land which are intended to
remain so attached or annexed, such as sidewalks, trees,
drives, tunnels, drains, and sewers. Sidewalks, curbing,
sewers, and highways are sometimes referred to as “better-
ments,” but the term “improvements” is preferred.

IMPROVEMENTS OTHER THAN BUILDINGS. A fixed
asset account which reflects acquisition value of perma-
nent improvements other than buildings, which add value
to land. Examples of such improvements are fences, re-
taining walls, sidewalks, pavements, gutters, tunnels, and
bridges.

INCOME. A term used in proprietary fund type accounting
to represent (1) revenues or (2) the excess of revenues
over expenses. See OPERATING INCOME, INCOME
BEFORE OPERATING TRANSFERS, and NET
INCOME.

INCOME BEFORE OPERATING TRANSFERS. Propri-
etary fund operating income plus and minus nonoperating
revenues and nonoperating expenses, respectively.

INCOME BONDS. See REVENUE BONDS.

INDEPENDENT AUDIT. An audit performed by an inde-

pendent auditor.

INDETERMINATE APPROPRIATION. An appropnia-
tion which is not limited either to any definite period of time
or to any definite amount. A distinction must be made
between an indeterminate appropriation and a continuing
appropriation. In the first place, whereas a continuing ap-
propriation is indefinite only as to time, an indeterminate
appropriation is indefinite as to both time and amount. In
the second place, even indeterminate appropriations which
are indefinite only as to time are to be distinguished from
continuing appropriations in that such indeterminate ap-
propriations may eventually lapse. For example, an appro-
priation to construct a building may be made to continue
in effect until the building is constructed. Once the building
is completed, however, the unexpended balance of the
appropriation lapses. A continuing appropriation, on the
other hand, may continue forever; it can only be abolished
by specific action of the legislative body.

INDIRECT CHARGES. See OVERHEAD.

INDIVIDUAL FUND STATEMENTS. The third of the fi-
nancial reporting pyramid’s three reporting levels contain-
ing GAAP basic financial statements. Such statements
should be presented only when necessary or appropriate.
Governments should not present physically separate indi-
vidual fund financial statements which simply repeat infor-
mation already presented in columns on the Combined
Statements - Overview or Combining Statements - By
Fund Type. Under Statement 1, physically separate indi-
vidual fund statement formats are normally used only: (1)
to present required individual fund budgetary comparisons;
(2) to present prior-year comparative data; or (3) to pre-
sent more detailed information than is presented for a fund
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on one of the higher levels of the financial reporting
pyramid.

INDUSTRIAL REVENUE BONDS. Bonds issued by gov-
ernments, the proceeds of which are used to construct fa-
cilities for a private business enterprise. Lease payments
made by the business enterprise to the government are
used to service the bonds. Such bonds may be in the form
of general obligation bonds, combination bonds, or revenue

bonds.

INTEREST AND PENALTIES RECEIVABLE ON
TAXES. An asset account reflecting the uncollected por-
tion of interest and penalties receivable on taxes.

INTEREST RECEIVABLE ON INVESTMENTS. An as-
set account reflecting the amount of interest receivable on
investments.

INTEREST RECEIVABLE —SPECIAL ASSESSMENTS.
An asset account reflecting the amount of interest receiv-
able on unpaid installments of special assessments.

INTERFUND ACCOUNTS. Accounts in which transfers
between funds are reflected. See INTERFUND TRANS-
ACTIONS and INTERFUND TRANSFERS.

INTERFUND LOANS. Loans made by one fund to another.

INTERFUND TRANSACTIONS. Transactions between
funds of the same government. They include: (1) QUASI-
EXTERNAL TRANSACTIONS; (2) REIMBURSE-
MENTS; (3) RESIDUAL EQUITY TRANSFERS5:; and
(4) OPERATING TRANSFERS.

INTERFUND TRANSFERS. See RESIDUAL EQUITY
TRANSFERS and OPERATING TRANSFERS.

INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVENUES. Revenues from

other governments in the form of grants, entitlements,
shared revenues, or payments in lieu of taxes.

INTERIM BORROWING. (1) Short-term loans to be repaid
from general revenues during the course of a fiscal year.
(2) Short-term loans in anticipation of tax collections or
bond issuance. See BOND ANTICIPATION NOTES
and TAX ANTICIPATION NOTES.

INTERIM FINANCIAL STATEMENT. A f[inancial state-
ment prepared before the end of the current fiscal year and
covering only financial transactions during the current year
to date.

INTERIM WARRANTS. Sece INTERIM BORROWING.

INTERNAL AUDIT. An independent appraisal activity
within an organization for the review of operations as a
service to management. It is a managerial control which
functions by measuring and evaluating the effectiveness of
other controls.




APPLICATION FOR USE OF MULTNOMAH COUNTY E.S.D. MEETING ROOMS

TO: Administration Office
Multnomah County Education Service District
220 S.E. 102nd ® Portland, OR 97216 e 255-1841

Application is hereby made by

(name of organization or individual)

/
for use of Room(s) g
On Beginning Time: Ending Time:
date
Program or Purpose of Meeting:
No. of People Expected:_______ Seating arrangements, etc.
Rental Fee: Room to be vacated by:

I agree to be responsible for payment of rental fees, for the conduct of the audience in and about
the building, and for any damage beyond ordinary wear and tear which may occur to this ESD
property incident to my occupancy thereof.

Signed

Address

Zip Code

Telephone

Date

Note: The above indicated meeting room(s) will be temporarily held pending the return of this
application at which time the reservation will be processed.

Approved by

Superintendent

Return 3 copies to the above address.
Goldenrod copy is for your file.

MCESD (8/81)



