
es January 17, 1989 

Informal 

The Board of Commissioners of Multnomah County met at the 
Courthouse at 1:30 P.M. this date. 

Present: Commissioner Gladys McCoy, Chair; Commissioner 
Pauline Anderson; Commissioner Gretchen Kafoury; Commissioner 
Bauman; Commissioner Polly Casterline (by phone) 

1. Informal Review of Bids and Requests for Proposals: 
a) Nuisance abatement - No discussion - Bid Passed 

2. iefing on the Assessment and Taxation Division issues 
-Linda Alexander TIME CERTAIN 1:30PM - Commissioner McCoy 
stated that there was another guest coming on the A & T 
Bri ing that was not yet present, will begin with other 
items until he arrives. 

3. Informal Review of Formal Agenda of January 19 

R-1 Commissioner McCoy stated that the assignments were 
complete. 

Commissioner Casterline had a question on the liaison assignments. 
Under her assignments she understood that the EMS Policy Board would 
continue to stay with Commissioner McCoy. 

Commissioner McCoy said that this would continue to under 
Chair and that the change would be taken care of by the Formal 
meeting on Thursday. 

DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES 

R-2 Duane Zussy, Director of Human Services, explained the 
intergovernmental agreement with the City of Portland. He stated 
that this agreement will extend the County's present arrangement 
with the City to provide computer support with Aging 
billing and client tracking systems. The County has been involved 
with this agreement since 1983. The period covered by this 
extension is January 1, 1989 thru June 30, 1989. The County already 
have monies budgeted within our internal data processing line item 
that will be transferred to cover this cost. It was thought that 
this would be cut over and operating on the County system by this 
time. This has not materialized and Human Services is continuing to 
work with ISD and the City to find the most cost effective way to 
deal with this in the future. 



3 Mr. Zussy continued to explain retroact 
intergovernmental agreement with the Gresham School str t. He 
stated that this will purchase 472 hours of mental health services 

students within the Gresham School Distr , speci ally r 
Gresham High School students. The cost to Gresham is $10,472., 
which is revenue to the County. The contract per runs from 
September 1, 1988 thru June 30, 1989. This has been delayed due to 
Gresham School District having financial difficulties. They are 
only able to purchase about one half of the School Mental Health 
services form the County this year than what they purchased in 
proceeding year. The contract was delayed until school finances 
were finalized and their Board authorized the contract. They have 
already extended the t quarterly payment to the County under 

s agreement. So the County is not le with the financial 
en, even though the contract has not been signed. 

Mr. Zussy also stated that the County has reduced staffing 
in the School Ment Health Program to fit this lower level of 
service that ing required by Gresham. 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE SERVICES 

R-4 Liquor License Applications: 
Commissioner Casterline had a concern of problems of the Rustic 
Inn Tavern. She has a report from the owner and operator about 
problems that they are having with planning and zoning what to 
do with the rest of the land and not the tavern. Commissioner 
Casterline supports the granting of the liquor license and 
working on the ot r problem with planning and zoning. 

R-5 Resolution on the Policy for Just e Services: 
John Angell, Director of Just Services stated that s 
resolution would formally establish a broad general policy to give 
direction to Justice Services. It speci ly outlines five areas 
of priority. It is a result of meetings in September and October, 
1988. At the October 25th meeting, Justice Services was given 

tructions to make additions to the policy in the area of 
Information Systems. These meetings were between the Sheri 
District Attorney and the members of the Board. 

Commissioner line was concerned about the wording on 
page 2. She want to know why Community Corrections was not 
mentioned under the Be It Resolved potion. 

John Angell stated that word Corrections would cover 
both Community Corrections as well as Institutional Corrections. 

Commissioner Casterline wanted to know Community 
Corrections should be included. 

All agreed that no correction was needed to the wording of 
the Policy. 



Commissioner McCoy noted back at the beginning, under 
fourth "where as", there has been a lot of discussion about 
continuum Human Services and Just e Services that does not have 
an adopted policy. 

Mr. Angell said that he attempted to confirm an adoption, 
but could not find a formal adoption of the policy related to the 
continuum. 

Commissioner McCoy stated that she liked the idea of the 
continuum being included. She continued to say that this is the 
goal which programs (Human Services) a way to keep people out of 
justice system. She would like to talk about adopting a philosophy 
of using the continuum. 

Mr. Angell wanted to know if that needs to be changed by 
Thursday's formal meeting. 

Commissioner McCoy reiterated adoption of policy should 
be the next step. 

Commissioner Anderson was concerned about the funding and 
cost effectiveness, also about future funding and more j 1 
capacity. She want to know if this is something that needed to be 
in the policy. 

Mr. Angell said that this has addressed the list of 
prior s. 

No more discussion on this item at this time. 

R-6 Second reading - no discussion. 

R-7 Second reading - no discussion 

At this time, Commissioner Casterl , left the meeting. 

Informal Item 

2. Briefing on Assessment & Taxation sues - Linda Alexander, 
General Services. Has talked to each of the Commissioners 
individually, and has answered a lot of questions on this issue of 
the condition of Assessment & Taxation. 

Ms. Alexander noted that the report involves only the 
appraisal section, the valuation units of Assessment and Taxation. 

Ms. Alexander introduced guests: George Webber, Oregon 
Department of Revenue, Assessment and Appraisal Division; Jim Kenny, 
Oregon Department of Revenue, Assessment and Appraisal Division; 
Richard Munn, Director of the Oregon Department of Revenue (not yet 
arrived); Janice Durian, Director of Assessment & Taxation; Bob 

lis, Assessor/Valuation Manager Assessment & Taxation. 



. Alexander stated that an executive summary the 
report is that A & T does not have enough employees to maintain both 
schedules that are mandated by the State as well as fulfill the 
quality requirements. Also a shortage of employees to respond to 
tax payer questions. Historically A & T has worked under a mandate 
of meeting their schedules and deadlines, even if this caus 
current work to be set aside to meet these deadlines. It does not 
appear that there has ever been a problem in that area as long as 
those deadlines were met. 

Ms. Alexander noted that the Department of Revenue has had 
a past history of finding problems with the A & T's appraisals. 
the past the appraisals have been compromised or changed in order to 
meet their requirements for a given time or schedule. She feels 
that this can no longer done. And this is directly related to 
the downsizing of staffing between 1973 - 1974 and 1983 -1984. 
Staff Training the procedures for A & T is extensive and 
exhausting. It is difficult to train people and have them avai 
to do the work when all of the time is spent doing the work. 
Therefore is difficult to train and cross train adequately. 

Ms. Alexander d cussed three areas of concern. First, 
residential appraisal schedule is currently one year out of cycle. 
That which is the least of the problems that A & T face. That was 
started in 1987 when the Department of Revenue brought up the 
quality of the appraisals. When the quality problems were taken of, 
that is when A & T became one year out of cycle with the schedule. 

are other areas of apprais which have not been addressed 
that help is needed. And those are commercial, the rest of 
residential and also ability to change to a more efficient 
system. Proposal of two options to clear the problem. A part 1 
cure would be to get back into cycle. And a full compliance cure 
would bring about sustaining change to provide the equity 
assessment and comply with all the Department of Revenue 
requirements. Those proposals are before the Board and will be in 
the Budget process. 

Commissioner Kafoury stated that it important to note 
that Multnomah County is one of the last county to get out of 
cycle. And referred to the State.wide report that states how many 
counties are experiencing problems. 

Ms. Alexander stated that the State was invited to address 
these state wide issues. She also stated that even though Multnomah 
County was the last to go out of cycle that if the Department of 
Revenue had audited the count s commercial and other areas, other 
than single family prior to this date, the County would have been 
out of compliance a long time ago. 



George Webber, Department of Revenue - Stated that the 
em has been falling apart state wide some time, dating back 

to the early 1980's. When the rescission hit, within the state, 
staffing became a problem in all counties. Therefore all counties 
started to ience some degree of difficulty. In 1980 there was 
only one county out of compliance, and now there are 26. This 
report is the second report that the Department Revenue 
done. The last report was done in 1987. In the two year period 
has gone from 22 counties out of cycle to 26. This is a very 
serious continuing problem. The cycle system is a measure that says 
in order to know that uniformity and equity is occurring in the 
property tax system that all property must be physically appraised 
at 100% of its value once every 6 years. A perfect system would be 
to physically appraised every year. That would cost too much to do. 

Commissioner Anderson stated that the 6 year cycle is not 
working in 26 counties out of 36. And that a 7 year cycle might do 
better. 

Mr. Webber said that this would not increase equity. He 
also stated that back in the mid to late 1970's the State of Oregon 
had no problems with being out of cycle. And Oregon was recognized 
nation wide as the outstanding property tax system. He also 
mentioned that the manner in which the state systems d tribute 
educational monies and other such things in terms of bond levels 
the like require the property value be correctly determined. These 
are all value based systems. And if this is not able to be done t 
state will not be able to do such things as school financing. 

Richard Munn, Director of the Department of Revenue, 
arrived at this time, and was briefed as to where they are in the 

sentation. Mr. Munn said that the Department of Revenue has 
working on solving this problem during the last two legislative 
sessions. It seemed evident fairly early that this was a state wide 
problem and that it was a growing problem. There was talk with the 
revenue committees in the early 1985 session about this. The 
Department of Revenue was told that we were still just coming out of 
a recession and that they could not deal with it now, but would try 
to deal with it in the future, in the next session. 

Mr. Munn also stated that when Rick was on their Ways & 
Means subcommittee they talked about the deterioration that was 
occurring in the property tax system. They tried to mature this in 
1987 legislature in dealing with . The revenue committees 
identified it as a problem. Some solutions were identified. The 
Senate was able to get a solution through the Senate, but this broke 
down when it got to the House. This died by two votes in the House, 
with some people switching votes. He also noted that this was all 
done in the last day of the session. The Chairman of the House 
Revenue Committees did not want to deal with it any earlier because 
of other issues that he wanted to deal with, so he dealt with it at 
t end. So with all of this they felt that this needed to be dealt 
with in a different way than what the statute said. And when this 
was done were criticized in the 1987 session for not moving to 



do studies in counties to withdraw the cigarette and liquor money to 
take over the function, because that what the statue says. So 
they took the worst county in the state, Lane County, did a 
compliance study and showed that they were way out of cycle, which 
everyone knew from the 1985 and 1987 sessions. Lane County was 
given notice and they not bring it into compliance by July 1, which 
is the statue. Also went to Clackamas and Clatsop Counties and it 
was the same thing. Both proposed a tax base in the May election to 
help fund their county government. Mr. Munn said that it is not 
just this function that is short, it is a problem in many of their 
services. Lane County cut across board more than 40% of the 
employees. Lane County also had a tax base up and they lost it in 
the election. They got involved in AOC money growth and had real 
estate trans taxes to fall back on, then they withdrew that when 
the initiative process was placed on the ballot. When they had 
growing revenues from AOC they had partially funded the A & T 
function in that county but now they are backing o saying that 

don't know if those revenues are going to be there next year. 
They can't start it up then have it fall apart. Clatsop County has 
better luck, they did get a tax base on the first levy election, 
which was the first in years. They have start to bring up their 
system. 

Mr. Munn stated that two other counties have been set up, 
Clackamas and Linn Counties to do studies on. Also went through the 
statutory process since Lane County had failed in getting funding, 
they had no plan to bring into compliance. They were given 
notice that the State Revenue Department would take over the 
cigarette and liquor, which only pays about one third of the funding 
of that account. And this money is not even dedicated to this 
account by state statute, it only gives the ability as it gives 
other state agenc s ability, in certain compliance with counties, 
to withdrawing this money and taking over the account. For the 
state to take over the money and spend they have to go before the 
legislature and get possessiQp authority and then other fund 
authority. In addition to that, required to get General Fund 
authority for general fund money. 

Mr. Munn said that,they went before the Ways & Means 
Subcommittee regarding this problem and they agreed that it was a 
major problem and that it needed to be addressed next session and 
that they could not use general fund money. This is a 60 million 
problem state wide biennium, they they do not want to take on the 
responsibility for. In the mean time this has gotten attention from 

Revenue Committee. Both committees are concerned about this 
function. In the interim they have tried getting schools, cit s, 
business community, which have a lot at stake over the appraisal 
system being fair, at the tables with 



Mr. Munn stated that he feels that there is a coalition of 
forces that will come into the next session to help deal with this 
issue. He also said that money is not the only solution. And that 
the solution will providing some more money to counties and part 
of the solution is going have to be moving some other complex 
properties to the state to appraise. They moved in this d tion 
last session with what is called a five cap/four categories, 
industrial clients over 5 million dollars and four specific 
categories. Mr. Munn said that he feels that part of this package 
will have to be moved down to 1 million dollars in all industrial 
properties. 

Mr. Munn said that he feels that as he talks with other 
units of local government over the coalition about having a stronger 
hammer over the issue, either for the department or for the state, 
to be sure that they are not back to the table in five years trying 
to create another coalition and getting more money for the counties. 
He stated that it hard to get other local government units at the 
table trying to fight for money for the counties. The cities don't 
like being there. Traditionally the cities and count have been 
rivals over this money. If the cigarette tax goes up, the cities 
and count both get part of the money. And the school districts 
have never been at the table. So it is hard, politically, to get 
them at the table and to get them at the table lobbying for count s. 

Mr. Munn also stated that they that some of the 
counties have not done a good job. He also said that the AOC has 
been involved in saying that maybe they should take the assessors 
out of being elected officials as well, so this might be part of 
managing the counties. In counties where elected, the 
commissioners are a lot more reluctant to manage that function. 

Commissioner McCoy wanted to know what Mr. Munn saw in the 
future on appraising on demand or as needed. 

Mr. Munn said that the problem was trying to balance the 
cycle within the economics. He also said that it is not known how 
quickly an area would get out of cycle. 

Commissioner McCoy stated that the counties are more 1 ly 
to get back on the right track if was taken care of as soon as there 
is a problem with an area getting out of cycle. Take care of it as 
needed. She feels that this can be judged by the market values. 
She also wanted to know how much the ratios follow the market trends. 

Mr. Munn said that there is more dispersion in the ratio 
study over time. And this is looked at in a broad general 
statistical way and not an equity way which will change on the 
physical cond ion of the property. He also noted that residential 
property is harder to appraise if not done regularly. The kind of 
equity that the tax system needs to appra the property is hard to 
deal with. 

Commissioner McCoy wanted to know how realistic it is to 
assume that the state is going to take over either the commercial or 
industrial appraisals. She understands that the larger ones are 
already done. 



Mr. Munn said that if they are successful this session in 
dealing with funding that that will be a component of But that 
is not a guarantee that the legislature will take care of this. He 
also stated once more that they have been trying to get something 
done since the 1985 session. He ls that there is more force this 
time to get something done. 

Commissioner Andeson wanted to know if there was any other 
strategies toward getting money for the districts. 

Mr. Munn said that this has always been a discussion with 
the committee to take the money out of the levies and funding it 
that way. And to do that there would have to be some kind of board 
to oversee county by county what kind of budget was needed. The 
initial response to this is that the local governments do not want 
this taken away from them. In the last session a fee on each tax 
statement that the property payer would pay on a more direct way, 
which they are already paying for. This was not liked by the 
committee. Also a real estate transfer tax has been talked about by 
in the past by the committee which has been brought up again. He 
also stated that sin taxes and existing taxes are generally easier 
to get an increase on than on a new tax. And out of those two, sin 
taxes are the eas st to get changes with. 

Commiss Anderson wanted to know if residential and 
commercial are separated in determining compliance. And she also 
wanted to know if commercial out of cycle as well. 

Ms. Alexander said that both resident 1 and commercial 
cycles were the same. And that commercial has met the cycle 
requirements and is not out of compliance. However, there are other 
things that can put commercial out of compliance in a different way. 

Commissioner Anderson wanted to know if she under the right 
understanding that computer trending was not acceptable as an 
appraisal technique and state standards. 

Mr. Munn said that is was acceptab 
period between appraisal periods. 

in dealing with the 

Ms. Alexander stated that computer trending causes problems 
when the report shows that there no change because it will 
balance itself out. Also, when there is a lot of change in a short 
period of time this will cause the report to be incorrect. She also 
stated that the computer trending need human follow up to check the 
report when obvious problems show up. 

Commissioner Anderson wanted to know if there were any 
other computer techniques available. 

Mr. Munn said that there was a lot of automation that has 
occurred in the appraisal process. But people are still needed to 
go out and verify the inventory that is in the system is the same 
today as it was when was appraised. But once this computer bank is 
built it is very helpful in verification and takes less time. 

Janice Durian said that the computer system not up to 
dated. 

Commissioner McCoy wanted to know what could be done about 
physically appraising property. 

Mr. Munn said that the need to be able to look at the 
property inside is a problem. Peop are not always home and not 
every person will not let the appraiser onto the property. 



. Ellis said assessor appeals are taken care of at the 
end of the year before end of the roll on May 1st. 
ones are over appraised are ised being phys lly 
looked at. 

Commissioner McCoy wanted to know if flex hours were 
considered to enable these propert to be apprais when more 
property owners are home. 

Mr. Ellis said that several options have been t He 
said that door hanger not been le , which did not work. 
He so said that letters were mailed to have the res call and 
make an appointment, this worked to a point but not very well. s 
had an extra cost to consider. A ten hour work day been t 
without success. 

Commissioner McCoy said that the County would continue to 
do the best that they can. 

Commissioner Bauman wanted to know what the early readings 
from the legislature as to how these problems can be dealt with. 

Mr. Munn said that his own opinion was that they would 
return to what was successful in the past. 

Commissioner Kafoury stated that were other bodies 
s s the legislature that could deal with this problem. 

Mr. Munn said that was correct, however was brought to 
revenue committee meeting in December and it not in the 

governors budget. also stated that he argued strongly 
even in the context of school finance. Since they are making a 
recommendation to the legislature to suspending operation of the 
school f formula, because the appraisals are not t state 
wide. And a s nificant amount of state being 
distributed to schools on value per child which is not 
This not a ligament value per child state wide. This a 
relat measure in the school finance formula. is 
district measured ainst every other d trict in its value per 
child. If the appraisals are way out of line the measure not 
val state that Washington County is hurting self by doing a 
good job. More of money is going to Lane County as state aid 
the schools because of equalization. He d that Lane County has 
not done appraisals for ten years except on new construction. They 
are way out of cycle. 

Mr. Munn wanted to comment on the study itself. He said 
that he had read through a dra and that he thought d 
compliment what was being done in other counties. He said that he 

lls it is very important for all the counties to look at their 
appraising systems now and see where they are, and get ready to help 
deal with the session. He said that if this is not done it cou 
hide some problems from the Department of Revenue and the publ 
As this was dealt with last session, Multnomah County thought that 
everything was fine. 

Commissioner Anderson want to know if there was a mandate 
to answer the phones. 



Ms. Alexander said was not. She also said that A & T 
would cont to do the best that they could, however, they are 

oing to be looking at some hard choices about what can and can not 
done. are some things that can't be done in A & T which 

11 brought back be the board to inform you that they will 
not done any longer. . Alexander also stated that this s 
would continue and that her staff worked very hard to this 
information put together for th legislat session. She so 
mentioned that the Department of Revenue gave A & T a lot of lp to 
prepare this information. 

Commissioner McCoy wanted to know if there are quali 
appraisers the county would able to hire. 

Mr. Ellis s d that there is a short supply, and that 
would also require a cons ble amount of in-house training to 
make these people qualified. 

Commissioner McCoy stated that it was important to interim 
program going so that the county can begin to train people. 

Ms. Alexander said that that was a way to help so the 
problem even replac iring employees 



January 13, 1989 

REQUEST FOR PLACEMENT 00 THE AGENDA 

b . Court Ba1iffs Su )ect: ____________ _ 

Infcomal Only* January 17 
(Date} 

A.M. Formal Only ____ -;-:::::--:--:------
(Date) 

DEPAR11·!ENT_.:.D:..:JS:_ ___________ DIVISIOO._ _____________ _ 

Sheriff Pearce 
<l:JN'.rACI' TELEPHONE 255-3600 

~------------------------------ -----------------------------
"1W1E{s) OF PERSON MAKIN:; PRESENTATION '10 BJARD. _________________ _ 

BRIEF StJMloCARY Shculd include other alternatives explored, if applicable, an::1 clear state- . 
ment of rat~onale for the action requested. 

Discussion of impact of State's decision to discontinue court ba1iffs _ 

{IF ADDITIOW. SPACE IS NEEDED, PLEASE USE .REVERSE SIDE) 

ACI'ICN ru:x::lUESTED: 

1><...1. ll~FOR11ATICN CNLY 0 PRELIMIUARY APPfOVAL POLICY DIRECrlCN. D 
niDICA'rE. 'I'H;E ESTI¥ATED TIME NEEDED a~ lGENDA __ 2.-0__._m.-i..;.n;.;.u;.;;t..;.e.;;;..s ______ _ 

IMPACT: 

0. PERSONNEL 

0 FISCAL/OOJ:GETARy 

0 General Fund 

0 Other --------

APProVAL 

- th /}~-~1-J_ OEPARl'MENT HEAD, ELECl'ED OFFICI.AL, or CXXJN'l"Y OOMMISSICNER/ :/cf'¥--i 

~ET / PERSONUEL 
----------------------------~----------------~---------

SIQlAn.JRES: 

COUNI"Y o:::tltlSEL (Ordinances, Resolutions, Agreements, Contracts) -----------------------
OIHER 

--~n.~~~-~~~~~~--------~-----------~-------------------(Purehaslng, Facilities Managesrent, etc.) 

NOTE: If requesting unanimous ccnsent, state situaticn requiring emergency acticn on !::::ad:. 

(8/S4'\ · 



DONALD H. LDNOER 
PRESIDING JUDGE 

December 15, 1988 

CJRCUIT COURT OF OREGON 

FOURTH ..JUCICIAL CISTRICT 

MULTNOMAH COUNTY COURTHOUSE: 

1021 5. W. 4TH AVENUE: 

PORTLANO,ORE:GON 97204 

Sheriff Fred Pearce 
Department of Public Safety 
12240 N. E. Glisan 
Portland, Oregon 97230 

Dear Sheriff Pearce: 

COURTROOM 208 
[503] 248-3846 

Several weeks ago I told Undersheriff Skipper this Court will 
be reducing the numbers of custody bailiff positions. 

The custody bailiff positions have for some years, provided a 
service to the court which is statutorily the responsibility 
of the Sheriff's office. The continuing justification for 
these positions have been questioned many times by the State 
Judicial Department. 

We are now faced with a budget reduction threat for the next 
biennium, even though we know we will soon require another 
referee at Juvenile Court, as well as presently requiring 
funding to continue two of our existing referee positions 
situated downtown. 

Based on th~ need to allocate my existing resources to 
expanding judicial requirements, I have reluctantly determined 
that I must move forward with the elimination of two of the 
custody bailiff positions by February 1, 1989. The funding 
from these two positions will provide sufficient permanent 
funding for at least one referee position. It is my intention 
to eventually eliminate the remaining two custody bailiff 
positions, at a future date, probably through attrition. 

Until the latter action occurs, the remaining custody bailiffs 
will serve within Courtrooms 3 and 4 only. Holding cells must 
be covered by your staff. 



. ' 

Sheriff Fred Pearce 
December 15, 1988 
Page Two 

Please assign a transition officer to work with my Court 
Administrator - Dorothy Coy - and my Criminal Courts Director 
- Doug Bray for an orderly transfer of duties in this 
matter. 

If you have any.questions, I am available. 

Yours truly, 

~£~PC;/ ~~::::-
Donald H. Lender 
Presiding Judge 

DHL:gw 



mULTnOmRH COUnTY OREGOn 

DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES 
COUNTY COUNSEL SECTION 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
GLADYS McCOY, CHAIR 

1120 S.W. FIFTH AVENUE. SUITE 1400 
P.O. BOX 849 
PORTLAND, OREGON 97207-0849 
(503) 248-3138 

PAULINE ANDERSON 
POLLY CASTERLINE 
GRETCHEN KAFOURY 
CAROLINE MILLER 

COUNTY COUNSEL 
LAURENCE KRESSEL 

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

RE: 

M E M 0 R A N D U M 

Lt. Steve Tillinghast 
Sheriff's Office (119/307) 

Sandra Duffy r:J:~ 
Assistant county- cou~el 

December 22, 1988 

Statutory Responsibility of Sheriff for 
custody Services 

CHIEF ASSISTANT 
ARMINDA J. BROWN 

ASSISTANTS 
JOHN L DUBAY 

SANDRA N. DUFFY 
J. MICHAEL DOYLE 
H. H. LAZENBY. JR. 

PAUL G. MACKEY 
MARK B. WILLIAMS 

This memo confirms our telephone conversation this date 
regarding my research on the above-referenced matter. You 
indicated to me that the State is eliminating four custody 
bailiff positions. Your query was whether the Sheriff must now 
fulfill the duties provided by those bailiffs. 

Based upon my research I have concluded that a number of 
statutes require the presence of the inmate in court and, if a 

. defendant is in the Sheriff's custody, it is the Sheriff's duty 
to produce the defendant and provide custody services. 

The Sheriff's general custodial duties are set out in 
ORS 206.010, which provides as follows: 

20~.010 General duties of sheriff. 
The sheriff is the chief executive officer 
and conservator of the peace of the county. 
In the execution of the office of sheriff, 
it is the sheriff's duty to: 

(1) Arrest and commit to prison all 
persons who break the peace, or attempt to 
break it, and all persons guilty of public 
offenses. 

* * * 



' . 

Steve Tillinghast 
December 22, 1988 
Page 2 

(5) Attend, upon call, the Supreme 
court, court of Appeals, Oregon Tax court, 
circuit court, district court, justice court 
or county court held within the county, and 
to obey its lawful orders or directions. 

There are also specific duties vis-a-vis inmates set out in 
statutes on arraignment (see ORS 135.010 and 135.030); on 
commitment (see ORS 135.185, 135.195 and 135.215); on trial 
(see ORS 136.040 and 136.110); and, on pronouncement of 
judgment (see ORS 137.030 and 137.040). I have attached copies 
of those statutes. 

The only statutory duty for state personnel regarding 
inmate custody that I could find was ORS 135.235 which allows a 
presiding judge to appoint a release assistance officer and 
deputies under a personnel plan established by the Chief 
Justice of the Supreme court. I found no statutory duties for 
a state "custody bailiff". 

In conclusion, the Sheriff'will need to provide those 
services previously provided by the state custody bailiffs to 
the extent that state statutes require such services. 

3387R/dp 



ARRAIG::s-:.\IENT AND PRETRIAL PROVISIONS 135.040 

ARRAIGX~\IENT 

(Generally) 

135.010 Time and place. ~ the 
accusatory instrument has been filed. and if the 
defendant has been arrested, or as soon thereafter 
as the defendant may be arrested, the defendant 
shall be arraigned thereon as provided in ORS 
135.030 before the court in which it is found. 
Except for good cause shown or at the request of 
the defendant, if the defendant is in custodv, the 
arraignment shall be held during the fu.st 36 
nours of custody. excluding holidays, Saturdays 

and Sundays. In all other cases, except as pro­
vided for in ORS 133.060, the arraignment shall 
be held within 96 hours after the arrest. [Amended 
by 197:3 c.836 §130; 1983 c.344 §1; 1983 c.661 §12] 

135.020 Scope of proceedings. The 
arraignment shall be made by the court, or by the 
clerk or the district attorney under its direction, 
as provided in ORS 135.030. The arraignment 
consists of reading the accusatory instrument to 
the defendant, causing delivery to the defendant 
of a copy thereof and indorsements thereon, 
including the list of witnesses indorsed on it or 
appended thereto if the accusatory instrument is 
an indictment, asking the defendant how the 
defendant pleads to the charge. [Amended by 1973 
c.836 §131; 1983 c.344 §2] 

135.030 When presence of defendant is 
required; appearance by counsel. (1) When 
the accusatory instrt!ment charges a crime 
punishable as a felony, the defendant shall appear 
in person at the arraignment. 

(2) \Vhen the accusatory instrument charges 
a crime punishable as a misdemeanor, the defen­
dant may appear in person or by counsel. 

(3) As used in this section, a defendant 
appears "in person" if: 

(a) The defendant is physically present 
before the court; or 

(b) The defendant appears before the court 
by means of simultaneous television transmission 
allowing the court to observe and communicate 
with the defendant and the defendant to observe 
and communicate with the court. However, 
appearance by simultaneous television transmis­
sion shall not be permitted unless the facilities 
used enable the defendant to consult privately 
with defense counsel during the proceedings. [For· 
merly 135.110; 1983 c.344 §3] 

135.035 Bringing in defendant not yet 
arrested or held to answer. When an 
accusatory instrument is filed in court. if the 

defendant has not been arrested and held to 
answer the charge. unless the defendant volun­
tarily appears for arraignment. the court shall 
issue a warrant of arrest as provided in ORS 
133.110. [Formerly 135.1·!0] 

135.037 Omnibus hearing; when held; 
subject; ruling of court; counsel required. 
(1) At any time after the filing of the accusatory 
instrument in circuit court and before the com­
mencement of trial thereon, the court upon 
motion of any party shall, and upon its own 
motion may, order an omnibus hearing. 

(2) The purpose of an omnibus hearing shall 
be to rule on all pretrial motions and requests. 
including but not limited to the following issues: 

(a) Suppression of evidence; 

(b) Challenges to identification procedures 
used by the prosecution; 

(c) Challenges to voluntariness of admissions 
or confession; 

(d) Challenges to the accusatory instrument. 

(3) The court, at the time of the omnibus 
hearing, may also consider any matters which will 
facilitate trial by avoiding unnecessary proof or 
by simplifying the issues to be tried, or which are 
otherwise appropriate under the circumstances to 
facilitate disposition of the proceeding. 

( 4) At the conclusion of the hearing and prior 
to trial the court shall prepare and file an order 
·setting forth all rulings of the court on issues 
raised under subsection (2) of this section. The 
court shall further prepare and file a memoran­
dum of other matters agreed upon at the hearing. 
Except in a prosecution of the defendant for 
perjury or false swearing, or impeachment of the 
defendant, no admissions made by the defendant 
or the attorney of the defendant at the hearing 
shall be used against the defendant unless the 
admissions are reduced to writing and signed by 
the defendant and the attorney. 

(5) This section shall not be applied in any 
proceeding or at any stage of any proceeding 
where the defendant is not represented by coun­
sel. [1973 c.550 §2] 

(Counsel; Name Used) 

135.040 Right to counsel. If the defen­
dant appears for arraignment without counsel. 
the defendant shall be informed by the court that 
it is the right of the defendant to have counsel 
before being arraigned and shall be asked if the 
defendant desires the aid of counsel. [Formerly 
135.310] 
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135.185 PROCEDURE IN CRDUI\"AL :HATTERS GENERALLY 

order the defendant to be discharged. [Formerly 

1:l:l.8JO) 

135.180 [Repealed by 19i3 c.836 §358) 

135.185 Holding defendant to answer; 
use of hearsay evidence. If it appears from the 
preliminary hearing that there is probable cause 
to believe that a cnme has been committed and 
that the defendant committed it, the magistrate 
shall make a written order holding the defendant 
for further proceedings on the charge. When 
hearsay evidence was admitted at the preliminary 
hearing, the magistrate, in determining the exis­
tence of probable cause, shall consider (a) the 
extent to which the hearsay quality of the evi­
dence affects the weight it should be given, and 
(b) the likelihood of evidence other than hearsay 
being available at trial to provide the information 
furnished by hearsay at the preliminary hearing. 
[Formerly 1:13.820: 1981 c.892 §88c] 

135.190 [Repealed by 19i3 c.836 §358] 

135.195 Commitment. If the magistrate 
orders the defendant to be held to answer, the 
magistrate shall make out a commitment, signed 
by the magistrate with the name of office of the 
magistrate, and deliver it with the defendant to 
the officer to who n ant lS commlt eCJ. 
or, if t at officer is not present, to any peace 
officer. who shall immediately deliver the defen­
dant into the vrover custodv, together with the 
commitment. [Formerly 133.830] 

1:15.200 [Hepealed by 19i3 c.836 §358] 

135.205 Indorsement in certain cases. 
When the magistrate delivers the defendant to a 
peace officer other than the one to whom the 
defendant is committed. the magistrate shall first 
make an indorsement on the commitment direct­
ing the officer to deliver the defendant and the 
commitment to the custody of the appropriate 
sheriff. !Fnrmerl~· 1 :l3.840j 

135.210 [Hepealed b~· 197:1 c.S:lG $3.S8J 

135.215 Direction to sheriff; detention 
of defendant. The commitment shall be 
directed to the sheriff of the tountv in which the 
magistrate is sitting. Such sheriff shall receive 
and detain the defendant. as therebv com­
manded. in a jail located m the county of the 
sheriff or. if there 1s no sufflCient jail in the 
county, by such means as may be necessary and 
proper therefor or by confining the defendant in 
the jail of an adjoining county within or without 
the state. !Formerly I:l:l.o:iO: 19Si c.:i:iO ~~~ 

135.225 Forwarding of papers by mag­
istrate. \\'hen the ma£istrate has held the defen­
dant to ans\ver. the -magistrate shall at once 
forward to the court in which the defendant 

would be triable the warrant, if any; the informa­
tion; the statement of the defendant, if the defen­
dant made one; the memoranda mentioned in 
ORS 135.115 and 135.145; the release agreement 
or security release of the defendant; and, if 
applicable, any security taken for the appearance 
of witnesses. {Formerly 133.860] 

RELEASE OF DEFENDANT 

135.230 Release of defendants; defini­
tions. As used in ORS 135.230 to 135.290, unless 
the context requires otherwise: 

(1) "Conditional release" means a non­
security release which imposes regulations on the 
activities and associations of the defendant. 

(2) "Magistrate" has the meaning provided 
for this term in ORS 133.030. 

(3) "Personal recognizance" means the 
release of a defendant upon the promise of the 
defendant to appear in court at all appropriate 
times. 

( 4) "Release" means temporary or partial 
freedom of a defendant from lawful custodv 
before judgment of conviction or after judgmen-t 

· of conviction if defendant has appealed. 

(5) "Release agreement" means a sworn writ­
ing by the defendant stating the terms of the 
release and, if applicable, the amount of security. 

(6) "Release criteria" includes the following: 

(a) The defendant's employment status and 
history and financial condition; 

(b) The nature and extent of the family 
relationships of the defendant; 

(c) The past and present residences of the 
defendant; 

(d) Names of persons who agree to assist the 
defendant in attending court at the proper time; 

(e) The nature of the current charge; 

(f) The defendant's prior criminal record, if 
any, and. if the defendant previously has been 
released pending trial, whether the defendant 
appeared as required; 

(g) Any facts indicating the possibility of 
violations of law if the defendant is released 
without regulations; 

(h) Any facts tending to indicate that the 
defendant has strong ties to the community; and 

(i) Any other facts tending to indicate the 
defendant is likely to appear. 

(7) "Release decision" means a determination 
by a magistrate. using release criteria. which 
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CRDHN AL TRIALS 136.130 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

136.001 Right to jury trial; waiver. (1) 
The defendant in all criminal prosecutions shall 
have the right to public trial by an impartial jury. 

(2) The defendant may elect to waive trial by 
jury and consent to be tried by the judge of the 
court alone, provided that the election is in writ­
ing and with the consent of the trial judge. (1973 

c.836 §221] 

136.005 Challenge to jury panel. (1) 
The district attorney or the defendant in a crimi­
nal action may challenge the jury panel on the 
ground that there has been a material departure 
from the requirements of the law governing selec­
tion of jurors. 

(2) A challenge to the panel shall be made 
before the voir dire examination of the jury. [1973 
c.836 §222] 

136.010 When issue of fact arises. An 
issue of fact arises upon a plea of not guilty. 
[Amended-by 1973 c.836 §223] 

136.020 [Repealed by 1973 c.836 §358] 

136.030 How issues are tried. An issue 
of law shall be tried by the judge. of the court and 
an issue of fact by a jury of the county in which 
the action is triable. [Amended by 1973 c'.836 §224] 

136.040 Whenpresence of defendant is 
necessary. If the charge is for a misdemeanor, 
the trial may be had in the absence of the defen­
dant if the defendant appears by counsel; but if it 
is for a felony, the defendant shall appear in 
person. [Amended by 1973 c.836 §225] • 

136.050 Degree of crime for which 
guilty defendant can be convicted when 
doubt as to degree exists. When it appears 
that the defendant has committed a crime of 
which there are two or more degrees and there is a 
reasonable doubt as to the degree of which the 
defendant is guilty, the defendant can be con­
victed of the lowest of those degrees only. 

136.'060 Jointly charged defendants to 
be tried jointly; exception. (1) Jointly charged 
defendants shall be tried jointly unless the court 
concludes before trial that it is clearly inappropri­
ate to do so and orders that a defendant be tried 
separately. In reaching its conclusion the court 
shall strongly consider the victim's interest in a 
joint trial. 

(2) In ruling on a motion by a defendant for 
severance, the court may order the prosecution to 
deliver to the court for inspection in camera any 
statements or confessions made by any defendant 

that the prosecution intends to introduce in evi­
dence at the trial. [Amended by 1983 c.705 §1; 1987 c.2 §6] 

136.070 Postponement of trial. \Vhen a 
case is at issue upon a question of fact and before 
the same is called for trial, the court may, upon 
sufficient cause shown by the affidavit of the 
defendant or the statement of the district 
attorney, direct the trial to be postponed for a 
reasonable period of time. [Amended by 1959 c.638 § 18; 
1973 c.S36 §226] 

136.080 Deposition of witness as condi­
tion of postponement. When an application is 
made for the postponement of a trial, the court 
may in its discretion require as a condition prece­
dent to granting the same that the party applying 
therefor consent that the deposition of a witness 
may be taken and read on the trial of the case. 
Unless such consent is given, the court may refuse 
to allow such postponement for any cause. 

136.090 Procedure for taking deposi­
tion. When the consent mentioned in ORS 
136.080 is given, the court shall make an order 
appointing some proper time and place for taking 
the deposition of the witness, either by the judge 
thereof or before some suitable person to be 
named therein as commissioner and upon either 
written or oral interrogatories. 

136.100 Filing and use of deposition. 
Upon the making of the order provided in ORS 
136.090, the deposition shall be taken and filed in 
court and may be read on the trial of the case in 
like manner and with like effect and subject to the 
same objections as in civil cases. 

- 136.110 Commitment of defendant 
after ·release. When a defendant who has been 
released appears for trial, the court may in its 
discretion at any time· after such appearance 
order the defendant to be committed to actual 
custod~ to abide the judgment or further order of 
theCourt; and the defendant shall be committea 
and held m custody accordingly. [Amended by 1973 

c.836 §227) 

136.120 Discharge when prosecutor 
unprepared for trial. If, when the case is 
called for trial, the defendant appears for trial and 
the district attorney is not ready and does not 
show any sufficient cause for postponing the trial, 
the court shall order the accusatory instrument to 
be dismissed, unless, being of the opinion that the 
public interests require the accusatory instru­
ment to be retained for trial, the court directs it to 
be retained. [Amended by 1973 c.836 §228) 

136.130 Effect of dismissal on subse­
quent prosecution for same crime. If the 
court orders the accusatory instrument to be 
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137.017 PROCEDURE IN CRIMINAL MATTERS GENERALLY 

Xote: ORS 137.015 is repealed July 1, 1989. See sec· 
tions 37 and 39, chapter 905, Oregon Laws 1987. 

137.017 Disposition of fines, costs and 
.forfeited bail received by court. Except as 
otherwise specifically provided by law, all fines, 
costs and forfeited bail collected by the clerk of a 
circuit court in criminal actions and proceedings, 
as defined in ORS 131.005, in the circuit court 
shall be deposited in the General Fund available 
for general governmental expenses. [1981 s.s. c.3 
§102; 1983 c.763 §42] 

Note: The amendments to 137.017 by section 5. chap· 
ter 905, Oregon Laws 1987, take effect July 1, 1989. See 
section 39. chapter 905, Oregon Laws 1987. The text is set 
forth for the user's convenience. 

137.017. Except as otherwise specifically provided by 
law. all fines, costs and forfeited bail ordered paid in criminal 
actions and proceedings, as defined in ORS 131.005, in the 
circuit court shall be accounted for and distributed as pro­
vided in ORS 137.293 and 137.295, as monetary obligations 
payable to the state. 

137.020 Time for pronouncing judg­
ment; delay; notice of right to appeal. (1) 
After a plea or verdict of guilty, or after a verdict 
against the defendant on a plea of former convic­
tion or acquittal, if the judgment is not arrested 
or a new trial granted, the court shall appoint a 
time for pronouncing judgment. 

(2)(a) The time appointed shall be at least 
two calendar days after the plea or verdict, if the 
court intends to remain in session so long. If the 
court does not intend to remain in session at least 
two calendar days, the time appointed may be 
sooner than two calendar days, but shall be as 
remote a time as can reasonably be allowed. 
However, in the latter case, the judgment shall 
not be given less than six hours after the plea or 
verdict, except with the consent of the defendant. 

(b) Except for good cause shown or as other­
wise provided in this paragraph, a court shall not 
delay for more than 31 calendar days after the 
plea or verdict the sentencing of a defendant held 
in custody on account of the pending proceedings. 
Except for good cause shown or ,as otherwise 
provided in this paragraph, a court•shall not delay 
for more than 56 calendar days after the plea or 
verdict the sentencing of a defendant not held in 
custody on account of the pending proceedings. If 
the defendant is not in custody and the court does 
not pronounce judgment within 56 calendar days 
after the plea or verdict, any period of probation 
imposed as a part of a subsequent sentencing 
order shall begin to run from the date of the plea 
or verdict. 

(3) If the defendant 1s in custody following 
the ·:erdict, the court shall pronounce judgment 

as soon as practicable, but in any case within 
seven calendar days following the verdict if no 
presentence investigation is ordered, and within 
seven calendar days after delivery of the present­
ence report to the court if a presentence investi­
gation has been ordered; however, the court may 
delay pronouncement of judgment beyond the 
limits of this subsection for good cause shown. 

(4) If the final calendar day a defendant must 
be sentenced is not a judicial day then sentencing 
may be delayed until the next judicial day. 

(5) At the time court pronounces judgment 
the defendant, if present, shall be advised of the 
right to appeal and of the procedure for protect­
ing such right. If the defendant is not present, the 
court shall advise the defendant in writing of the 
right to appeal and of the procedure for protect­
ing such right. [Amended by 1971 c.565 §18a; 1987 c.242 
§1] 

137.030 Presence of defendant at pro­
nouncement of judgment. For the purpose of 
giving judgment, if the conviction is for a felony, 
the defendant shall be personally present; but if it 
is for a misdemeanor, judgment may be given in 
the absence of the defendant. 

13·7.040 Bringing defendant in custody 
to pronouncement of judgment. If the defen­
dant is in custody, the court shall direct the 
officer in whose custody the defendant is to bring 

*the defendant before it for judgment; and the 
officer shall do so accordingly. 

137.050 Nonattendance or nonap­
pearance of released defendant when 
attendance required by court. (1) If the 
defendant has been released on a release agree­
ment or security deposit and does not appear for 
judgment when personal attendance is required 
by the court, the court may order a forfeiture of 
the security deposit as provided in ORS 135.280. 
In addition, if the defendant fails to appear as 
required by the release agreement or security 
deposit, the court may direct the clerk to issue a 
bench warrant for the defendant's arrest. 

(2) At any time after the making of the order 
for the bench warrant, the clerk, on the applica­
tion of the district attorney, shall issue such 
warrant, as by the order directed, whether the 
court is sitting or not. [Amended by 1973 c.836 §25';] 

137.060 Form of bench warrant. The 
bench warrant shall be substantially in the fol­
lov.;ing form: 

CIRCUIT (OR DISTRICT) 
COURTFORTHECOUNTYOF 
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ARRAIG:-;:\IE::-.'"T A~D PRETRIAL PROVISIO:'-TS 135.250 

establishes the form of the release most likely to 
assure defendant's court appearance. 

(8) "Securitv release" means a release condi­
tioned on a promise to appear in court at all 
appropriate times which is secured by cash. 
stocks, bonds or real property. 

(9) "Surety"' is one who executes a security 
release and binds oneself to pay the security 
amount if the defendant fails to comply with the 
release agreement. [1973 c.s:;6 §1-!6] 

~~e. e.,v...plo::! e. e. 
135.235 Release assistance officer. (1) 

If directed by the presiding judge of the circuit 
court in a judicial district, a release assistance 
officer, and release assistance deputies who shall 
be responsible to the release assistance officer, 
shall be appointed under a personnel plan estab­
lished by the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court. 

(2) The release assistance officer shall, except 
when impracticable, interview every person 
detained pursuant to law and charged with an 
offense. 

(3) The release assistance officer shall verify 
release criteria information and may either: 

(a) Timely submit a written report to the 
magistrate containing, but not limited to, an 
evaluation of the release criteria and a recom­
mendation for the form of release; or 

(b) If delegated release authority by the pre­
siding judge of the circuit court in the judicial 
district, make the release decision. [ 1973 c.836 § 147; 

1981 s.s. c.3 §37] 

135.240 Releasable offenses. (1) Except 
as provided in subsection (2) of this section, a 
defendant shall be released in accordance with 
ORS 135.230 to 135.290. 

(2) When the defendant is charged with 
murder or treason, release shall be denied when 
the proof is evident or the presumption strong 
that the person is guilty. 

(3) The magistrate may conduct such hearing 
as the magistrate considers necessary to deter­
mine whether, under subsection (2) of this sec­
tion, the proof is evident or the presumption 
strong that the person is guilty. [1973 c.836 §1481 

135.245 Release decision. (1) Except as 
provided in ORS 135.240 (2), a person in custody 
shall have the immediate right to security release 
or shall be taken before a magistrate without 
undue delay. If the person is not released under 
ORS 135.270, or otherwise released before 
arraignment, the magistrate shall advise the per­
son of the right of the person to a security release 
as provided in ORS 135.265. 

(2) If a person in custody does not request a 
security release at the time of arraignment, the 
magistrate shall make a release decision regard­
ing the person within 48 hours after the arraign­
ment. 

(3) The magistrate shall impose the least 
onerous condition reasonably likely to assure the 
person's later appearance. A person in custody. 
otherwise having a right to release, shall be 
released upon the personal recognizance unless 
release criteria show to the satisfaction of the 
magistrate that such a release is unwarranted. 

(4) Upon a finding that release of the person 
on personal recognizance is umvarranted. the 
magistrate shall impose either conditional release 
or security release. 

(5) Before the release decision is made, the 
district attorney shall have a right to be heard in 
relation thereto. 

(6) This section shall be liberally construed to 
carry out the purpose of relying upon criminal 
sanctions instead of financial loss to assure the 
appearance of the defendant. [1973 c.836 §1491 

135.250 General conditions of release 
agreement. {1) If a defendant is released before 
judgment, the conditions of the release agreement 
shall be that the defendant will: 

(a) Appear to answer the charge in the court 
having jurisdiction on a day certain and there­
after as ordered by the court until discharged or 
final order of the court; 

{b) Submit to the orders and process of the 
court; 

(c) Not depart this state without leave of the 
court; and 

(d) Comply with such other conditions as the 
court may impose. 

(2) If the defendant is released after judgment 
of conviction, the conditions of the release agree­
ment shall be that the defendant will: 

{a) Duly prosecute the appeal of the defen­
dant as required by ORS 138.005 to 138.500; 

(b) Appear at such time and place as the court 
may direct; 

(c) Not depart this state without leave of the 
court; 

(d) Comply with such other conditions as the 
court may impose; and 

(e) If the judgment is affirmed or the cause 
reversed and remanded for a new trial, immedi­
ately appear as required by the trial court. [ 19/:l 

c.836 § 150! 
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Meeting Date 
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page 10-11 

page 12-14 

page 14 

page 16 

17 

page 18-19 
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Transport Issues: 

1. Rescreening transport buses 
2. Better records entry accountability 
3. Additional 5 transport officers 

Cross-train corrections officers 
instead of additional deputies 

4. Purchase of new bus 
5. Additional personnel in transfer area 

of MCDC 

Plan for new laundry facility at MCIJ 

Address problems at and interim repairs of the 
laundry facility at Troutdale 

Too many sugar products in commisary; introduce 
additional non-sugar products 

Continuing problems in delays of attorney-inmate 
conferences at MCDC 

The use of heavy steel chairs at MCDC (and MCCF); 
replacement with plastic chairs, as at MCIJ 

Overcrowding in booking/rec ion area of MCDC; 
resulting closures which create hard ps for 
arresting officers 

Need for additional corrections officer in staging 
at MCDC during peak usage 

Need to secure dormitory wings and control center 
at MCCF; sally ports at ends of dormitories; 
motorized steel door to shut off kitchen area 

Need for riot training for personnel at MCCF 

Need for inspection sally port at MCIJ for 
privacy ·during contraband inspections 

Increase quantity o£ food for work crew members 
at MCIJ 



page 3 

page 4 

page 6 

page 7-8 

page 8 

page 9 

page 30-31 
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2. 

Contention that, according to Sheriff's daily 
population report, there are 400-500 persons out 
custody who should have been in jail 

Contention that there are 32,000 outstanding warrants 
pendingin Multnomah C , with 95% of the warrants 
generated by failures to appear; that there is a 55 
delay in entering cases into the computer 
(Is there a delay in violent cases?) 

Recommendation to double population at MCRC to 160; 
contention that screening policy is too severe to 
ever permit this number. (also, see page 30, below) 

Various recommendations to increase population at MCIJ: 

1. Additional 30 beds by adding one bed in 30 cubicles 
2. Additional 86 beds by double-bunking wall beds 
3. Additional 50 beds by double-bunking work crew dorms 
4. Increase capacity to 500 by double-bunking all beds 

Reclaim Claire Argow for adult women when state lease 
expires 

Recommendation_ that Multnomah County should resist 
any attempts to place a population cap on MCIJ 

Recommendations to change prescreening process-~nd 
to establish on-site, in-house restrictions at MCRC 

Contention that there is acritical need for more jail 
space in Multnomah County, and the recommendation this 
can be best accomplished by increasing capacities at 
MCIJ and MCDC 



J 
G 

Multnomah County Special Grand Jury on Corrections 

1988 Final Report 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

I. INTRODUCTION • • • • • • • • . • • • . • • • • • • • • • 

II. THE POPULATION CRISIS CONTINUES •••••••••.••• 

III. OTHER GENERAL ISSUES •• 

A. 
B. 
c. 
D. 

Transport . • 
Laundry • • 
Commissary. • 
Air Quality • . . . . . . . . . . . 

IV. FACILITIES •• 

A. 
B. 
c. 
D. 
E. 
F. 

Multnomah County Detention Center ••••••• 
Courthouse Jail .•••••.•••.•• 
Multnomah County Correctional Facility ••••••• 
Multnomah County Inverness Jail . • • • 
Multnomah County Restitution Center •••••••• 
Donald E. Long Home • • • • • • • • • • • • 

V. CONCLUSION ••••••••••••••••••••.•. 

Page 

1 

3 

9 

9 
12 
14 
15 

16 

16 
21 
21 
25 
29 
32 

33 



- 1 -

I. INTRODUCTION 

This is the final report of the 1988 Special Grand Jury 

empaneled to examine the conditions and management of the 

Multnomah County Correctional and Juvenile facilities pursuant to 

ORS 132.440. 

The 1981 Special Corrections Grand Jury found that the number 

of jail beds in Multnomah County had decreased from 1,069[1] in 

1971 to 575 in 1981. Previous Grand Jury reports from 1981 to 

1987 documented a growing crime problem and an urgent need for a 

substantial increase in the ability of Multnomah County to 

incarcerate dangerous and repeat offenders. 

The result of the last seven years of Grand Jury reports 

documenting the need for more jail space is that at the time the 

1988 Corrections Grand Jury was empaneled, the jail capacity was 

944. There are plans to open up two more dorms at Inverness which 

will increase the capacity to 1,032. At that time, we will still 

have fewer beds than what we had 17 years ago, we will have made a 

substantial improvement over where we were 7 years ago, and we 

will be far short of the jail space that we need to meet the crime 

rate of 1988. 

[1] This figure includes the former city jail used to incarcerate 
those charged with public intoxication and other city ordin­
ance violations. 
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It is important to recognize the positive steps that have 

been taken with the opening of the Multnomah County Restitution 

Center (MCRC) in February of 1987 and Multnomah County Inverness 

Jail (MCIJ) in October of 1988. An indication of how large the 

problem is, is that even with those steps we are far behind where 

we should be. The danger is that we will become complacent, 

thinking that since we have built a new jail the problem could not 

possibly be all that severe. In fact, it is. 

One positive step that have has been taken is the opening and 

operation of MCRC. It is a facility that is unique and it is 

working. As this report will discuss in a later section, the only 

problem is that it is under utilized. Also discussed in a later 

section will be the problems in transport. These problems in 

transporting prisoners have a ripple affect throughout the entire 

criminal justice system and the result is wasted time and wasted 

money. 

MCIJ is operating three of its planned five dorms currently. 

The two additional dorms are to be opened soon, but even after 

they are operational there will still be a severe shortage of jail 

beds in Multnomah County. This report will examine a number of 

options for adding jail beds to MCIJ, a facility that currently 

has no federal court-ordered population cap to contend with. 

The Special Grand Jury took testimony from a variety of wit­

nesses, examined a seemingly never ending supply of documents and 

personally toured every correctional facility in the County. This 

report is the result and is divided into three main sections. The 

first will discuss what is undeniably the most urgent problem 
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facing Multnomah County Corrections and Multnomah County: the 

immediate need for more jail space. The next section will examine 

some overall problems, not unique to any particular facility. 

And, finally, we will report individually on each facility in the 

County. 

II. THE POPULATION CRISIS CONTINUES 

Past Corrections Grand Juries have repeatedly documented the 

urgent need for more jail space in Multnomah County and the many 

associated problems that this lack of jail space causes throughout 

the criminal justice system. Those problems continue in 1988 in 

spite of the addition of some jail beds. Police officers continue 

to issue citations rather than arrest most misdemeanants and per­

sons accused of committing felonies involving theft, burglary and 

the theft of automobiles. When we discuss the people being re­

leased from jail under the matrix system, those figures and com­

ments do not include the thousands of people that are never 

brought to jail but are merely issued citations. It seems this 

has become standard operating procedure in Multnomah County. 

The Multnomah County Sheriff's Office has a daily population 

report. On the day that the Grand Jury examined this population 

report, there were 426 people out of custody that should have been 

in jail but were not. They were free because there was no jail 

space available. There was testimony that this 426 figure was 

lower than usual. ThiR figure of 426 does not include those who 

were cited or released on their own recognizance. Daily there are 

between 400 and 500 people out of custody in Multnomah County that 

should be inside of a jail cell. Instead of being in jail, many 
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of these people are committing new crimes. Over half the people 

released to the Population Release Monitoring Unit must be un­

successfully terminated because they violate the terms of their 

release. 

Nationally, Portland's per capita crime rate is extremely 

high. Portland ranks third in robberies, third in burglary and 

fifth in other serious crimes, according to the Uniform Crime 

Reports for 1986. 

In 1971, 9,129 persons were arrested. In 1987, 30,376 

arrests were made. While Multnomah County has only 21% of the 

population for the entire state, the residents of Multnomah County 

were victims of 74% of the robberies, 47% of the murders, 39% of 

the rapes and 83% of the assaults in this state according to the 

Uniform Crime Report for 1987. 

There are other problems created by the release of criminals. 

The corrections record manager testified that there are currently 

about 32,000 outstanding arrest warrants pending in Multnomah 

County. 95% of those warrants are generated because the person 

failed to appear at a court appearance. 

The delay time in entering warrants into the computer in 

non-violent cases is now 55 days. What this means is that there 

is a tremendous backlog of arrest warrants. Consequently, a 

police officer encountering that person within the 55 day period 

will not know there is an outstanding arrest warrant. 

People are told to show up for court and often they do not. 

Even after they are later arrested, they are simply released due 

to a lack of jail space, so that there is no incentive for them to 
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show up next time. The result is that there is a tremendous waste 

of time and money in the court system because lawyers, judges, 

court reporters, witnesses and probation officers all show up, but 

cannot accomplish anything because the guest of honor has decided 

not to show up and nothing can be done without that person•s 

presence. 

Witness after witness testified that the most effective jail 

bed is an empty jail bed. The experts were unanimous in saying 

that in order for non-jail alternative programs to work, they must 

be backed up by the threat of an empty jail bed. Multnomah County 

simply does not have the capability to carry through with that 

threat and that inability undermines the integrity of these 

programs. 

Because of the lack of jail space in Multnomah County, the 

Sheriff•s Office is forced to use an intricate and complicated 

matrix system that assigns points to people based on past history 

and type of crime. The problem is that there is an overwhelming 

need to keep the most violent offenders in jail, but that the 

number of jail beds is not adequate to house others that the 

system needs to keep incarcerated. This allows a person to 

repeatedly fail to show up for his court appearances or fail to 

follow through with release or probation conditions, and literally 

thumb his nose at the system without any real consequences. 

Jail beds alone will never solve the problem. But as the 

witnesses pointed out, the alternative programs to jail, such as 

close street supervision, Our New Beginnings and drug rehabilita­

tion programs, very often are dealing with people that have to be 
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motivated in order to solve their problems. The people who run 

these programs need the ability to be able to say to the offender, 

if you do not cooperate and if you do not perform, you will go 

back to jail. In Multnomah County, offenders know that this is an 

empty threat. Witness after witness described situations where 

people would be returned to jail, only to be matrixed out. In 

Multnomah County, you do not have to comply with the program and 

you still get let out of jail. It makes it difficult, if not 

impossible, for these programs to operate effectively. Again, the 

overall cost and waste to the system is tremendous. 

There are several immediate steps that can and must be taken 

by Multnomah County. The first of these steps is to acquire the 

permits to open 80 additional beds at the Multnomah County Resti­

tution Center. Currently, the population of this facility is 80, 

and they have the capacity for 80 more, pending approval by the 

City Council. 

This 160 bed capacity may never be fully utilized because of 

the unique nature of MCRC. The screening panel that must approve 

everyone before they can be admitted to the facility may never 

find 160 acceptable inmates. It is important that the County have 

this capacity, however, should an acceptable pool of inmates be 

available. MCRC is a program that is unique and is working well 

and there is no reason that it cannot continue to do so with an 

increased population, whatever that number may be. 

There are a number of steps that can be taken in order to 

increase the number o[ jail beds at MCIJ. These steps will be 

described, starting with those steps that gain the fewest number 
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of beds and ascending to the steps that gain the most number of 

beds. 

The initial design for MCIJ called for 200 beds, with the 

beds arranged so that there were 40 in each of 5 dorms. Because 

the Sheriff needed 20 additional beds for federal prisoners, 

4 bunks were added to each of the 5 dorms. This was accomplished 

as follows: there are 10 cubicles per dorm, 4 of those cubicles 

were increased to 5 bunks and 6 of the cubicles were left with 

4 bunks. This was done merely by rearranging the bunks in the 

4 cubicles that were increased to 5 bunks. The Grand Jury 

strongly recommends 1 extra bunk be put in each of the 6 cubicles 

that do not currently have one in each of the 5 dorms. This would 

result in an immediate increase of 30 extra beds. The capacity 

for MCIJ would be increased to 250 beds under this proposal. 

Another way to increase the capacity of MCIJ is to replace 

the single beds, which currently make up all of the jail beds, 

with bunk beds. This could be done in varying degrees. One of 

the objections to bunk beds voiced by correctional staff is that 

it destroys the sight lines. It is harder to see what is behind a 

bunk bed because the view is more obstructed. Assuming the beds 

are rearranged and added as recommended above, there would be a 

total of 86 beds in MCIJ that are located along a full wall. This 

means that there are 86 single beds that could be converted into 

bunk beds and there would be absolutely no loss of sight lines 

because these beds are along walls. The Grand Jury strongly 

recommends this proposal be adopted to increase the capacity of 

MCIJ from 250 beds to 336 beds. 
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The next step that could be taken is to convert all beds in 

work crew dorms to bunk beds. If we assume that we have already 

converted each dorm to a capacity of 50 beds (under the first 

proposal), then this would add 50 beds to each work crew dorm. 

The reason for this distinction is because presumably those housed 

in work crew dorms are going to be out working during the day. 

Since they are out of the facility, the needed supervision is less 

than if they were in the facility all day long. 

The final possibility is to convert all single beds in MCIJ 

to bunk beds. Assuming that we have already repositioned the beds 

to add 30 to the facility, this would double the 250 beds to a 

total of 500 beds. This is based on the assumption that inmates 

assigned to MCIJ will continue to have lower classification scores 

than inmates at MCDC, and so the potential supervision problems 

will be fewer. It is also important to point out that although 

bunk beds may not be the first choice of corrections personnel, 

bunk beds are standard at MCCF. The objections must also be bal­

anced against the legitimate needs of Multnomah County citizens to 

keep criminals incarcerated. 

Other interim steps should be examined. For example, as 

stated in previous Grand Jury reports, at the expiration of the 

state lease, the County should reclaim and reopen Claire Argow 

Women's Facility. This would give an additional 100 beds to the 

County correctional system. 

Moreover, there is presently a federal court ordered limit on 

the number of prisoners who can be housed at MCDC. This order is 
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the result of a consent decree voluntarily entered into by the 

County. 

Multnomah County should resist any attempts to place a popu-

lation cap on MCIJ. It is the Grand Jury's belief that limita-

tions of this nature are not constitutionally required. Recent 

case law clearly demonstrates, for example, that there would be no 

constitutional violation if many of the single cells in MCDC were 

double bunked. Additionally, exactly what might be constitution­

ally required must be viewed in light of the conditions at MCCF. 

That facility, like MCIJ, is a dormitory style facility. That 

facility houses 186 prisoners, has bunk beds, and passes constitu­

tional muster even with less space and fewer facilities per pri­

soner than MCIJ. 

The Grand Jury believes it is essential that the County 

vigorously fight any attempt to place a population cap on MCIJ. 

If this issue arises, the County should go to federal court fully 

prepared to fight for the citizens' need for more jail beds. The 

County can and must make a strong argument that any population cap 

on MCIJ should be well above the design capacity. 

III. OTHER GENERAL ISSUES 

A. Transport 

Testimony of the witnesses who were questioned on the 

subject of transport indicated that the transporting of pri­

soners was causing multiple problems throughout the criminal 

justice system. Judges and attorneys reported that inmates 

were often arriving late or not at all. Witnesses from the 

Transport Section of Corrections reported that there were 
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problems with data entry entering incorrect information and 

problems with a lack of staff. When inmates are not properly 

transported, it causes a waste of time and money to the 

system. It causes court staff to sit and wait and the 

general inefficiency that this causes in the system is multi­

plied many times over. 

As a result of the serious problems which were testified 

to, the Grand Jury would make the following recommendations: 

1. Currently, male and female prisoners are transported on 

the same bus and need to be kept separated. Re-screen 

existing transport buses to facilitate interchanging use 

of those vehicles. Currently, there is one bus that has 

a section which can only hold six prisoners. With the 

addition of the Inverness Jail, there is much more 

transporting of prisoners going on than previously. It 

is important that each vehicle be as adaptable to as 

many different transport situations as possible. 

2. There should be more accountability for those respon­

sible for records entry to help avoid transport errors 

or omissions. Corrections' transport staff reported 

that mistakes by data entry caused them not to have the 

right prisoners in the right place at the right time on 

numerous occasions. If the people entering the data are 

held accountable, it is felt that the errors can be 

reduced. 

3. Five more transport officers should be added to the 

staff immediately. Currently there is a distinction 
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between those that wear green coats and those that wear 

brown coats. Those that wear brown coats are correc­

tions officers, while those that wear green coats are 

sworn Multnomah County Sheriff's deputies. The trans­

port function is currently performed by the Multnomah 

County Sheriff's deputies. The Grand Jury found no 

legal reason for this practice, especially in the case 

of those who drive the transport buses. There is no 

reason why these people cannot be corrections officers 

instead of Sheriff's deputies. There should be an 

attempt to facilitate cross-training and use the correc­

tions officers at peak times and then have them return 

to corrections duties other than transport. This will 

help ensure the inmates timely appearance in court. 

4. A new bus should be purchased since a new facility has 

been opened and there are even greater transportation 

needs now t!1an before. Currently, if a bus breaks down, 

it causes problems because of the lack of replacement 

vehicles. There are three large buses currently in use, 

one of which is getting quite old and one which is very 

unreliable. 

5. Additional personnel should be added to the transfer 

area of MCDC. Because of the lack of personnel, there 

are delays that occur in this area which slow down the 

entire transport process. 
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B. Laundry 

Currently, all laundry services are being conducted at 

an old retrofitted power station located adjacent to the 

Multnomah County Correctional Facility in Troutdale. To say 

the least, the Grand Jury viewed this facility as generally 

in a state of disrepair. Due to the age of the building and 

the nature of the facility as it exists today, it is strongly 

urged that the laundry services themselves, together with all 

the equipment, be moved to some other facility more suitable 

for on-going work of this nature. With the most recent 

acquisition of the 11 acres to the immediate West of the MCIJ 

facility, it is strongly suggested that if any additional 

construction be proposed at that MCIJ facility, that a new 

laundry be built at that facility. In fact, if that were the 

case, all work crew personnel designated for work at the 

laundry would be in close proximity to the actual facility 

being used to perform that service. 

In recognition of the scarce corrections dollars avail­

able for construction of new facilities, the Grand Jury does 

wish to make certain necessary interim recommendations per­

taining to the facility now in use in Troutdale. 

Of concern to the Grand Jury was the repeated testimony 

received concerning the introduction of contraband into all 

facilities through the laundry process. Testimony revealed 

that contraband was left adjacent to the laundry facility, 
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picked up by inmate work crew personnel, and returned to the 

facility within the laundry or the clothing of those inmates. 

For that reason, it is suggested that Multnomah County 

corrections personnel look into the effectiveness of a fence 

placed around the laundry facility to avoid any contraband 

being placed in proximity to the locations currently being 

used by inmates during the laundry process. 

The power station itself was in need of at least two 

rather immediate repairs. 

1. The Grand Jury noted a hole in the concrete flooring 

approximately 8 to 10 inches in diameter in the washer/ 

dryer area of the facility. This hole must be capped 

with concrete. 

2. Additionally, the entire ceiling and wall plastering in 

the clean laundry folding area of the facility was 

falling off. If any of those sizable chunks of dis­

lodging plaster were to strike an inmate from above, it 

could cause a serious injury. This old plaster must be 

removed before an injury occurs. 

Both the removal of the cracked and falling plaster, as well 

as the repair to the hole in the floor, were thought to be 

perfect jobs for work crew personnel on a normal work crew 

outing. 

Although previous Grand Juries had remarked about the 

need to disinfect the tubs used to carry clean and soiled 

linens back and forth to the various facilities, this Grand 

Jury saw no indication that any disinfectant was being used 
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within those carts. Again, this Grand Jury strongly recom­

mends that some form of disinfectant be used to avoid the 

contamination of the clean laundry by any residual bacteria 

left within the carts. 

Finally, the Grand Jury noted that various blankets that 

were being washed and dried in the facility had little or no 

actual blanket ffidterial left on the matting. The Grand Jury 

strongly recommends that greater care be used by the laundry 

personnel to remove and dispose of any blanket that does not 

contain sufficient blanketing material. 

c. Commissary 

Generally, the commissary and commissary procedures are 

running well. The Grand Jury is acting out of a layman's 

concern that there are too many candy and sugar items avail­

able and not enough nutritional foods that can be obtained. 

The Grand Jury would urge the people responsible to look at 

other County programs, such as Lane County. It appears that 

Lane County corrections' commissary contains far fewer candy 

and sugar items and yet still has approximately the same 

number of overall items available. 

None of the Grand Jurors are experts and did not take 

expert testimony about this, but are merely concerned about 

the link between a high sugar content and hyperactivity. 

Perhaps there would be a way to limit the quantity of sugar 

products per week that could be purchased by an inmate. 

The selection of high protein edibles should be in­

creased and perhaps the dollar limit to purchase these high 
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protein items should also be increased above the current $25 

per week maximum to supplement diet quantity. 

The Grand Jury feels that the availability of liquids in 

boxed containers should also be examined. 

D. Air Quality 

Previous Grand Juries have commented negatively on the 

air quality of MCDC due primarily to smoking in the institu­

tion. Since that time, smoking has been prohibited in MCDC. 

This is a policy that appears to be working quite well. It 

is included in this Grand Jury report merely to comment on 

the success of this policy. 

The living and working environment is much cleaner and 

healthier than in years past. Although past Grand Jury 

reports expressed some concern for the problems such a policy 

may cause, for the most part those problems have not 

materialized. Certainly, there are inmates who complain 

about not being able to smoke, but this is not viewed as a 

serious problem and witnesses were nearly unanimous in saying 

that this policy has been very successful overall. 

The Grand Jurors did notice and feel compelled to com­

ment that at one point during the tour of MCDC, there was the 

lingering odor of pipe tobacco in an area staffed by correc­

tions personnel. Perhaps the new policy is not being en­

forced and followed as universally as it should be. 
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IV. FACILITIES 

A. Multnomah County Detention Center 

This facility was opened in 1983 to replace the Rocky 

Butte Jail, located in East Multnomah County which was to be 

removed as a part of a local freeway expansion project. 

Although capable of holding more than its designed capacity 

of 476 inmates, inmate population at the MCDC has been 

restricted to the designed capacity of 476 as a result of the 

ongoing implementation of the stipulated federal court order. 

The general population living units are divided into modules, 

each containing 32 individual cells. As a result of the 

classification units review of all facilities, the MCDC now 

houses the most serious inmates within the Multnomah County 

corrections system. 

Although this was viewed to be Multnomah County's most 

maximum security type facility, it was in all respects in 

good condition and was being well operated. The modules that 

were visited by the Grand Jury appeared to be clean and 

orderly. 

Although the modules for the most part appeared to be 

functioning quite well, comments from various witnesses 

suggested that there are some areas that need to be examined 

for possible correction. 

The Grand Jury heard testimony from defense attorneys 

whose primary concerns were the frequent and lengthy delays 

associated with visiting their clients within the modules. 

They stated that it was not uncommon to arrive within the 
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module visitation room only to wait in some cases thirty 

minutes to an hour for the arrival of the inmate or to wait 

thirty minutes to one hour to have the inmate taken back to 

the module from the visitation room after notification was 

made that the visit was over. 

Corrections management indicated that it was unaware 

that there had been any problem associated with attorneys 

seeing their clients, but agreed to look into it as a result 

of the Grand Jury's concerns. 

Currently, each module appears to be fitted with one 

telephone for use by inmates. Currently, the process of 

inmate calling requires that the inmate make a collect tele­

phone call to the outside number. Each inmate making such a 

telephone call is limited to a maximum fifteen minute conver­

sation. The Grand Jury heard testimony that in some cases 

the business at hand could not be conducted in a fifteen 

minute interval and as a result the inmate was forced to have 

to make another collect call to be able to finalize his con­

versation with the outside party. 

Currently, the modules are equipped with a type of 

free-standing movable steel chair for use by the inmates 

within the module. The Grand Jury heard testimony that these 

chairs, weighing approximately 38 pounds, were susceptible to 

immediate use as a weapon should a fight develope within the 

module. In recognition of that concern over the type of 

chair being used within the facilities in Multnomah County, 

the Corrections Division chose to equip the new MCIJ facility 
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with a plastic type chair for use by the inmates. As noted 

in this report, the MCDC is housing the most dangerous and 

serious offenders within the Multnomah County corrections 

system. Out of concern for the corrections staff who may be 

called upon to terminate fights within the modules, those 

steel chairs must be replaced with their plastic counter­

parts. 

Based upon statistical information provided by the Mult­

nomah County Corrections Division, annual bookings into the 

Multnomah County Detention Center went from approximately 

18,500 bookings per year in 1985 to a projected 26,000 book­

ings in 1988. The Grand Jury heard testimony that as a 

result of the increase in those booking numbers over the 

years, the reception area of MCDC was at times overloaded and 

was forced to close for periods of hours. These closures 

have been on the increase and are generally at times of in­

creased criminal activity on the street. 

Testimony from both police and corrections personnel 

placed those closures as generally occurring between the 

hours of 11:00 p.m. and 4:00 a.m. the following morning. The 

Grand Jury heard no testimony that would suggest that those 

booking numbers were anticipated to decrease within the near 

to long range future. 

As a result, it is absolutely essential that the Correc­

tions Division focus upon necessary and needed design modifi­

cations to the reception and booking areas of the MCDC 

immediately. 
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The Grand Jury found that police officers were forced to 

sit with prisoners at remote locations throughout the city 

for periods of up to five hours while awaiting the opening of 

the reception and booking areas of the MCDC so that the pri­

soners could be transferred to the custody of the Multnomah 

County Corrections Division. The Grand Jury finds this un­

conscionable at a time when police resources are so scarce. 

This problem must be addressed immediately to avoid leaving 

the residents without necessary police protection. 

Within the reception and booking area of the MCDC there 

is an area that is described as a staging area. This area is 

used primarily by the MCDC to process groups of inmates both 

coming to and going from the MCDC on chains. Although this 

area was recently remodeled to add increased space, the 

staffing in the facility has stayed the same. There have 

been complaints that the one corrections officer currently 

assigned to that staging area at times is incapable of hand­

ling the work to be done in that area. 

As a result the transport function can be held up while 

awaiting the proper staging and chaining of prisoners to be 

taken from the MCDC. It is suggested that the Multnomah 

County Corrections Division look into the assignment of an 

additional corrections officer to assist in the staging pro­

cedures at that area during times of peak usage. 

Within the reception area of the MCDC, it is currently 

the practice to distribute bedding and two blankets to each 

inmate who is temporarily placed within the reception area. 
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This distribution of bedding occurs at the time the inmate is 

placed within the reception area notwithstanding the time of 

day involved. The Grand Jury heard testimony that it was not 

uncommon for an inmate to be moved a second time from the 

reception area to another part of the MCDC and remove the two 

unused blankets and bedding and throw them into the soiled 

linens basket to be taken to the laundry for cleaning. 

In recognition of the cost and work associated with the 

current workload of the laundry service as its currently 

being conducted, this procedure must be modified. 

The Grand Jury suggests that inmates placed temporarily 

in the reception area during daytime hours only be given 

bedding upon request. Additionally, any inmate placed into a 

reception area cell after 8:00 p.m. or who is still being 

held in a reception cell after 8:00 p.m. be provided with the 

necessary bedding and blankets. 

As a last suggestion in this area, the Grand Jury, while 

noting the comfortable temperature range within the reception 

and module areas of the MCDC, would recommend that the 

Corrections Division assign bedding at one blanket and accom­

panying bedding as opposed to two blankets and bedding and 

allow inmates a second blanket upon request. Anyone who is 

sentenced over 30 days should be issued clean blankets every 

30 days. 

The Grand Jury noted that in apparent recognition of 

complaints from inmates as well as prior Grand Jury reports, 

the Corrections Division had installed convection ovens in 
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the food processing section of the modules. It was explained 

that these convection ovens would be used to insure that the 

food being served to the inmates within the modules was 

heated to an acceptable temperature. 

B. The Courthouse Jail 

The Courthouse Jail is located in the Multnomah County 

Courthouse and has, by virtue of the stipulated federal court 

order, a maximum population of 70 inmates. Also as a result 

of the stipulateu federal court order the maximum stay by 

each of these 70 inmates is thirty days because the facility 

lacks any outdoor recreational facilities. 

It was noted during the taking of testimony that the 

classification section of the Multnomah County Corrections 

Division monitored very closely the type of inmate being 

housed within the Courthouse Jail. Although the facility is 

of the old design with predominately large steel bars for 

partitions, the facility was painted in a light color and 

appeared clean and orderly to the Grand Jury. 

c. The Multnomah County Correctional Facility (MCCF) 

MCCF is located in East Multnomah County on essentially 

a rural piece of property within the incorporated limits of 

the City of Troutdale. The facility is of essentially 

cinderblock with plywood roof construction and at most cur­

rently would be classified as a somewhat fortified minimum 

security facility. 

The facility as it stands today has a fire code imposed 

maximum population of 186 inmates. Currently those inmates 
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are housed in three predominately bunk bed furnished dormi­

tory wings. All three dormitory wings and, as a result, all 

186 inmates are connected together, and open at one end 

allowing inmates to access the recreational, dining, and 

lavatory facilities from the dormitory wings. 

The Grand Jury heard testimony from the classification 

staff as well as the corrections staff to the effect that the 

dangerousness of the individual inmates being housed at MCCF 

had risen to critical proportions over the past few years. 

The facility is no longer a minimum security work 

release center. It now is a medium security presentence 

holding facility for 186 inmates. Given the facility that 

Multnomah County inherited for this component of Multnomah 

County corrections, this Grand Jury was not unmindful of the 

concerns and the proposals being made by Multnomah County to 

ease the dangerousness of that ongoing living situation. 

However, notwithstanding the concern and proposals ex­

pressed by the witnesses, this Grand Jury would urge imme­

diate action as outlined below to ease the risk of a violent 

disturbance at this facility. 

Of utmost priority to any additions or improvements to 

MCCF must be the securing of the dormitory wings and control 

center. Currently proposed and approved for construction is 

a screening of the open fronts to each of the dormitory wings 

as well as a securing of the control center from the recep­

tion side of the facility. Insofar as these improvements 

would safeguard the inmates and corrections officers by faci-
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litating a lockdown of the dormitory wings, they must be 

added as soon as possible. 

An additional capital improvement to the dormitories 

themselves should be a sally port on the end of each dorm 

where the door opens up to outside yard. 

Proposed and approved, but as yet unconstructed, is the 

ribbon wire that is to be placed between the two chainlink 

fences that surround the entire facility. As noted by the 

Grand Jurors by virtue of their own observations, there is 

nothing to prohibit somebody from cutting their way from the 

outside to the inside through both of the tall fences sur­

rounding that facility. The proposed and approved ribbon 

wire between the two fences would effectively curtail that 

type of threat to the facility. 

Additionally, it was noted that some of the ribbon wire 

adjacent to the front door of the facility was broken and 

should be repaired. 

The same type of 38 pound steel chair used at MCDC is 

being used at MCCF. Again, it is noted that in recognition 

of the seriousness of the offender awaiting trial at MCCF, 

these steel chairs all to often potential weapons for any 

type of violent disturbance that may break out within the 

facility. 

As a result, the Grand Jury additionally suggests that 

these steel chairs be replaced with the type of plastic chair 

currently being used in the new MCIJ facility. 
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Currently,. the dining wing of MCCF is designed with a 

steel door that can be manually closed to shut off the 

kitchen area from the dining area by staff personnel. In the 

event of a violent disturbance breakout within the facility, 

such closure might be impossible since corrections staff may 

be unable to get to the door to close it. As with any 

kitchen, the kitchen facilities at MCCF contain many items, 

not the least of which are knives, which could be used as 

weapons during any such disturbance. 

As a result, this Grand Jury concurs in the recommenda­

tion by the Multnomah County corrections staff that the steel 

door be motorized and subject to operation from within the 

control unit by the corrections staff. 

The Grand Jury noted the existence of riot gear for use 

by corrections staff at MCCF. Although the gear was placed 

in such a location as to be usable by corrections staff, it 

was noted during testimony that there had yet to be any 

training of corrections staff in the use of any of those 

items. Although it is clear that, should a violent distur­

bance occur at MCCF, the corrections officers assigned to 

that facility would not enter the dormitory area without 

additional corrections officers on scene, it is recommended 

that all MCCF personnel be trained in the use of that riot 

gear to assist backup corrections officers in quelling any 

disturbance at MCCF should one occur. 

Finally, it should be noted that notwithstanding the 

potential for a violent disturbance that may exist at MCCF 
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due to its changing population, the facility still maintained 

an inmate preference superior to that of the MCDC. 

This inmate preference is predominately associated with 

the quality and quantity of the food being prepared by Mult­

nomah County for the inmates at that facility. The Grand 

Jury having sampled that food would concur that not only the 

quality but also the quantity was of proportions to be uni­

versally acceptable to any inmate who came to that facility. 

Multnomah County is to be commended for continuing its own 

preparation and service of food at that facility notwith­

standing the contract with Service America, Incorporated, at 

all other facilities. 

D. The Multnomah County Inverness Jail (MCIJ) 

The MCIJ was partially opened in October 1988 and as of 

this Grand Jury's tour stands with three of five proposed 

dormitories currently housing inmates. Both in its design 

and its simplicity, the taxpayers of Multnomah County should 

well be proud of what they received for their money in this 

facility. Although extremely functional, this facility is 

not in any way labor intensive. The general housing units 

are constructed in such a fashion as to have lavatory, tele­

vision, recreation, li~rary, and outdoor exercise areas 

available for use by inmates within each living unit. This 

means that inmates need not be continually moved day-in and 

day-out to these various facilities for their use. 

Although this facility was originally designed for sen­

tenced inmates only, it like most other facilities, due to a 
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lack of jail space within Multnomah County generally, is 

being used to house some unsentenced inmates. Notwith­

standing the presence of some unsentenced inmates, the MCIJ 

is gearing up for its intended use in sending out sentenced 

work crew inmates to perform public works projects in Mult­

nomah County. 

Although work crews of sentenced inmates are nothing new 

to Multnomah County corrections, this facility seems to have 

made great strides in increasing the use of work crews 

generally. 

Currently work crews have begun by addressing the needs 

of various Multnomah County parks and Multnomah County faci­

lities with their work crew projects. However, as the num­

bers of work crews increases and the projects on Multnomah 

County facilities decrease, an effort should be made to 

locate other state and local governments willing to pay for 

work crews from the MCIJ to pursue various acceptable tasks 

within their governmental units. Such paying customers could 

result in increased equipment and transportation without 

additional cost to Multnomah County. 

Although the MCIJ has just opened and procedurally is 

still in its beginning phases, two issues arose during the 

taking of testimony before this Grand Jury that deserve 

attention. 

First is the need for an inspection sally port within 

the intake area of the MCIJ. Currently incoming work crews 

enter the reception area of MCIJ, remove their work crew 
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clothing, are searched and finally moved to a separate area 

within the reception section to redress into their inmate 

clothing. Insofar as a complete inspection of their person 

is necessary to avoid the introduction of contraband into the 

facility, there is absolutely no privacy associated with this 

necessary procedure. It has been proposed and this Grand 

Jury does support the recommendation that two curtained areas 

within the reception section be built to allow this necessary 

procedure to occur with some privacy. 

As a general comment by inmates generally, the food 

quantity being served to inmates generally by Service 

America, Incorporated, was universally of low proportion. 

Corrections personnel testified that the Service America, 

Incorporated contract requires that each inmate receive a 

daily caloric intake of 3,200 calories. While this number is 

certainly acceptable and sufficient for the inmates in the 

general housing modules within the Multnomah County correc­

tions system, it is anticipated that such a caloric intake 

would not be sufficient for the work crew members who are 

spending five to seven hours a day at hard manual labor. 

Currently in recognition of the extra effort being put 

forth by work crew members, Multnomah County corrections 

personnel are supplying work crew personnel with a larger 

lunch than would normally be provided to the general housing 

population. However, in anticipation of the benefit to the 

public by the work crews generally, as well as to supply the 

inmates with the additional calories necessary to handle the 
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manual labor being performed by them outside the facility, it 

is recommended that the Corrections Division supply extra 

portions to work crew members for both breakfast and dinner 

meals. 

During the inspection of MCIJ and during the taking of 

testimony concerning the operation of MCIJ, the following 

three design modifications were noted and are being recom­

mended by this Grand Jury: 

1. To avoid the introduction of additional drugs into the 

facility by their being thrown into the exercise areas 

of each dormitory section, it is recommended that the 

MCIJ facility be retrofitted with a fence around the 

living end of the facility. 

2. In recognition of the fact that over time it will become 

increasingly more difficult to keep the concrete floors 

within the facility clean and sanitary because of their 

essentially porous nature, it is recommended that the 

County look into the cost associated with tiling of 

those concrete floors with a linoleum type tile. 

3. So as to additionally monitor the activities within each 

dormitory living unit, cameras should be installed with­

in the units that can be monitored in the control area. 

Currently, minor offenses by inmates within the dormi-

tory sections are disciplined by sending the inmate back to 

MCDC. Generally the result of such a disciplinary action is 

to send a more serious offender out to MCIJ to take the place 

of the inmate who is being sent back to MCDC. 



- 29 -

As soon as the ten multipurpose cells within the MCIJ 

are completed, minor offenses by inmates must be handled in­

house. This will maintain the integrity of the institution 

while at the same time relieving the constant pressures on 

the transport unit to provide transport for the rotating 

prisoners. 

As with the riot gear at MCCF, similar gear is located 

at MCIJ but there currently is no training for its use. Such 

a training program should be scheduled for presentation to 

all corrections officers as soon as possible. 

E. The Multnomah County Restitution Center (MCRC) 

The Multnomah County Restitution Center is located at 

1515 s.w. 11th Avenue. The facility currently houses up to 

80 work release and restitution authorized inmates in a reno­

vated hotel. The facility stands today as a model for all 

other communities to view in relation to the positive inter­

action between the citizens within that community and the 

corrections management to establish a workable, safe, accept­

able facility within the community. In recognition of the 

very difficult task of finding appropriate and acceptable 

locations for any correctional facility within the State of 

Oregon, the Grand Jury applauds the efforts of both the citi­

zens within the community as well as Multnomah County manage­

ment for making this facility as successful as it is today. 

During the taking of testimony and on-site observations, 

certain minor matters came before the Grand Jury which should 
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be mentioned to assist in the future efficient use of this 

facility. 

Of major concern to the efficient sentencing of persons 

by the Multnomah County courts, is the need to have some 

acceptable form of prescreening of potential candidates for 

assignment to MCRC. Currently an inmate may only be screened 

for housing at MCRC after the inmate has been sentenced to a 

term of incarceration. As procedure now properly dictates 

any person on the screening committee may veto that inmate's 

participation for any reason. As a result, judges are incap­

able of knowing whether or not a specific inmate is accept­

able for housing at MCRC until after sentence has been 

rendered. The screening committee, in recognition of the 

obvious additional workload associated with prescreening 

presentenced inmates for their acceptability for housing at 

the restitution center, indicated that it did not have the 

ability to prescreen. 

Notwithstanding that concern, it is the opinion of this 

Grand Jury that the efficiency of the entire criminal justice 

system would benefit from some form of complete, if not par­

tial, prescreening of persons thought to be acceptable for 

housing at MCRC. It is, therefore, recommended that the 

screening committee in conjunction with the classification/ 

matrix unit establish some reasonable guidelines of persons 

thought to be most probably acceptable for inclusion in the 

restitution center. That list of criteria would then be 

published to the courts, prosecutors, presentence investi-
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gators, and defense attorneys such that if a presentence 

inmate fit the screening committee's criteria for pre­

screening the inmate would be referred to the screening unit 

for prescreening prior to sentence. As is the case now, any 

other inmate who did not initially fit the prescreening 

criteria would be screened after sentence. 

It is hoped that the very stringent prescreening 

criteria would make available some form of prescreening to 

the court while at the same time cutting down on the numbers 

anticipated by the screening committee if all cases were 

prescreened. 

As is the case at MCIJ, minor offenses by residents at 

MCRC are handled by returning the inmate to the MCDC for the 

balance of that inmate sentence. The effectiveness of such a 

penalty is compromised to a large degree by the likelihood 

that the returning inmate would be matrix released prior to 

the service of the entire sentence. As a result, the Grand 

Jury strongly suggests that the MCRC establish some forms of 

on-site in-house restrictions that would resolve those 

offenses without the necessity of compromising the original 

sentence. 

The recreation and laundry sections of MCRC are cur­

rently housed in the basement of that facility. Although as 

many as 80 inmates may at any one time be in the basement 

using those facilities, the area itself is only equipped with 

one toilet fixture. As proposed, additional toilet fixtures 

should be added to that facility by altering the adjacent 
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areas to enlarge that facility. However, in the interim 

serious consideration should be given to allowing residents 

to use the toilets currently located in the lobby of the 

facility on a more liberal basis. 

F. Donald E. Long Home (JDH) 

This facility is currently being used for house juve­

niles under circumstances involving very limited stays at 

that facility. The facility is located at approximately 

N.E. 68th and Halsey, Portland. 

During the Grand Jury's visit to this facility, the 

Grand Jury noted that there was no sally port area in exist­

ence for incoming juveniles. The Grand Jury did hear of 

incidents where incoming juveniles escaped from just outside 

the facility because of the lack of some form of sally port. 

The Grand Jury therefore recommends that the County install a 

fenced sally port for incoming vehicles carrying juveniles to 

be admitted into the facility. 

The Grand Jury found it necessary to remind Multnomah 

County officials of the reports of previous Grand Juries 

concerning the dreary, disorderly condition of the juvenile 

living wings of this facility. Again, this Grand Jury 

strongly recommends that some form of regular discipline, 

cleaning, and orderliness be maintained inside the facility 

to upgrade its appearance. Some of this may be gained by 

simply repainting the facility in a lighter shade. 
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V. CONCLUSION 

The progress that has been made in this decade needs to be 

acknowledged. The prisoners in our jails are treated humanely and 

fairly. Their living conditions exceed constitutional require­

ments in most respects. One hears a number of comments about how 

much better the conditions are for Multnomah County prisoners than 

conditions were for armed forces personnel serving in the 

military. 

The progress made in protecting the citizens of Multnomah 

County has not been so complete. To be sure, in the last few 

years we have added to the number of jail beds available, and 

those additions should be commended. The progress here is some­

what deceptive, however, because the size of the problem has grown 

so much more quickly than the response to the problem. 

Time and time again, the Grand Jurors were told that programs 

designed to be an alternative to jail cannot work without an empty 

jail bed to back them up. Witnesses who had a practical expertise 

were unanimous in saying that people who had gotten themselves 

involved in the criminal justice system often need the motivation 

and persuasion of a jail bed to get them to do the things involved 

in these alternative programs. Multnomah County does not cur­

rently have the ability to give them that motivation. As a 

result, we waste precious time and money trying to convince people 

to show up for court or to complete their drug program when they 

know that nothing will happen if they do not. 

The urgent need for more jail space certainly justifies in­

terim steps to increase capacity at our present facilities. 
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Approval must be gained to open the additional 80 beds at MCRC. 

The population of MCIJ should be increased, both by rearranging 

beds and by adding bunk beds where single beds now stand. These 

steps may make the job of corrections officers slightly more dif­

ficult but certainly not unworkable. Given the relief that the 

public so desperately needs from the criminals who will be incar­

cerated, the trade off is more than worth it. 

Steps should be taken to ask the federal court to re-examine 

the consent decree that caps the population of MCDC at 476. Con­

stitutionally, many more prisoners may be housed in that facility. 

We know that MCDC can be operated with a higher number of pri­

soners because it has been done in the past. Again, given the 

desperate need for more jail beds in Multnomah County, the hard­

ship involved in the operations of the jail are far outweighed by 

the needs of Multnomah County citizens. 

There are many priorities facing Multnomah County in 1989. 

There are several things that can be done to improve Multnomah 

County corrections. First and foremost, we must increase our jail 

space. The need is urgent and immediate. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

KAREN H. SMITH 
Foreperson 
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PHILLIP LEEY 

PHILLIP NG 
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OFFICE OF WOMEN'S TRANSITION SERVICES: Coordination Projects 

Mission 

To reduce crime and delinquency by planning, developing funding, coordinating, 
and evaluating services for women offenders to ensure that they become 
law-abiding, self supporting and able to provide appropriate care to their 
dependent children. To ensure the existence of the women's services needed 
and to optimize the effectiveness and efficiency of service delivery. 

o Council for Prostitution Alternatives Evaluation 
A joint project between OWTS and the City of Portland to evaluate the 
outcome of four years of CPA services for 400 women. This evaluation will 
also compare the cost of CPA servi(es with the cost of prosecuting, 
arresting and jailing prostitutes in Multnomah County. <Completion date: 
January 1989) $2,000 

o Alcohol and Drug Treatment for Women with Children 
The OWTS staff is working with the County AID program office staff, and 
alcohol and drug providers to develop new services for women with children. 
This planning process is just beginning. We hope to have services in place 
April 1989. OWTS has assigned $30,000 to this project. 

o Courts Domestic Violence Project 
OHTS is working with the Advisory Committee of the Courts Domestic 
Violence Project to develop increased effectiveness of prosecution and 
community services in domestic violence cases. <Ongoing) 

o Women with AIDS 
OWTS is beginning a needs assessment of women with AIDS <many of who are 
involved in the corrections system). This assessment will include working 
with AIDS services providers, corrections services providers and Oregon 
Homen's AIDS Network <OWAN) to develop a range of services for women 
with AIDS. (beginning now) 

o Network of Womens Corrections Service Providers 
The OWTS is establishing a network of women's corrections service 
providers to facilitate training for staff, sharing information, and 
developing plans for new programs. Training has been provided for 
Burnside Projects. HERC, Steps to Success, YHCA. 

o Personal Violence Reduction with Women in Columbia Villa 
OHTS is developing an intensive personal viole~ce reduction group 
support/education model for women in Columbia Villa. This treatment group 
would be implement in conjunction with services offered by the multi 
disciplinary services team in Columbia Villa. 
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OFFICE of WOMEN'S TRANSITION SERVICES: DIRECT SERVICES: 
The Office of Women's Transition Services Has Designed These Services For Women 

SERVICES 

Community Advocacy and 
Support (CAS) 
Intensive intervention 
with women and their 
families who require 
basic needs assistance 
longer term medical & 
mental health care 0 and 
problem solving/ 
parenting skills. 

SEXUAL ABUSE SUPPORT/ 
TREATMENT GROUP 

LENGTH OF 
SERVICE 

6 + monthly 

16-32 week outpatient 
treatment for women 
with a history of 
sexual abuse 

2 - 3 hours 
weekly 

EMERGENCY HOUSING 

2 beds available for 
emergency housing when 
women leave jail or 
other correctional 
facilities. 24 hour 
counseling staff for 
support/problem solving. 
Alcohol/drug free facility. 

PERMANENT SUBSIDIZED 
HOUSING 

1 room apartments in a 
secure all women's apart­
ment complex. Women will 
be case managed while 
livtn::; in these a;>artmenta. 

Dr RECT SERVICES FUND 

Payment for specialized 
services needs for women 
in corrections including: 

o medical care 
o mental health treatment 
o A/D treatment 
o job search transportation 

needs 

Up to 10 
years 

(1 - 2 years 
expected) 

l x only 
assistance 

ELIGIBILITY 

o Referral from 
Probation/Jail 

staff 

o Must have children 

o History of substance 
abuse 

o Referral from 
corrections 

system 

o 3 months clean and 
sober and in treatment 

o Referral through 
Community Advocacy 
and Support. 

o Commitment to follow 
no alcohol/drug use 

policy 

o Homeless 
o No children 

o supervision 
in the community 
through probation 
or a community 
residential program 

II OF WOMEN/ 
FAMILIES SERVED 

30 this year 

15 women 

Up to 34 
women 

8 apartments 

Currently 25 

LOCATION 

Rose Apts. 
631 S. E. 
Taylor 

Rose Apts. 
631 S. E. 
Taylor 

YWCA 
1111 s. ~1. 
lOth 

Rose Apts 
631 S, E, 
Taylor 

STARTUP 

October 1988 

December 1988 

November 1988 

November 1988 

=rovember 1988 



WHERE ARE WOMEN IN THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM 

il 
Multnomah County 
Detention Center 

Inverness Jail 

fiograms 

Our New Beginnings 

lunteers of America 

t-t~CA TOP 

CE OF WOMEN'S 
T~ANSITION SERVICES 

NUMBER OF WOMEN 

100 

45+ children 
(babies) 

20 

8 

30 

uvUNCIL FOR PROSTITUTION 
AL.TERNATIVES: 40 

YWCA 
TASC 
OUTSIDE IN 
WILLAMETTE BRIDGE 

LENGTH 

Variable 
(depending on 

sentence) 

Variable 
(depending on 

sentence) 

90 days 

Variable 
(depending on 

sentence) 

6+ months 

6+ months 

NEEDS ADDRESSED 

• Medical Assessment Care 
• Immediate Counseling Needs 
• Referral to Work Release 

• All Basic Needs 
• Counseling Drug Treatment 
• Job Counseling 
• Referral to Appropriate 

Community Programs 

• All Basic Needs 
• Drug/Alcohol Treatment 
• Counseling 
• Referral to Appropriate 

Community Programs 

• All Basic Needs 
• Drug/Alcohol Treatment 

Referral 
• Counseling 
• Referral to Appropriate 

Community Programs 

• Intensive Case Management 
• Specialized Counseling 
• All Basic Needs 
• Long Term Permanent Housing 
• Referral to Appropriate Services 

• Case Management 
• Basic Needs Assessment 
• Housing 
• Counseling 

STATUS 

Custody 

Work Release (from jail) 
Probation 
Self Referral 
Sentenced by Judges 

Probation 
Sentenced by Judges 

Work Release 

Probation (County & 
State) 

Voluntary 
Referral by P.O.'s & 

Judges 



WHERE ARE WOMEN IN THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM 

NG 

--__""'" il 
Multnomah County 
Detention Center 

Inverness Jail 

~ograms 

Our New Beginnings 

~0 lunteers of America 

G1~FI CE OF WOHEN 1 S 
T~~~SITION SERVICES 

NUMBER OF WOHEN 

100 

45+ children 
(babies) 

20 

8 

30 

C~lr.'JCIL FOR PROSTITUTION 
ALTERNATIVES: 40 

YWCA 
TASC 
OUTSIDE IN 
WILL&~TTE BRIDGE 

LENGTH 

Variable 
(depending on 

sentence) 

Variable 
(depending on 

sentence) 

90 days 

Variable 
(depending on 

sentence) 

6+ months 

6+ months 

NEEDS ADDRESSED 

• Hedical Assessment Care 
• Immediate Counseling Needs 
• Referral to Work Release 

• All Basic Needs 
• Counseling Drug Treatment 
• Job Counseling 
• Referral to Appropriate 

Community Programs 

• All Basic Needs 
• Drug/Alcohol Treatment 
• Counseling 
• Referral to Appropriate 

Community Programs 

• All Basic Needs 
• Drug/Alcohol Treatment 

Referral 
• Counseling 
• Referral to Appropriate 

Community Programs 

• Intensive Case Management 
• Specialized Counseling 
• All Basic Needs 
• Long Term Permanent Housing 

STATUS 

Custody 

Work Release (from jail) 
Probation 
Self Referral 
Sentenced by Judges 

Probation 
Sentenced by Judges 

Work Release 

Probation (County & 
State) 

• Referral to Appropriate Services 

• Case Management 
• Basic Needs Assessment 
• Housing 
• Counseling 

Voluntary 
Referral by P.O.'s & 

Judges 



OFFICE of WOMEN'S TRANSITION SERVICES: DIRECT SERVICES: 
The Office of Women's Transition Services Has Designed These Services For Women 

SERVICES 
LENGTH OF 
SERVICE 

Community Advocacy and 
Support (CAS) 

6 + monthly 

Intensive intervention 
with women and their 
families who require 
basic needs assistance 
longer term medical & 
mental health care, and 
problem solving/ 
parenting skills. 

SEXUAL ABUSE SUPPORT/ 
TREATM::NT GROUP 

16-32 week outpatient 
treatment for women 
with a history of 
sexual abuse 

2 - 3 hours 
weekly 

EMERGENCY HOUSING 

2 beds available for 
emergency housing when 
women leave jail or 
other correctional 
facilities. 24 hour 
counseling 'staff for 
support/problem solving. 
Alcohol/drug free facility. 

PERMANENT SUBSIDIZED 
HOUSING 

1 room apartments in a 
secure all women's apart­
ment complex. Women will 
be case managed while 
liYtnc in t~cae S?artmcnt3. 

Dl RECT SERVICES FUND 

Payment for specialized 
services needs for women 
in corrections including: 

o medical care 
o mental health treatment 
o A/D treatment 
o job search transportation 

needs 

Up to 10 
years 

(1 - 2 years 
expected) 

1 x only 
assistance 

ELIGIBILITY 

o Referral from 
Probation/ Jail 

staff 

o Must have children 

o History of substance 
abuse 

o Referral from 
corrections 

system 

o 3 months clean and 
sober and in treatment 

o Referral through 
Community Advocacy 
and Support. 

o Commitment to follow 
no alcohol/drug use 

policy 

o Homeless 
o No children 

o supervision 
in the community 
through probation 
or a community 
residential program 

I OF WOMEN/ 
FAMILIES SERVED 

30 this year 

15 women 

Up to 34 
women 

8 apartments 

Currently 25 

LOCATION 

Rose Apts. 
631 S. E. 
Taylor 

Rose Apts. 
631S.E. 
Taylor 

YWCA 
1111 s. ~/. 

lOth 

Rose Apts 
631 S. E. 
Taylor 

STARTUP 

October 1988 

December 1988 

November 1988 

November 1988 

:iovember 1 'lBR 
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mULTnOmRH COUnTY OREGohl 

DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES 
PURCHASING SECTION 
2505 S.E. 11TH AVENUE 
PORTLAND, OREGON 97202 
(503) 248-5111 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

ne McGarvin, Clerk of the Board 

Lillie M. Walker, Director, Purchasing Section 

January 11, 1989 

GLADYS McCOY 
COUNTY CHAIR 

SUBJECT: FORMAL BIDS AND REQUESTS FOR PROPOSALS SCHEDULED FOR INFORMAL BOARD 

The following Formal Bids and/or Professional Services Request for Proposals 
(RFPs) are being presented for Board review at the Informal Board on Tuesday, 
January 17, 1989 

s·d/RFP N 1 o. D . /B escnpt10n uyer I . . n1t1at1ng Department 

B62-928-3298 NUISANCE ABATEHENT DES/Fl'1 

Buyer: Fr::1nk T.nnPz 

_13uyer: 

_13uyer: 

cc: Gladys McCoy, County Chair 
Board of County Commissioners 
Linda Alexander, Director, DGS 

AN EOUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 

contac:t:Larry .l:5axter 
Ex. 5lll Phone: x:_):_)ZZ 

Contact: 
_Ex. 51ll Phone: 

Contact: 
Ex. 51JJ Phone: 

Copies of the bids and RFPs are 
available from the Clerk of the 
Board. 

Page 1 of 



TO: __________ ~DA~IL~Y~J~O~U~R_N_A_L __ O_F __ C_Ot_1M_E_R_C_E __________________________ __ 

Please run the following Classified Advertisement as indicated below, under your 
"CALL FOR BID" section 

MULTNOMAH COUNTY 

Proposals Due: __ J_a_n_u_a_r_.y..__3_1_.;..., _1_9_8_9 ________ at 2:00 P.M. 

P r op os a 1 No • B62-928-3298 

Sealed proposals will be received by the Director of Purchasing, 2505 S.E. 11th 
Ave., Portland, OR 97202 for: 

Nuisance Abatement 

as per specifications on file with the Purchasing Director. No proposal will be 
received or considered unless the proposal contains a statement by the bidder as 
part of his bid that the requirements of ORS 279.350 shall be included. Multnomah 
County reserves the right to reject any or all proposals. 

Specifications may be obtained at: Multnomah County Purchasing Section 
----------------~--------~------------

PUBLISH: January 19, 1989 

2505 S.E. llth Avenue 

Portland, OR 97202 

(503) 248-5111 

Lillie M. Walker, Director 
Purchasing Section 

AD2: PURCH2 



ASSESSMENT & TAXATION (STUDIES & REPORTS) 
DATE SUBMITTED -------- (For ClerJ.:.• s 

Meettng Date 
Agenda No • -""f;--"-:':~'-..':::'-..,l._ 

REQUEST FOR PLACEMENT ON TilE AGENDA 

Subject: Briefing on Assessment & Taxation 

Informal Only* Jan. 17, 1 98f 
(Date) 

Fo nnal Only ____ ---:----,,--------
(Date) 

DEPARTMENT DGS DIVISION~ __ D_i_re_c_t_o_r_'_s_O_f_f_i_ce ___________ __ 

CONTACT 1 jnda Alexander TELEPHONE_;2~4~8~-3~3~0~3~--------------------

*NAHE(s) OF PERSON MAKING PRESENTATION TO BOARD Linda Alexan=d~e~r ____________ _ 

BRIEF SUMMARY Should include other·alternatives explored, if applicable, and clear state­
ment of rationale for the action requested. 

Briefing on the Assessment and Taxation Division issues. 

(IF ADDITIONAL SPAGE IS NEEDED, PLEASE.USE REVERSE SIDE) 

ACTION REQUESTED: 

(K] INFORMATION ONLY (] PRELIMINARY APPROVAL 0 POLICY DIRECTION 0 APPROVAL 

INDICATE THE ESTIMATED TIME NEEDED ON AGENDA 30 minutes ----------------------
IMPACT: 

PERSONNEL 

[] FISCAL/BUDGETARY 

[] ~General Fund 

Other ---------
SIGNATURES: 

DEPARTMENT HEAD, ELECTED OFFICIAL., or COUNTY ""-'''·.u.·u . .u 

BUDGET I PERSONNEL I 
----------~----------------~---------------------------

COUNTY COUNSEL (Ordinances, Resolutions, Agreements, Contracts) ------------------------
OTHER 

--~~~-~-~~~~--~----~----~-------------------------------(Purchasing, Facilities Management, etc.) 

NOTE: If requesting unanimous consent, state situation requiring emergency action on back. 



mULTnomRH COUnTY OREGOn 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
GLADYS McCOY, CHAIR 
PAULINE ANDERSON 
POLLY CASTERLINE 
GRETCHEN KAFOURY 
RICK BAUMAN 

DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES 
PORTLAND BUILDING 
1120 SW FIFTH, 14th FLOOR 
PORTLAND, OR 97204-1934 

(503) 248-3300 

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR 
PLANNING & BUDGET 
COUNTY COUNSEL 
EMPLOYEE SERVICES 
FINANCE 
LABOR RELATIONS 

DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES 

Division of Assessment and Taxation 

STATUS REPORT 

CONDITION OF ASSESSMENT AND TAXATION 

JANUARY 1989 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 

(503) 248-3303 
(503) 248-3883 
(503) 248-3138 
(503) 248-5015 
(503) 248-3312 
(503) 248-5135 



T A B L E 0 F C 0 N T E N T S 

Executive Summary 

Background 

Appendix A: Table of Organization for the Multnomah County Division of 
Assessment and Taxation 

Appendix B: Oregon Department of Revenue Annual Appraisal Calendar 

Appendix C: Excerpts from a Report on Valuation Section of Assessment and 
Taxation 

Appendix D: Other Relevant Materials 
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Department of General Services 
Division of Assessment and Taxation 

Status Report 
Condition of Assessment and Taxation in Multnomah County 

January 1989 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
<Final> 

The purpose of this position paper is to describe the condition of 
the appraisal and taxation process in Multnomah County and the cost 
of ensuring that fair and equitable taxation occurs. 

CURRENT SITUATION 

The condition of the assessment and taxation function in Oregon 
counties is currently a focus of the Oregon Department of Revenue 
<DOR). Funding of improvement is being considered at a Statewide 
1 eve 1 . 

Oregon State Statutes and DOR regulations mandate both schedules and 
methodology for appraisal of property. Included is a requirement 
that all property be physically appraised at "True Cash Value" every 
six years. These mandates require both quality and quantity 
performance from counties in order to be in "full compliance". 

It has become increasingly clear that when Multnomah County 
Assessment and Taxation Division <A & n complies with one 
requirement, the other suffers. Historically, the emphasis of A & T 
has been on quantity -- meet the schedules and the deadlines at any 
cost. In 1987, the DOR's review of the single family residential 
appraisal process for 1987 disclosed that the County was in 
noncompliance with equity and quality standards. The correction of 
those errors caused an appraisal schedule slip creating an 
out-of-cycle condition. The organization believes that if equity 
and quality were being met in all areas and if work were being 
performed correctly according to mandated approaches, that, with the 
current level of staffing, it would be even further out of 
compliance with the six-year reappraisal requirement. 

Between 1980-81 and 1983-84, appraiser staffing was reduced by 27 
positions and total A & T staffing was reduced by 48 positions. 
A & T is also working with a computer system which is obsolete, 
labor-intensive and requires redundant entry of data by several 
levels of people creating the potential for serious error. The 
Board of County Commissioners funded the first phase <Requirements 
Definition) of a new comprehensive computer system in the 1988-89 
Budget. It is expected that this new system will be funded, 
developed and completed. It is not expected that the system wi 11 
cure the serious shortage of human resources. 

1 -



The conditions that currently exist in Assessment and Taxation are: 

l. The Residential Appraisal Schedule is currently one year 
out of cycle. 

2. There is inadequate staff to perform the volume of work 
that must be done. 

3 . E f fi c i e n c y and e f f e c t i v e n e s s me a s u r e s s u c h a s a n " a s 
needed" physical appraisal program cannot be initiated 
until all areas are in substantial compliance. 

The Department of Revenue has concentrated its review of the 
County's appraisal work on Single Family Residential. While the 
procedures currently meet their minimum standards, there are many 
areas of the Appraisal Section including other areas of residential 
which, because of shortcuts or not doing the work at a 11 are very 
vulnerable to compliance examinations. The background information 
which is attached will describe the inability of Assessment and 
Taxation to perform statutorily mandated functions. 

It is the belief of the Director of the Department of General 
Services, the A & T Director and the professional staff at A & T 
that the condition described in 1 and 2 and described in detail in 
the Background section of this report are symptoms related to the 
physical and statistical impossibility of the current staff handling 
the current workload and meeting all mandated appraisal requirements. 

Staff are not trained or cross-trained adequately, sick leave use is 
extensive and widespread, stress claims and life-threatening 
stress-related health problems are occurring. 

The following are some of the options that have been identified to 
remedy the situation. In addition to the technical staff that this 
report describes, the County Chair, the Department and the Division 
will be working over the next 3 years to redesign work methods and 
processes, improve the climate, and strengthen the group in response 
to the organizational stress that has been placed on it. 

OPTIONS 

1. Partial Compliance: A strategy to bring the single family 
resident i a I appra i sa I schedu I e into 6-year eye I e comp I i ance by 
May 1992. 

• Accelerate appraisal by appraising one 
district over a three-year period in order 
the appraisal of four districts over a 
period rather than over a four-year period. 

additional 
to complete 
three-year 

• Continue organizational development work 

Cost of training and workshops will be addressed 
in the budget process 

- 2 -



• Approximate cost 

Ongoing - approximate I y $210,633 a year in the 
A & T budget (Attachment 3). 

One-time-only costs $883,400 (Attachment 5). 

2. Full Compliance: Bring about sustained change to provide equity 
of assessment and comply with all DOR requirements by 1993. 
<Refer to the Background section of this document for the 
details on this option.> 

Residential Property Appraisal 

• Improve farm and multi-family appraisal. 

• Improve representation at the Board of Equalization to 
defend appraisals. 

Personal Property Appraisal 

• Discover and add non reported or omitted property to 
the tax roll. 

• Perform field inspections and audits to assure proper 
evaluation of property. 

• Perform defense of taxpayer appeals, assessor 
valuation appeals, Board of Equalization appeals and 
Department of Revenue appeals, thus defending against 
reductions that occur after the rates are set. 

Commercial Property Appraisal 

• Improve sales study and sales confirmation information. 

• Implement appraisal methodology to comply with the 
Department of Revenue methodology. 

• Improve work on partially-completed buildings and 
permits. 

• Perform in-depth work for assessor valuation appeals. 

• Provide support for appea 1 s to the Board of 
Equalization. 

Approximate Annual Cost 

• Additional annual cost (ongoing) is $408,859. 

• Requires the one-time-only cost for new system and 
equipment upgrades $883,400. (Attachment 5) 

- 3 -



Total cost for partial and full compliance options: $619,492 
ongoing (Attachment 4) plus one-time-only $883,400 (Attachment 
5). 

3. Change Appra i sa I .Methodo I ogy (after fu I I correction is comp I ete) 

• Implement "as needed" appraisal approach. 

• Begin for the appr a i sa 1 year 1992-93, for the May 1 , 
1993 tax ro 11 . 

• Approximate cost 

4. Other Actions 

The cost would be evaluated during the period of 
correction May 1,1989 and May 1, 1993, so that 
downsizing the added staff by attrition (if 
justified) can be accomplished. 

• Provide staffing for system support and critical 
upgrades or changes through improvements made in the 
new system which will release staff for reassignment. 

• Staffing needs of the Records Management and the Tax 
Collection sections of A & T wi 11 be assessed as part 
of the ongoing organizational development work. 

The Background section of this report contains a more detailed 
description of each of the appraisal areas referenced in this 
summary. It should be noted, however, that a complete analysis of 
all the specific technical areas is an ongoing process. 

If there are questions about any of the information contained in 
this report, contact Linda A 1 exander, Director of the Department of 
General Services, Multnomah County, 248-3303. 

4686F/LA/ld 

Attachments 
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Commercial & Industrial 

Appraisers Commercial 
Industrial 

Supervisors 

Personal Property 

Appraisers 

Technicians 

Auditor 

Supervisor 

Residential 

Appraisers 

Supervisors 

Sales Ratio 

Data Analyst 

Total FTE's 

Residential 
Multi-Family 

Attachment 1 

STAFFING LEVELS 

Current 
Level 

10 
3 

3 

3 

2 

14 
2 

2 

42 

Partial 
Compliance 

No change 
No change 

No change 

No change 

No change 

No change 

No change 

17 
No change 

3 

2 

47 

Full 
Compliance 

14 
3 

4 

5 

3* 

20 
3 

3 

2 

59 

*Increase is result of reclassification and transfer into Appraisal of 
existing position 

- 5 



Attachment 2 

SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED COSTS 
OF PARTIAL AND FULL COMPLIANCE OPTIONS 

Partial Compliance Option-- Ongoing costs <Attachment 3) $ 210,633 

Both Options -- One-time-only costs <Attachment 5) $ 833,400 

Add'l costs for Full Compliance Option-- Ongoing costs $ 408,859 

Total ongoing costs for Full Compliance (Attachment 4) $ 619,492 

Total costs $1,452,882 

- 6 -



Attachment 3 

ESTIMATED ONGOING COST OF PARTIAL COMPLIANCE OPTION 

ONGOING COSTS 

3 Additional Appraisers - 3 @ $33,012 $ 99,036 

Additional Appraiser Supervisor 40,429 

Additional Data Analyst <Admin. Spec. I) 35,868 

<NOTE: Assumes First Step in Salary Range; includes benefits) 

Estimated Mileage Cost- 5@ $960 

Misc. Costs <desk, chairs, etc.> 

Estimated Training cost - 5 @ $1,200 

Existing Staff Training 

- 7 -

Total 

4,800 

4,500 

6,000 

20,000 

$ 210,633 



Attachment 4 

ESTIMATED ONGOING COST OF FULL COMPLIANCE OPTION 

Estimated cost of proposed staff changes with return to cycle and proposed 
long-term improvements to assure equity in the appraisal process: 

ONGOING COSTS 

13 Additional Appraisers - 13@ $33,012 
(4 Commercial, 2 Personal Property, 6 Residential, 
1 Multi-Family) 

2 Additional Supervisors- 2 @ $40,429 
<1 Industrial, 1 Residential) 

Additional Data Analyst <Admin. Specialist 1) 

Appraisal Tech <upgrade from OA 3, reclass only) 

<NOTE: First Step in Salary Range; includes benefits) 

Estimated Mileage Cost- 16@ $960 

Misc. Cost <Desks, Chairs, Calculators, Supplies) 
16 x 900 = $14,400 + 2 Additional Terminals @ $1,000 ea. 

Estimated Training Cost - 17 @ $1,200 

Existing Staff Training 

Total 

<NOTE: Plus One Time Only Costs -- Attachment 5) 

- 8 -

$ 429,156 

80,858 

35,868 

1, 450 

15,360 

16,400 

20,400 

20,000 

$ 619,492 



Attachment 5 

ONE-TIME-ONLY COSTS 

New System Completion 

Tax Remittance Processing Equipment Upgrade 

Replacement of Obsolete Equipment 

Total 

4686F 

- 9 -

550,000 

250,000 

83,400 

$ 883,400 



BACKGROUND 

I. INTRODUCTION 

A. State Requirements 

The appra i sa 1 of rea 1 and persona 1 property provides the 
basis for the levying of property taxes to operate schools, 
local governments, fire districts and other service 
districts. According to the Oregon Department of Revenue 
CDOR), the property tax is the state's 1 arge s t source of 
tax revenue. Accordingly, the State, through the 
Legislature and the Department of Revenue, prescribes most 
of the methodology and schedules for the appraisal process 
to insure uniformity and equity on a statewide basis. 

Oregon Statutes require that all property be appraised at 
true cash value, defined as "the market value of the 
property as of the assessment date. True cash value in all 
cases shall be determined by methods and procedures in 
accordance with rules adopted by the Department of 
Revenue ... " <ORS 308.205). In order to maintain true cash 
value, DOR requires that property be physically reappraised 
every six years and prescribes a methodology to ensure 
"equality and uniformity in assessed values between 
properties that are physically appraised and those that are 
not physically appraised" <ORS 308.233). 

Multnomah County has organized into six appraisal districts 
in order to accomplish the cycle requirements. 

The Department of Revenue has authority under statute to 
set standards for how the appraisal process should be 
conducted and to review compliance with these standards. 
If DOR finds that these standards are not being adhered to, 
it must so notify the Board of County Commissioners and 
make recommendations about how to cure the deficiencies. 
If a subsequent review reveals that recommendations are not 
being followed and appraisals are not being conducted as 
required by law, DOR is authorized to take action to 
correct the problem and bill the County the costs. 

B. Multnomah County 

Multnomah County's Division of Assessment & Taxation 
(A & T) has undergone significant reductions in staff and 
changes in how it functions during the past decade. In 
1979, a new computer was installed in the Division with 
the anticipated capability of supporting computer-assisted 
appraisal. This was seen as an opportunity to reinforce an 
organization already experiencing a decrease in staff and 
to enable the Division to reduce staff even further. 

- 10 -



Unfortunately, economic recession and a decrease in federal 
revenue sharing funds during the early 1980's forced 
additional staff reductions which prevented the 
computer-assisted appraisal from being fully implemented 
and maintained. 

Since 1973-74, Multnomah County has cut 44 positions -- 40% 
-- in the valuation Ci .e., appraisal) section of this 
Division. Most of this decrease occurred between 1980 and 
1984. 

It is clear that there are many areas in the Appraisal 
Section of the Division where the methodology being used 
and the quality of the implementation are not acceptable 
and cannot guarantee equity and uniformity of taxation nor 
compliance with the requirement for true cash value. These 
are primarily the result of a lack of resources 
staffing, computer systems and equipment. 

II. RESIDENTIAL APPRAISAL 

A. General Overview 

The Residential Appraisal Section is responsible for 
placing value on more than 195,000 accounts valued at close 
to $10.76 billion. These include single and multi-family 
dwellings, farm and forest properties and some mobile homes. 

The 1983 Legislature created ORS 308.027, which provided 
for use of computerized valuation methods and required the 
Department of Revenue <DOR) to adopt standards and review 
the County's use to ensure compliance. The standards 
adopted by the Department of Revenue-- the market-related 
cost approach-- is different from the approach which had 
been used by the County since the conception of its 
computer-assisted appraisal program in 1979. <For a 
detailed explanation see Appendix C -- excerpts from a 
report by C.R. Sheffield, former County Assessor.) This 
change in methodology increased the demands on A & T and, 
combined with shortage of valuation staff, made a failure 
to comply with DOR requirements almost inevitable. 

B. Single Family Residential -- 1987 Noncompliance 

In 1987, for the first time in recent history, Multnomah 
County went out of comp 1 i ance with the ORS requirement to 
physically reappraise property every six years. That year, 
A & Tin accordance with long-standing Division policy, had 
completed all the work necessary to prepare the assessment 
roll for the May 1 deadline. 
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However, the Department of Revenue refused to approve 
A & T's work and informed the Division that the County's 
computer-assisted appraisals of single family residences in 
Appraisal District 3 did not meet statutory requirements. 
DOR's April 27, 1987 letter said in part: 

II 1 • Nonuniform 
inspection 
staff are 
estimates. 

classification and limited physical 
of improvements by your appraisal 

resulting in inequitable value 

2. Current appraisal procedures are creating large 
value disparities between similar properties. 

3. Value estimates your staff are currently making 
may contain a number of property data errors as 
outlined in the attached report." 

This was not the first time that DOR had expressed some 
concern over the market-data methodology used by the 
County. Previously however, the County had implemented 
some changes and had agreed to review the appra i sa 1 s and 
correct the obvious problems. 

In 1987 however, DOR felt that it was necessary to 
implement their methodology and to review Appraisal 
District 3 using the DOR approach. The effect of this 
action was that residential property in Appraisal 
District 4, scheduled for reappraisal in 1988, was delayed 
by one year in order to conduct the review of District 3. 
This series of events caused the County to go out of 
compliance with the six-year cycle requirement. 

The 1987 DOR approva 1 of the County's appra i sa 1 procedures 
was contingent on appraisers making more thorough property 
inspections, enhancement to the computerized appraisal 
file, better documentation of sale studies and other 
support material and more thorough field review by the 
appra i sa 1 supervisors. A 11 of these "qua 1 i ty enhancements" 
to the methodology impacted productivity by slowing the 
appraisal process. 

Some offsetting productivity improvements have been made 
<putting the residential characteristics and sales data 
on-line) and others will be identified as a result of a new 
computer systems study funded by the Board of County 
Commissioners in 1988-89. However, to continue to meet 
schedules and comply with DOR requirements, the Residential 
Appraisal Section has diverted appraisers from other duties 
jeopardizing the quality of work in those areas. 
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C. Farm and Forest Land Appraisal 

In addition to single family residences. the Residential 
Appraisal Section has responsibility for appraising farm 
and forest properties, condominiums, some mobile homes and 
multi-family units. There is one farm appraiser who has 
the responsibility for valuing all farm and forest 
properties, processing all applications for farm and forest 
land deferral, and valuing properties for calculation of 
additional taxes which result from cancellation of deferral. 

In addition to these duties, the DOR-di rected reappra i sa 1 
of District 3 has required this single appraiser to spend 
half-time appraising single family properties. This 
situation has not caused a compliance problem in farm 
appraisals because the reappraisal of District 3 did not 
require a reappraisal of farm property and District 4 and 
District 5 contain few farm and forest properties. As we 
get in District 6, 1 and 2, however, the number of farm and 
forest properties will require more than one full-time 
appraiser. 

D. Multi-Family Residences 

Currently, there is one appraiser assigned to the appraisal 
of multi-family properties. This appraiser has the 
responsibility for the appraisal of from 1,500 to 2,000 
multi-family properties each year in addition to defending 
valuation appeals at the Department of Revenue and State 
Tax Court hearings. 

This staffing results in rather superficial appraisals. It 
does not allow representation at Board of Equalization 
hearings. It also prevents the appraiser from gaining 
enough experience and proficiency to adequately defend the 
County's position in hearings when facing sophisticated 
investment property owners and their lawyers and appraisers. 

An additional multi-family appraiser is necessary to insure 
equitable valuation in this area. In addition, adequate 
ongoing training and development are critical. 

E. Field Review 

Field review involves the supervisor reviewing appraiser's 
work to insure that appraisers are properly classifying and 
recording appraisal data <for example: construction 
quality class, additions to structures, topography, etc.). 

Field review by appraisal supervisors is an important 
element ensuring consistency among appraisers, which is 
critical for equitable evaluation. The current ratio of 
one supervisor to eight appraisers is not sufficient to 
enab 1 e the supervisors to devote the time they shou 1 d to 
field reviews as well as the ongoing administrative 
responsibility for supervising appraisers. 
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F. Summary 

To get back in cycle in less than five years is desirable, 
since it would put the appraisal of single family 
properties into synchrqnization with the appraisal of all 
other properties. This will require more appraisers. 
Approximately twelve appraisers working strictly on 
district reappraisal for seven to eight months are 
necessary to comp 1 ete the appra i sa 1 of one district each 
year. In order to get back into eye 1 e by May 1, 1992, 
three appraisers for a period of three years and an 
additional supervisor would be needed. 

To assure ongoing equity of assessment will require four 
additional staff: two more single-family appraisers, an 
additional farm appraiser, and an additional multi-family 
appraiser. 

Equitable appraisal requires 
trained in standards and 
training money is required. 

III. COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL APPRAISAL 

A. General Overview 

that staff be 
methodologies. 

adequately 
Additional 

The Commercial and Industrial Appraisal Section is 
responsible for the appraisal of approximately 23,000 
accounts with an approximate aggregate value of $5.6 
billion in assessable, taxable property in 1988, and 
approximately $2 billion in nontaxable or exempt property. 
With an appraisal staff of sixteen including supervisors, 
the staff cannot do a qua 1 i ty job in any aspect of their 
responsibilities. <Appraisal of industrial properties -­
specifically wood, food processing chemical and metal -­
valued at more than $5 million is done by DOR and 1-2 major 
industrial accounts per year are done by DOR for the County 
under a cost-sharing agreement.) 

B. Methodology 

DOR requires A & T to consider a three-pronged approach to 
valuing commercial and industrial property: a market 
<sales> approach, a cost approach <the cost of constructing 
the property less depreciation) and an income approach 
(what income and return on investment a property wi 11 give 
an investor). Because of the time involved and because of 
some questions about the utility of the three-pronged 
approach, A & T has chosen to use primarily the income 
approach to value commercial property. This is in part 
because of its efficiency and in part because the State Tax 
Court generally supports this methodology in its 
decisions. Most p1·incipal industrial accounts are 
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appraised using the cost approach. If the Commercial and 
Industrial Section were subjected to the same kind of DOR 
scrutiny that the Residential Section has received, it is 
likely that DOR would find A & T to be out of compliance. 

Even by using this less ·time-consuming approach, the 
Commercial and Industrial Section still doesn't spend 
enough time on each appraisal. The result is that the 
appra i sa 1 qua 1 i ty suffers and the number of appea 1 s with 
large reductions increases. When a reduction is ordered as 
a result of an appeal handled at the DOR level, the 
resulting refund can severely reduce the amount of money 
available to disburse to levying bodies and severely impact 
their overall budgets. 

Much more time should be spent on the whole appraisal 
process, from estimating the correct rent, vacancy, 
expenses, etc., to finding the appropriate capitalization 
rates. Because Commercial and Industrial rushes through 
much of its work, they use many "averages," 
"approximations," and make generic decisions instead of 
very specific decisions for individual appraisals. The 
quality of the work can be observed by looking at the 
number of appeals with stipulations; that is, appeals of 
value where the County agrees that its appraisal was wrong 
and the appellant's value is correct. In 1987, 
approximately 75% of the commercial/industrial appeals that 
went to DOR were stipulations. 

C. Partials and Permits 

Minimal time is spent tracking partials <unfinished new 
buildings and remodeling on existing buildings) and 
building permits. Presently, a supervisor reviews the 
thousands of commercial and industrial building permits the 
County receives each year and decides which are most worthy 
of investigation by the limited staff available. This 
decision is made based on the dollar value (i.e., likely 
impact on appraised value> of the change. The threshold 
for investigating these permits is presently fairly high 
<more than ten percent change in va 1 ue) and no attempt is 
made to aggregate sma 11 project permits received throughout 
the year to see whether the combined change in value meets 
this threshold. With more staff attention, better analysis 
of aggregate impact and a lower threshold for investigating 
would be possible. 

D. 0 i vi s ions 

When property is divided, its value changes and reappraisal 
is necessary. Because of staff back logs, important 
physical appraisals of the new properties frequently are 
not done. In addition, delays in reviewing and processing 
these divisions resulted in 120 late tax bills in 1988. 
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E. Training and Supervision 

The supervisors are overloaded and consequently can spend 
little time training. Supervisors' time is consumed by 
sales confirmation, major organization leases <example: 
Port of Portland), etc. This leaves very little time for 
coaching appraisers and/or for conducting group reviews. 
Group reviews are conducted in commercia 1 and industria 1 to 
review properties and establish standards for valuing 
property. Group reviews are very important to assure that 
a 11 of the appraisers are using the same standards when 
appraising properties. 

F. Summary 

An additional staff of four additional appraisers and one 
addition a 1 s upe rv i sor wi 11 ensure production and ongoing 
equity of valuation. 

IV. PERSONAL PROPERTY APPRAISAL 

A. General Overview 

Taxable personal properties are 
normally found in businesses 
equipment, machinery, tools, etc.) 

fixtures and 
<that is, 

equipment 
furniture, 

The Personal Property Section has slightly over 48,000 
active accounts <currently approximately 6% of the tax 
roll> valued at over $1 billion. Of that number, 
approximately 27,000 accounts are actually assessed and 
taxed each year. While most of the remaining accounts do 
not need to file <such as vacant business locations, 
insufficient value accounts, governmental accounts and 
multiple entry locations), a shortage of staff in this area 
may be preventing Multnomah County from discovering and 
pursuing close to one percent of the potential tax roll. 

B. Establishing the Assessment Roll 

Not all "timely filed" accounts are processed onto the roll 
prior to May l because of staff limitations. This requires 
the staff to add accounts to the assessment roll by means 
of a blanket petition to the Board of Equalization <BOE>. 
The apvaisal staff must request the Board of Equalization 
to correct a list of errors identified by A & T staff after 
May 1. Only the Board of Equalization can alter the roll 
after May 1 . 

Add i t i on s to t he t a x r o 11 aft e r t he BO E r e t u r n s the r o 1 1 
are strictly controlled by state statute and involve formal 
letters of intention to tax the property. defines an appeal 
and hearing process and requires certified letters 
informing the property owner of the additional taxes. 
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C. Tracking Personal Property 

Because personal property is very mobile, and there are few 
restrictions or requirements for sale or transport, 
tracking ownership and/or location has always been very 
difficult. In the past, the large Personal Property staff 
allowed A & T to spend a higher percentage of time in the 
field contacting taxpayers and keeping track of changes. 
Current staffing levels allow little field verification and 
instead rely on reverse directories, telephone company 
hookup lists and other publications. Confirmation of 
mobile home sales is inadequate and sales of house boats 
have been only sporadically processed. 

D. Summary 

The addition of two experienced personal property 
appraisers would allow the supervisor to delegate more of 
the day-to-day work on appeals and other valuation 
problems. This would allow the supervisor more time to 
develop assessment system and procedure changes that would 
enable more accurate, timely and cost-effective operation 
of the section. Development of systems to increase 
electronic processing of the vast amounts of data reviewed 
each year is imperative. 

IV. DATA QUALITY 

Characteristics records relating to properties have not been 
audited consistently over the years to ensure complete and 
accurate reflection of the property on the computer file. Audit 
programs have not been written or implemented to identify 
correctable errors in the computer data. A concentrated effort 
is needed to clean up many errors relating to property size, 
addresses, ratio codes, zoning data, building data, etc. 

Another area of concern relates to the quality of the data on 
the sales file. The sales file is the cornerstone, if not the 
entire foundation, of much of the appraisal process, especially 
with respect to the annual trending of the five districts which 
are not being physically apppraised. 

The Commercial Section has continued to confirm almost all of 
the commercia 1 sa 1 es and has maintained acceptab 1 e data 
quality. The confirmation work being done on the majority of 
the residential and apartment sales is cursory and minimally 
meets state standards. 

Confirmation of mobile home sales is inadequate and sales of 
houseboats have been only sporadically processed. 

While data relating to the mid-County sewer project and flood 
p 1 a i n a r e a s have be e n c om p i 1 e d , s t a ff i n g h a s not bee n s u f f i c i e n t 
to perform the proper value studies of these areas. 
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VI. PROPERTY VALUE APPEALS 

A. Overview 

Property values can be appealed by property owners at five 
ascending levels during prescribed periods of time: to the 
Assessor, the Board of Equalization, the Department of 
Revenue, the State Tax Court and the Supreme Court. In 
1988, 4,572 appeals were filed with the Board of 
Equalization <BOE>; by the end of the 1988 session, the BOE 
had reduced the value of the roll by more than $66 
million. Property owners dissatisfied with the BOE 
decision can appeal to DOR. Presently, there are 168 
active commercial and industrial property appeals <valued 
at $185 million) and 653 residential appeals <valued at 
close to $70 million) awaiting Department of Revenue 
review. From there, if property owners are still 
dissatisfied, they can appeal to the Tax Court. At the 
present time, seven commercial/industrial accounts <valued 
at $368,000) and 2 residential accounts <valued at $58,100) 
are awaiting Tax Court action. The final level of appeal 
is the State Supreme Court. 

B. Assessor Valuation Appeal 

The appraisers are unable to complete investigation and 
resolution of assessor valuation appeal <AVA's) filed by 
property owners who question the value placed on their 
property by A & T. Adjustments of valid valuation problems 
at this level of inquiry is an efficient method of 
correcting errors and providing public service. Because 
A & T cannot investigate and attempt to resolve these 
appeals by a May 1 deadline, property owners must pursue 
their appeals through the Board of Equalization process. 
In these cases, the Board of Equalization must act as an 
arbitrator in cases where both the appellant and A & T may 
well agree that the assessed value was incorrect. This 
unnecessary increase to the workload of the Board of 
Equalization possibly degrades the quality of their 
deliberations by reducing the time available for resolving 
truly contested disputes. 

C. Board of Equalization 

A & T currently provides little service to the BOE. 
Accounts are being reduced in many cases more than they 
should be. In 1988 the Board of Equalization reviewed 
4,572 appeals. It decreased the County's valuation in 
3,147 or 69% of the appeals heard. In some of these 
situations, if A & T had the staffing capability, an 
appraiser could appear before the Board of Equalization and 
support the County's valuation. This is particularly 
important for the larger commercial accounts, which are 
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more complex and have a greater dollar impact on the tax 
roll than do individual residences. After a few years of 
success, there might be a reduction in blatantly 
inappropriate appeals. 

Currently, after the Board has made decisions, A & T staff 
scan the results. However, A & T should be checking each 
decision and appealing to the DOR all of those that do not 
seem justified, not just the occasional one that is "way 
out of line." A & T's lack of staff does not allow the 
time to do this. 

D. DOR/Courts 

A & T is unable to devote as much time as it should to 
defending its values through the DOR and Tax Court appeal 
process. In 1988, approximately 416 staff days were spent 
by A & T's commercial/industrial appraisers on DOR and Tax 
Court appeals. Estimates are that 30 percent more staff 
days were needed. In addition, A & T should have adequate 
resources to hire outside experts if the appeal requires it. 

E. Summary 

To cut down on the number of appeals, it is necessary to 
increase appraisal staff to levels sufficient to comply 
with DOR standards and methodology. This should guarantee 
equity in valuation. Those levels are discussed above in 
Section II. Residential Appraisal, Section III. 
Personal Property, and Section IV. Commercial and 
Industrial Property. Improved staffing levels would also 
make it possible to handle more appeals as they come to the 
Assessor and deal with them before they progress to the 
other appeal bodies. 

4866F/JMM/kd 
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APPENDIX B 

Oregon Department of Revenue 

Annual Appraisal calendar 



September 

November 

D11cer-.be r 

Janua~y 

~arch 

Page l" 

0225C 
Rev 5-2'-88 

APP j(AI SAL CALE!\DAR 

Initial application date on property destroyed or damaged by fire or act 
of God ..................................................................... . 
Lien date for real property taxes ......................................... .. 

Last day for owners of farm or forest land special assessment disqualification 
to file for another special farm or forest land assessment ................. . 

Assessor begins collection of sales data for ensuing year's preliminary sales 
ratio study ...................................................•............. 
Process orders issued by Board of Equalization ............................. . 

QRS CITATION 

308.425 
311 .405 

311.410 

309.040(2) 
309.040 

7 {lst Monday): Assessor files preliminary ratio study with board of 

30 
31 
31 

15 

15 

1 

3 

equalization and certified copy with Department of Revenue ................. . 

Owner's last day to apply for open space land assessment for next calander year 
Assessor mails personal property returns ................................... . 
Assessor mails industrial property returns ................................. . 

Assessment date, real property ........................................... .. 
Assessment date, personal property ....................................... .. 
Assessor requests assistance from Department of Revenue for appraisal of 

309.200 

308.750 
308.290 
308.290 

308.210 
308.250 

industrial properties ................................................... OAR 150-306.126(1) 
Mail veteran exemption applications to prior year applicants .............. . 

Assessor sends income questionnaire to owners of unzoned farmland ....... OAR 150-308.372(1) 
Owner files real and personal property returns with county assessor who 
may extend time upon written request for good cause 308.298 

Owner files pollution exemption statement with assessor for first year 
(see ORS 307.420 for exception) .......................................... .. 307.420 
Corporation files for exemption on nonp~ofit corporations which provide 
permanent housing and care for elderly . .. .. .. .. . .. . . . .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. . .. . .. 307 .242(2) 
Lessees file for exenption of property they hold under lease or lease 
pwrchase agreement from certain exempt organizations ......... ... . . . . ..... .. 307.112(3) 
Owner files for exemption of radiation fallout shelters .. ... . . . . .. . . .. .. ... 307.169(6) 
Owner files for cancellation of assessment for commercial facilities under 
construction............................................................... 307.340 
Owner files for special assessment of unzoned farm lands .. .. .. . .. .. .. . .. .. . 308.375 
Owner files for exemption of literary, benevolent, charitable, and scientific, 
institution; fraternal and religious organization; burial ground; public 
library; training trust; sheltered workshop; or for volunteer fire department 3~7.152 

Owner files for exemption on natural heritage conservation ................ Ch. 786, Sec. 10 
1983 Session 
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1 Owner fi1es for speciai assessment on designated forest 1and . . . . . . . . . . . . ..
1 Owner fi1es for exemption on nonprofit day care centers used in conjunction
with nonprofit farm 1abor camps . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..

1 Corporation fi1es for exemption on nonprofit student housing . . . . . . . . . . . . ..
1 Owner fi1es for Western Oregon Sma11 Tract Optiona1 Tax . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..
1 Corporation fi1es for exemption on nonprofit park or recreationai faci1ity.
1 County governing body notifies assessor of approvai or disapprovai of
app1ication for open space 1and assessment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..

10 Assessor sends written notice to veteran (or surviving spouse) who did not
refiie for exemption . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..

15 Owner of 1and assessed as unzoned farm1and notifies assessor if gross income
from farm use was insufficient . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..

15 Owner of 1and assessed as unzoned farm1and fi1es for fann use assessment of
1and under farm use dweiiings and wasteiand . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..

15 Owner of 1and assessed as unzoned famm1and returns income questionnaire to
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321.358

307.495
307.450
321.730
307.115(4)

308.760

307.260

308.372(1)

308.372(4)

assessor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..OAR 150-308.372(1)
16 Assessor certifies fina1 ratio study to county c1erk . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..
16 Assessor fi1es certified copy of fina1 ratio study with Department of Revenue

1 Last day for prior year veteran exemption with 1ate fee . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..
1 Assessor's 1ast day to change va1ues on assessment ro11 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..
1 Department of Revenue examines assessors‘ ratio studies. Assessor notifies
taxpayers affected by Department of Revenue director‘: ratio order within
10 days of assessor's receipt of order . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..

4 Assessor mai1s notice of pena1ty for 1ate fi1ing of persona1 or rea1
property return . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

4 (1st Monday): Assessor mai1s notice of increased va1ues on rea1 and
persona1 property . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..

30 Assessor disqua1ifies and corrects assessmert ro11 from fann use speciai

309.205
309.205

308.242

309.035

308.295

305.260

assessment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..OAR 153-358.393
OAR 15C—33E.399

ONGOING Ju;v THROUGH JUNE

Page I“
D2252
Rev S-24-

To respond in time1y manner to appeais fi1ed with the Board of Equa1ization,
Department of Revenue and State Ta: Court. ORS 305.275 - 305.252

ORS 305.425 - 305.455

Add omitted property to current and preceedin; five years tax ro11s as it is
discovered. oas 2ss.2s: I

» lProvide statements of assessed va1ues on demand. ORS 305

Correct errors and omnissions to current and prior five years as they become evicert I
. . n .

NJ fl’) l’\

ORS 307.340, ORS 367.439, ORS 308.396, On5 311.150, ORS 311.160. ORE 311.295

Fiie appeais as necessary from orders of the Board of Eoua1ization and/or Department
of Revenue. OPS 315.715
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I. INTRODUCTION 

This report vill discuss the Valuation Section of the Division of 

Assessment and Taxation ~n general but will concentrate on the 

Residential Subsection and the part~cular needs to enable it to comply 

vith state lav and the requirements of the Oregon Department of 

Revenue. 

Several statutes will be mentioned. These statutes provide the 

Department of Revenue's supervisory author~ty and the act~on to be 

taken if appraisals are not made accord~ng to statute. They include 

the RTrue Cash Value" statute wh~ch says that appra~sals shall be at 

market value and the statute which requ~res reappraisal every six 

years. DRS 308.027, which requires the Department to adopt and enforce 

standards for computer ass~sted appra1sals w~ll be ment~oned. 

Sect~on II1 d~scusses the h~story of the Assessor's Off:ce s~nce World 

War II, includ:ng the fact that the Multnoman County Oif~ce has been, 

until recently, rather isolated from the procedures the state has 

establ~shed for other count1es. Computer~zat:on and progress ~n 

develop~ng computer ass~sted valuat:on ~s ment:oned. Pol:cy regard:ng 

compl:ance w:th the s:x year reappra:sal cycle ana tne Department's 

reJect~on of s:ngle fa~:ly dwell:ng appra:sals :n O:str:ct J 15 

cons1dered. 

Sect1on IV w:l! d~scuss Valuat:cn Sect:on appra:sal staff h1story, 

appra:ser appo1ntments and appra:ser worK ass:gnments. Staff 

requ:rements 1n the Res:dent1al Subsect:on are o:scussea. Staff:ng 15 

compared w~tn the larger count1es ~n cotn Oregon ana ~ash:ngton. 'J'wo 

plans w:ll ce presented to return s_ng!e :am:l~ app~a1sals to 



The organization of the Yaluat~on sect1on and its relationship with 

other assessment related sect1ons vill be d~scussed in Section Y. The 

subject of a designated Assessor other than the Division Director v~ll 

be considered as well as the legal eligibility requirements for the 

Assessor's position. Two proposed organization plans will be presented. 

The report concludes with several recommendations for the improvement 

of the personnel situation, the organizational arrangement and the 

appraisal cycle. 
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II Legislation 

The operations of all of Oregon's County Assessor's offices are 

governed by over 400 pages of statutes, over 100 pages of 

administrative rules, hundreds of court cases and more hundreds of 

Department of Revenue opinions and orders. Among the more significant 

statutes are the ones which provide for the supervisory authority of 

the Department of Revenue, which define True Cash Value, which 

establish the six year appraisal cycle and in the case of Multnomah 

County, which provides for computer assisted appraisals. 

An important part of the Department's supervisory authority is spelled 

out in ORS 306.115 which in section <l> reads as follo~s: 

"<1>The Department of Revenue shall exercise general supervision 

and control over the system of property taxation throughout the 

state. The department may do any act or give any order to any 

public off~cer or employee that the department deems necessary 

in the administration of the property tax la~s so that all 

properties are taxed or are exempted from taxat~on according to 

the statutes and Constitutions of the State of Oregon end of the 

Ur.ited States. Among other acts or orders deemed necessary by 

the department in exerc~s~ng ~ts superv~sory powers, the 

department may order the correct~on of cler~cal errors, errors 

in valuation or the correction of any other kind of error or 

omission ~n an assessment or tax roll as prov~oed under 

subsectlons <2J to <4l of thls sectlon." 
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,( 
Property must be valued at "True Cash Value. • 

defined in DRS 308.205 as follows: 

True Cash Value is 

•True cash value of ell property, reel end personal, means the 

market value of the property as of the assessment date. True 

cash value in all cases shall be determined by methods and 

procedures in accordance with rules adopted by the Department of 

Revenue .... 

DRS 308.234 states that . .. Each parcel of real property shall be 

appraised at least once every six years to insure that equality of 

taxation according to lav shall be secured. • 

DRS 308.D61 provides for the action to be taken by the Department of 

Revenue when appraisals are not conducted as required by law. 

Subsection <1> states that if the appraisals are not made as required 

in DRS 3D8.234, the Department shall notify the county court or board 

by February of each year. Subsection <2> provides that if the 

deficiencies are not corrected, the Department may take whatever means 

are necessary to cure them at the expense of the county. Subsect~on 

<3> reads as folloYs: 

<31 In the event that the department must perform serv~ces 

w~th~n or for a county pursuant to subsect~on <2> of th~s 

section, tne costs shall be advanced from ~ts Assessment and 

Taxation County Account, descr~bed 1n DRS 306. 125, and that 

account shall be re1mbursed from the county's share of the 

state's c~garette tax and l1quor revenues, unless other 

prov1s1on 1s made by act1on of the county court or board. 

Re~mbursement of the Assessment and Texat1on County Account 

shall be made from t~me to time upon the order of the Secretary 

of State to the State 7reasurer, oasec upon the Department of 

Revenue"s cert1:1ed, :te~:=ec statement c: such costs to the 

Sec~e~ary of Sta~e .. 



Computer assisted appraisal is provided for in ORS 308.027. This 

statute requires the Department of Revenue to adopt standards for the 

use of computers as an appraisal tool and to review the county's use 

to assure compliance. This statute was passed by the 1983 session. 

There was some question whether any computerized appraisals were 

allowable prior to that time. Supposedly, this statute would enable 

counties to use computers in such a way that they would not be so 

heavily influenced by the six year appraisal requirement. 

While there are many other statutes that control the handling of 

individual properties, exemptions, assessment roll procedures, mapping 

procedures and ownership records; the statutes mentioned above play a 

large part in determining the personnel level which is required to 

accomplish the valuation section's mission of meeting its mandated 

functions as well as meeting Multnomah County's mission. If the 

Department of Revenue finds that the Division of Assessment & Taxation 

is not in compliance, it can take steps to correct the situation which 

could detract considerably from the credibility of Multnomah County 

government. 
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III HISTORY AND PRESENT STATUS 

Since World War II and especially s~nce the early 1950s there have 

been massive changes in Oregon's property tax lave. In turn, these 

changes have created massive changes ~n the vay things are done ~n 

Assessor's offices throughout the state. At one time the state had 

very little control over these operat~ons. Many levies vere based on a 

millage rate vith the result that a district's income vould be based 

on the assessed value in that distr~ct. Each county used its ovn ratio 

of assessed value to market value. Since there vere no really strong 

controls over the accuracy of these rat~os, there vas alvays s 

suspic~on that individual counties manipulated them to gain advantages 

from the distribution of public ut~l~ty values by the Department of 

Revenue <then known as the State Tax Commission>. Faulty ratios and 

inaccurate values could also affect the equ~ty of the tax load carried 

, by taxpayers in levy distr~cts wh~cn overlapped county lines. 

Appra~sal procedures were extremely pr~mit~ve and did not conform to 

any of the standard methods wh~ch were be~ng developed and improved in 

the pr~vate sect.or. ln Multnomah County, emphas~s was placed on the 

cost approach but. any corre!at~on w~tn market value was almost 

inc~dental. The Assessor's off~ce had a land department and a bu~lding 

department. Unfortunately, they rarely commur.~cated. ln fact, the land 

was usually appra~sed ~n a d~::erent year tnan the bu~ld~ngs. Very 

l~t.tle reappra~sal was done. L~terally weeks could be spent. mak~ng a 

detailed cost est~mate of a large bu~ld~ng and maybe only m~nutes 

would be spent ~n oetermln~ng tne !lnal value by taK~ng deprec~at~on 

from a table wr.~ch used 1.5% per year for masonry bu~ldlngs ana 2% per 

year for wood bulld~ngs. Funct~onal ~nutll~ty or economic obsolescence 

was not cons1oered. 
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In the early 1950s the legislature passed several lava designed to 

provide better equalization of the property tax load. The previously 

mentioned ORS 308.234 required appraisals on a six year cycle and 

ORS 306. 125 provided for a statewide reappraisal and mapping project 

in which the state would provide these services on a cost sharing 

basis. The state vas forced to hire and train a rather large number of 

appraisers to handle this assignment and many of these people vent to 

work for the various counties after the original reappraisal vas 

completed. 

Multnomah County did not sign contracts with the state but attempted 

to do all o! its ovn reappraisal and mapping work. As a result, 

procedures in Multnomah County vere often different than those of the 

rest o! the state. On several occasions the state ordered changes on 

all values to conform to their ratio studies. Relations with the State 

Tax Commission vere strained and often acrimonious. In 1958 the law 

~ provided !or a so-called normal conditions factor to be appl1ed to 

values on the assumption that property vas selling at inflated prices 

that did not reflect true cash value. This factor vas 90% and 

Multnomah County's ratio vas 33% of true cash value. The assessor, 

because of cont1nued disagreement vith the state, multipl1ed all real 

estate values by three to supposedly place our ratio at 100% of true 

cash value. This act~cn vas roundly cr1tic1zed but it brought 

attent1on to the gross 1nequities vh1ch ex1sted. Mass1ve numbers o! 

appeals were mace to the Tax Comm1ss1on and the oif1ce vas reorgan1zed 

into a commerc1al department and a res1dent1al department charged v1th 

processing the appeals v1th standard appraisal approaches to value. 

Although ~ultnomah County never fully vent to the use oi many of the 

adm1nistrative procedures advocated by the state,this reorganizat1on 

was probably the start of the development of an office vh1Ch a decade 

later vas cons1dered one of the most pro~r~ss1ve 1n the Unlted States. 
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The appraisal staff ~as enlarged and many appraisers vere sent to the 

annual appraisal short courses put on by the state. ~any more 

appraisers spent their o~n funds to attend the more advanced courses 

taught by the professional appra~sal organizations. 

Assessment rolls vere hand ~r~tten unt~1 the County purchased its 

Univac 418. The first machine pr~nted roll vas produced ~n the •419~ 

!or the 1967-68 tax year. While this vas vithout a doubt a great step 

!orvard it vas o! very little benef~t in the appraisal area. From the 

appraiser's viewpoint it made life more complicated because of the 

value input requirements and the vouchers that complicated any changes 

that vere made outside of the batch process. It did ho~ever, provide 

appraisal cards ~hich ~ere already headed up vith legal descriptions, 

account numbers and o~ners names. It saved many hours of clerical time 

vhich had previously been spent on value ~ncrease notices. By 1969 it 

vas providing appraisers with extremely helpful sales listings sorted 

either by map number or by property type. 

During the mid 1960s ~e began to hear about a rather sophisticated 

statistical appraisal method kno~n as multiple regression analysis. 

This method ~as being developed ~n several Cal~forn~a jurisdictions 

but it vas felt that our "418" d~d not have the capacity to handle the 

massive amount of data requ~red. When Multnomah County vent to an IBM 

computer and it became apparent that Assessment and Taxat~on would 

eventually convert, a test was undertaken us~ng Lane County's 

IBM-360. The character~st~cs of 1200 recently sold s~ngle family 

d~ellings ~ere entered. Half of these were set as~de as a control 

group ~hile the others were used to develop regress~on equat~ons. The 

equations were then applleC to the control group and the result~ng 

values seemed very pro~1s1ng. The system ~as able to pred~ct sell1ng 

prices ~1th a degree cf accuracy approach1ng that of the manual sys~e~. 
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Assessment and Taxation was converted to the IBN 370-155 in 1979 and 

the fkrst roll it produced was for the 1980-81 assessment year. This 

machine had the capacity to handle regresslon analys1s so a consultant 

was hired to develop a computerized characterist1c record for single 

family dwellings. This record captured most of the data needed to make 

appraisals on this type of property and the computer could calculate 

estimated replacement cost by using tables developed from the 

Department of Revenue's cost factor books. It did not produce a sketch 

of the property as normally done on appraisal documents and did not 

produce a final value. This record, when produced in hard copy is 

cluttered and d1ff1cult to read. Carda w1th sketches are still 

mainta1ned manually by the residential valuation subsection. The use 

of multiple regression analysis requ1res considerable statistical 

ab1lity and the availabllity of time to make repeated trial runs in 

order to develop meaningful equations. The person assigned to this 

task ~as also a programer and ~as continually called upon for 

maintenance of other systems. Host of h1s ~ork ~as relative to tax 

collect1on pro~lems and record management act1v1ties. No further 

mean1ngful development of the system ~as accomplished. 

The l95J sess1on of the leg1slature passed ORS 308.027, authoriz1ng 

the use of computers to ass1st 1n valuat1on and requ1ring the 

Department cf Revenue to adept standards and rev1e~ the county's use 

to assure compl1ance. The standard ~h1ch has ~een adopted 1s ~hat the 

Department calls the "market related cost approach. • Thls 1s bas1cally 

a computer1zed appl1cat1on of thelr long stand1ng manual approach. 

Although there 1s a statute that requ1res the Department to make 

construct1on cost stuc1es 1n the Portland area w1th whlch to adJust 

the1r pu~l1shed cost factor books fer t1me. the Department still 

requ1res us to maKe add1t1onal stud1es on the theory that costs ~1ll 

vary from ne1gn~ornood to ne1ghborhooo on 1dent1cal houses. "Market 

relatec· replacement ccsts are tnen cc~pute= :cr eacn house, even 

be replacec w:t~ structures c~ s:m1lar ces:;n anc mater1als. 
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The state's approach then requ~res the local appraiser to establish 

benchmark properties for construction quality class, for deprec~at1on 

and for final market value comparisons. Data for establishing these 

benchmarks is abstracted from sales of other properties. Once these 

benchmarks are established the appraiser establishes depreciation 

tables by construction class and neighborhood. These tables go into 

the computer vhich then calculates replacement cost, applies 

depreciation and adds the land value. Land value is previously 

computed, also through use of benchmarks abstracted from sales of 

vacant lots. The resulting values must then be revieved to assure that 

everything vorked. 

Prior to passage of DRS 308.027, Multnomah County did not seriously 

attempt to use the benchmark procedure long advocated by the 

Department. Sales of property in the neighborhood vere related 

directly to the subJect property by the appra~ser. The computer 

calculated replacement cost and the appraiser usually came up ~ith a 

deprec1ation amount that vould fit h~s or her op~nion of value. 

Depend~ng on the ability of the appraiser, th1s syste~ seemed to come 

up ~~th fairly good values and reasonable coeff~c~ents of dispers1on. 

It ~as fast and enabled the county to ma1ntain 1ts s1x year appra~sal 

cycle ~h1le 22 other count1es ~ere going out of cycle .. 

Multnomah County's pol1cy had alvays been to stay ~~thin the legally 

mandated cycle regardless of a large loss ~n appra~sal personnel. Th1s 

vas done through the 1mplementat~on of every conce1vable shortcut. 

These snortcuts probably el1m~nated a cons1derable am~unt of 

redundancy but resulted 1n appra1sal records wh1ch ~ere less complete 

anC: less acc~..:rate. On December 18, lSB_,, the Llepa:-tmen·~ o:!. Rever.ue 

not1f1eC: the Multnomah County Department ci Assessment and Taxat1on 

that ~ts appra~sal program d~d not meet statutc:-y re~~..:1rements. 

However, through a process of rev1e~1ng the aop:-a1sals that had 

a l ;- e a c y beer~ rr, ace :. c :- .. _he 1 S 8 5- 6 S t ax yen:- • ... ~. e ~~ P 8 a:-·- f"". e 7'"": t. eve;; : L.; a 2 ~ y 
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\ Attempts vere made during 1985, 1986 and the early part of 1987 to 

more closely conform to the state's procedures. However, it was still 

county policy to comply with the six year cycle requirement. Faced 

with the number of appraisals required, the quality again 

deteriorated. On April 27, 1987, the Department completed another 

study end the Division vas notified that our computer assisted 

appraisals no longer met statutory requirements. The letter of 

transmittal said in pert: 

•1. Nonuniform classification end limited physical inspection 

of improvements by your appra~sel steff are resulting in 

inequitable value estimates. 

2. Current appraisal procedures are creat~ng large value 

disparities between s~milar propert~es. 

3. Value est~mates your sta!f are currently making contain a 

number of property data errors as outl~ned in the 

attached report~ 

Multnomah County's pol~cy has been to ma~l announcements to the 

taxpayers ~n the area to be appra~sed, ~nv~t~ng them to call the 

office if they ~anted an ~ns~de inspect~on o£ the property. Very fe~ 

called. Th~s exped~ted the appra~sals but certa~nly d~d noth~ng to 

improve accuracy. The Department has stated that ~e snould completely 

~nspect all prcpert~es ~h~ch are used for benchmar~s and try at least 

once, to ga~n adm~ttance to all other propert~es. Th~s should ~ncrease 

the accuracy of the character~st~cs, the qual1ty classes, the 

deprec1ation schecules and should ~mprove the qual~ty of the 

benchmarks. They also 1ns1st on extens1ve superv1sory revie~ of 

benchmarks and appra1sals to assure un1iorm1ty bet~een appra1sers and 

nel~hbcrhoods. These re~ues:s seem reasonable anc even ces1ra~!e, 
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While the Division of Assessment and Taxation has long contended that 

it is using the more acceptable market data approach, the Department 

feels that our appraisal record does not refer to comparable sales and 

therefore cannot be used to defend or support the individual values. 

The Department's order of April 27, 1987, relative to the reappraisal 

of Appraisal District 3, came after the 1987-88 values had already 

been applied to the roll. The intention was that these values would 

not be used for 1987-88 but since they were already applied, the 

Department allowed us to leave them on the roll but to review them 

using the Department's recommended procedures. This action effectively 

put Multnomah County out of compliance with the six year reappraisal 

requirement. Since the review procedures are actually more extensive 

and time consuming than the procedures used for the original 

appraisals and new procedures have to be learned by the appraisal 

staff, it is questionable whether the area in question vill be 

' completely finished for the 1988-89 year. 
t 

In the meantime, development work on the new, more sophisticated 

systems vhich have come into use in many other parts of the nation had 

come to a halt. Since the order came from the Department of Revenue in 

Ap::-11 1987, and up to the tl.me of this vriting, practically all 

resowrces in the resl.dentl.al appraisal section have been devoted to 

p::-ocessl.ng appeals, learning the Department's "Cost Related Market 

Approach, • and ::.mplemer.tl.ng the approach. 

It should be remembered that Multnomah County started developing a 

computer assisted approach in the mid-70s as a solut::.on to personnel 

losses vhl.ch ve::-e being experl.enced. Very ll.ttle gul.dance or even 

interest vas shovn by the Department of Revenue and O?.S 308.027 had 

not been passed. 
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Jim Wilcox, at that time assistant to the director o! the Division o! 

Assessment and Taxation, submitted a report dated June 1, 1978 

regarding the development ot computer assisted appraisal systems. It 

vas contemplated at that time that A & T would develop a system which 

used both the cost approach and a market comparison approach in the 

form o! regression analysis. His application o! the cost· approach 

would have had the computer calculate replacement cost based on 

characteristics previously input while depreciation tables would have 

been developed directly !rom the market without the intermediate step 

ot establishing benchmarks. Regression analysis is really a market 

data approach which statistically abstracts weights !rom sold 

properties !or the various property characteristics and arrives at an 

equation which can then be applied by the computer to arrive at the 

indicated value o! other properties in the neighborhood. Since his 

report was written, another process known as the wadaptive estimation 

procedure" or "feedback" has been developed. Feedback starts with 

component values estimated by an appraiser. Sales are then fed into 

the system one at a time and the original values are altered as 

additional -sales are ted in. Using an iterative process, weights are 

eventually developed wn~ch estimate values for all characteristics. 

These values can then be computer appl~ed to all other propert~es. 

Since very little progress had been made in further development of 

these systems, a cata a~alyst was hired ~n 1985 to perform the rat~o 

study work requ~red by law and to concentrate on further development. 

The former data analyst was eventually reass~gned to ISD as a 

programmer. The new analyst had to fam~liar~ze herself w~th our 

systems ~nd then spent cons~derable t~me correcting some def~cienc~es 

in the computer~zed sales f~les. Progress has slowed because of her 

involvement ~n the aftermath of the Department of Revenue's oroer a~d 

because it would be redundant to proceed too far until more is known 

about the proposed update o! A & T's ent~re computer~zed syste~. 
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While one cannot be highly critical of the Department's market related 

cost approach, it is still felt that further development of 

regression analysis and feedback might eventually provide more 

equitable values with no greater and possibly leas cost. 

Elimination of the necessity of developing numerous benchmarks would 

provide a prime area of cost reduction. Since the Department of 

Revenue does not seem ready to take a leadership position in this 

area, it would seem necessary to develop such systems parallel with 

the operation of the cost related market approach, test them against 

that system and if proven superior, to apply the pressure needed to 

have them accepted by the Department. 

No serious attempt has been made to implement computer assisted 

appraisals for commercial or income types of property. Because of the 

larger volume of properties in the single family classification, it 

has been deemed appropriate ~n almost all computer~zed Jur~sdictions 

~o start development in the single family area. When look~ng at all 

types of commercial propert~es, it would seem that the great number of 

variables and the relat~vely smaller number of each type of property 

would make computerization of less ~mmediate ~mportance. However, this 

~s an area that should be stud~ed. Mult~-fam~ly propert~es could be 

converted with relat~ve ease and could be very cost effect~ve. 

Computer~zed character~stic f~les on all commerc~al "propert~es could 

be useful for var~ous econom~c stud~es and for the ab~l~ty to sort by 

s~ze, age , type, etc. 

As the recently approved computer~zed mapp~ng system becomes a 

real~ty, computer storage of property character~st~cs could become 

valuable to many branches of government as well as pr~vate ~ndustry. 

The system's abil~ty to sort geograph~cally vould be extremely 

helpful. For exarr,ple, a planner, aeveloper cr eco:~om~c analyst caul::: 
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IV APPRAISAL PERSONNEL AND COMPLIANCE 

Hope~ully,this section vill be of assistance to the reader in draving 

his or her conclusion regarding the adequacy of staf~ing in the 

Valuation Section o~ A & T. It vill discuss hiring policies, 

promotional policies, career paths, and training. Numeric adequacy 

vill be discussed in relation to ~ulfillment of statutory 

requirements and county missions. 

PROPERTY APPRAISER APPOINTMENTS 

~ebster's Ninth Nev Collegiate Dictionary defines a profession as •a 

calling requiring specialized knowledge and often long and intensive 

academic preparation~ It defines a professional as one vho is 

•characterized by or conforming to the technical or ethical standards 

of a profession. • In rev~ew~ng the requ~rements for ad valorem 

property appra~sers in the State of Oregon it appears they ere at 

least para-professio~als while many of them certainly achieve a level 

that should be cons~dered professional. In order to be employed as an 

appraiser for tax purposes, they must pass the Certified Appraiser 

Examination vh~ch 1s adm~n~stered by the state's Executive Department. 

In order to be allowec to take the exam~nat~on they must have a 

bachelor's degree ~n certa~n spec~f~ed f1elcs, an assoc1ate's degree 

1n real estate from a commun1ty college or extens1ve appraisal 

exper1ence ~n l1eu of educat1on. After go1ng through the county 

perso~nel procedures pr1or to be1ng employed, they are st~ll subJect 

to be~ng tra1ned ~n the pract1cal aspects of valu1ng property and this 

county's systems. They are expected to conform to all of the statutes 

regard~ng equ1table valuat1ons, they must work 1n the field vith the 

l1m~ted superv~s~on wh~ch f~eld work 1mpl1es and they must be prepared 
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hearings and in court. Absolute impartiality and fairness in dealing 

with valuation matters is essential. As they have the opportunity to 

progress professionally, they could be !aced w•th extremely 

sophisticated valuation problems. 
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APPRAISAL STAFF HISTORY 

Current stafflng and organization of the Valuation Section is 

illustrated on page IV-7, followed by page IV-8, illustrating the same 

information for the 1973-74 fiscal year. The starting point for 

developing the 1973-74 illustration vas that year's budget document, 

vhich does not shov the separate crev assignments. Memoranda vritten 

at or about that time vas revieved to aid in arriving at the number of 

people assigned to the various sections and the memory of some of 

those vho vere employed by A & T at the time vas also invoked. 

The 1973-74 chart shove 110 people employed in Valuation. This group 

consisted of 69 appraisers, 13 appraiser supervisors, 5 personal 

property auditors, 18 clerks, 4 section chief appraisers and 

1 valuation manager. 

'The current chart shovs a reduction to 65 people. Appraisers have been 

reduced from 59 to 33. Appraiser supervisors have been reduced from 

13 to 5. Personal property auditors have been reduced from 5 to 2. 

Chief appraisers have been reduced from 4 to 2 and clerical pos1t1ons 

have been reduced from 20 to 18. 

The 1573-74 fiscal year has been used as the year to make compar1so~s 

~lth the current year because that seems to be the last year for ~hlch 

meanlngful records are avallable. Sen1or members of the staff recall 

that in earlier years the staff had as many as 88 appra1scrs. 

Long standlng pol1cy ln A & T has been to comply wlth the six year 

cycle regardless of personnel resources. In order to do thls, many 

short cuts have been taken. Computer1zation ~as expected to solve the 

problem but has only been partlally effect1ve. The Oregon Department 

of Revenue now cons1ders ~ultnomah County out o: compllance and has 
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DIRECTOR VALUATION 

MANAGER 
·. 

VALUATION SECTION STAFFING 

1987-88 FISCAL YEAR 

RESIDENTIAL CHIEF APPRAISER 

SECTION SUPERVISORS 

APPRAISERS 

COMMERCIAL, CHIEF APPRAISER 

INDUSTRIAL, SUPERVISORS 

PERSONAL APPRAISERS 

PROPERTY I FIN SPEC 

SECTION FIN TECH 

CLERICAL SUPERVISOR 

SUPPORT OFFICE ASST IV 

SECTION OFFICE ASST III 

OFFICE ASST II 

DATA MANAGER 

ANALYSIS OFFICE ASST II 

TOTAL 
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1 
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4 

18 

1 

1 

1 

1 

5 

13 

1 

1 
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DIRECTOR VALUATION 

1'1ANAGER 

VALUATION STAFFING 

1973-74 FISCAL YEAR 

RESIDENTIAL CHIEF APPRAISER 

SECTION SUPERVISORS 

APPRAISERS 

CLERKS 

COMMERCIAL CHIEF APPRAISER 

SECTION SUPERVISORS 

APPRAISERS 

CLERKS 

PERSONAL CHIEF APPRAISER 

PROPERTY SUPERVISORS 

SECTION APPRAISERS 

AUDITORS 

CLERKS 

INDUSTRIAL CHIEF APPRAISER 

SECTION APPRAISERS 
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APPRAISAL SUPERVISOR 

ANALYTICAL APPRAISERS 

CLERKS 

TRAINING & SUPERVISOR 

APPEALS 

TOTAL 
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1 

4 

26 

5 

1 

4 

22 

4 

1 

3 

13 

5 

6 

l 

6 

l 

l 

2 

2 

l 
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APPENDIX D 

OTHER RELEVANT MATERIALS 

Other relevant materials include: 

• Disintegration of Oregon's Property Tax System, a report by the 
Oregon Department of Revenue, March, 1987 

• Oregon's Property Tax System: The Disintegration Continues, a report 
by the Oregon Department of Revenue, November, 1988 
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INTRODUCTION 

In March of 1987 the Department of Revenue released a report on the "Disintegration 
of Oregon's Property Tax System." That report discussed problems in the property 
tax system which were causing properties in Oregon to be assessed and taxed 
unfairly. 

In the period since, there has been a continuing disintegration of the system. Last 
year, 22 of the 36 counties were out of compliance with the statute requiring current 
appraisals. Today that number has grown to 26. As this disintegration of the 
foundation continues, a system that collects over $2 billion a year in taxes is 
becoming more and more unfair. 
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OREGON'S PROPERTY TAX SYSTEM: 
THE DISINTEGRATION CONTINUES 

Summary 

• The property tax, at over $2 billion, is Oregon's largest single tax resource. 

• The fairness of the property tax is based on the accuracy of property appraisal of 
over 1,600,000 accounts statewide. 

• To be accurate, and fair, appraisals must be current. 

• Counties are losing ability to maintain current appraisals due to staff losses. 

• Due to economic conditions staffing levels of county assessment and tax offices 
have been reduced from 1 ,294 in 1980 to 870 in 1988. 

• Appraisal staff reduced from 498 to 349. 

• 26 of Oregon's 36 counties now unable to keep appraisals current. 

• Inaccurate appraised values lead to: 

• Unfair distribution of property tax burden (many taxpayers now pay more or less 
than fair share). 

• Taxpayers in "joint" district (covering more than one county) may not be paying 
same amount for same service. 

• School districts may not receive fair share of state basic school support funds. 

• Bonding capacity of state, cities, and local districts may be adversely impacted. 

• The unfairness of Oregon's property tax will continue to grow unless corrective 
action is taken. 
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SECTION 1 

Oregon•s Property Tax System: 
A 

Growing Crisis 

The property tax is the largest single tax in Oregon. As a major 
source of revenue, the property tax provides funding to support such 
services as education, police and fire protection, city and county 
administration, and the many other services that affect the 
day-to-day quality of life for Oregonians. 

Being the largest tax in the state, exceeding the personal income 
tax by nearly $700 million, it is imperative that the administration 
of the property tax pro vi de that a 11 rea 1 and persona 1 property be 
valued in a fair and equitable manner. Only then will there be 
assurance that each property owner pays only their fair share of the 
property tax burden. 

fair Taxation 

for the property tax to be effective, the administration of the 
property tax must provide that a 11 rea 1 and persona 1 property be 
valued in a fair and equitable manner so that the distribution of 
the tax is uniform on all taxable property. 

That concept is so basic that it has been a component of Oregon • s 
Constitution from the earliest days of Oregon's history. 

Article I, Section 32 ... all taxation must be uniform on the same 
class of subjects within the territorial limits of the taxing 
authority. 

And, Article IX, Section l ... gives both the legislative assembly and 
the people, through the initiative process, the authority to pass 
uniform rules of assessment and taxation. Also, all taxes shall be 
levied and collected under general laws operating uniformly 
throughout the state. 

skn:0388S (11/3) 1 



Uniformity in Oregon 

Even with Oregon's property tax problems, a sound, fair, and 
equitable basis for the property tax can be achieved. The problems 
of today are in many ways a repeat of history. During the 
depression era in the 1930's severe state and county budget cuts 
forced staff reductions in assessment and tax offices. During this 
period virtually no work was done to maintain current appraisals. 
This condition continued through the period of World War II. The 
post war years saw inflation, population, and industrial growth 
which adversely affected the counties• abilities to address 
valuation inequities. By the late 1940's it became apparent that 
due to limited staff and a rapidly changing market the assessment of 
properties was completely unfair. 

To address the problem the legislature enacted a statewide 
reappraisal program. This program involved inventorying and 
revaluing all properties in Oregon. In addition, a standardized 
mapping system was developed to insure accurate maps which serve as 
a base for the appraisal and records functions. This program took 
almost 16 years to complete and cost over $10 million. Conservative 
estimates place the cost at seven to eight times as much for such a 
program today. 

The legislature also recognized that the reason the system had 
become unfair was due to the long time lag between property 
reappraisal. Therefore, legislation was enacted which required each 
property be reappraised at least once every six years. This, and 
other legislation, such as the annual adjustment of values, and 
compliance requirements, developed a property tax system that by the 
late 1960's and early 1970's was recognized as a leader nationwide. 

Uniformity Lost 

In 1980 Oregon began to experience a serious economic decline. One 
of the results of this decline was a reduction in assessors• and tax 
collectors• staff from 1,259 in 1980 to about 870 at the present 
time. The result of these reductions soon became obvious. 
Appraisal work in most counties was severely curtailed. In fact, in 
some counties, appraisal work, with the exception of new 
construction, was completely eliminated. 
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This trend has caused more and more counties to become 
11 out-of-cycle" with the six-year appraisal requirement. In 1980 
only 1 of the 36 counties had out-of-cycle appraisals. In 1982, 
five counties were out-of-cycle, by 1984 the number had doubled to 
ten, and in 1987 22 counties had appra i sa 1 s more than six years 
old. Although Oregon's economy has had a comeback in most areas, 
the number of counties with out-of-cycle appraisals still continues 
to grow at an alarming rate with 26 counties out-of-cycle for the 
January 1, 1988 assessment date. 

Because of the lack of current appraisals, uniformity of assessment, 
which dictates the success or failure of a property tax system, is 
rapidly being lost. Incorrect property inventories, improperly 
maintained maps, and inaccurate valuations are becoming the norm. 
Now, our current property tax system is rapidly mirroring the 
conditions of the 1930s and 1940s that existed before the 
reappraisal program of the 1950s. 

As mentioned before, the legislature in the late 1940s and 1950s saw 
the crucial need to correct the unfairness of the property tax 
system of that time. Although they had initiated the statewide 
reappraisal, they recognized that the system would fall into decline 
if appraisals were not kept current. 

The legislature of that time adopted the six-year appraisal cycle to 
eliminate the decline of fairness in our property tax system. 
However, a 1 though provisions were made to prevent a county from 
intentionally failing to maintain the appraisal cycle, there were no 
provisions installed to continue the system through an economic 
decline. 

Now, due to budget reductions, many counties have lost their ability 
to maintain current appraisals. Recent compliance studies made in 
Lane and Clatsop counties, and studies currently underway in 
Clackamas and Linn counties found numerous properties that had not 
been reappraised in over ten years. The studies show that in the 
out-of-cycle areas it is almost commonplace to find similar homes in 
the same neighborhood with significant differences in value. For 
some homes reviewed during this study the difference was as much as 
$20,000. This resulted in some property owners paying much more 
(over $500) in taxes than their neighbor paid for the same home. 
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Exhibit 1 

Counties With Out-of- Cycle Appraisals 

(January 1, 1988) 

Out of Cycle 
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The examples found were not isolated cases. Inequitable property 
taxation was found to exist in all out-of-cycle areas to a greater 
or lesser degree, and in all property types. Along with residential 
properties, commercial, rural tracts, and farm and industrial 
properties also were found to suffer from the loss of fairness in 
the property tax system. 

Effect on Tax Levies and Bonding Capacity 

Not only do inaccurate values have a direct effect on taxpayers, 
they also affect state bonding capacity. A variety of general 
obligation and revenue bond programs have been approved in Oregon 
for the state to finance public purpose programs and projects. 
Generally these bonds are limited to a percentage of the total true 
cash value (TCV) in the state. For example: 

Veterans Bonds - limited to 8 percent of TCV 
Higher Education Building limited to 3/4 of 

1 percent of TCV 
Water development projects - limited to 1 1/2 percent 

of TCV 
Housing for elderly and disabled - limited to 1/2 

of 1 percent of TCV 

As these and other state bonds are 1 imited by the tota 1 true cash 
value in the state it is important that the indicated true cash 
value be as accurate as possible. An understatement of the value 
could place an unrealistic limit on our bonding capacity. 
Conversely, if it is perceived that the value is overstated it may 
have an effect on the bond rating and adversely affect the interest 
rate charged. 

In addition to state bonding, there are some areas where true cash 
value has an effect on a taxing district•s ability to levy taxes or 
sell bonds. 

The legislature has limited the property tax power of many districts 
to a percentage of the true cash value, or the assessed value, of 
property in the district. The maximum amount a district can 
certify, therefore, will not be correct if the value of the district 
is not correct. For example, many road districts are limited to 
levy 1/4 of 1 percent ( .0025) of the total true cash value of the 
district. 
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Many local governments are also limited in their power to issue 
bonds to a percentage of the true cash value by particular statutory 
reference. Under ORS 287.004, the bonding authority of cities is 
limited, after certain adjustments, to 3 percent of true cash value. 

Western Oregon Timber Severance taxes and Eastern Oregon Timber 
Severance taxes are distributed to taxing districts as a tax levy 
offset. The amount a district receives is determined in part by the 
prior year's tax rate. Since tax rates are determined by the 
assessed value of the district, an incorrect value may result in an 
incorrect rate. Incorrect rates will result in a district receiving 
more or less severance tax offsets than it should. 

In the Addenda is a copy of Chapter 14 "lax Levy Limitation" from 
the ~udget Manual for Municipal Corporations. This includes a chart 
that lists many of the bonding and levy limitations of various 
taxing districts in Oregon. 

State Aid for Schools 

Funding of elementary and secondary schools in Oregon has 
traditionally placed a heavy reliance on the property tax. But with 
the uneven distribution of property wealth between school districts, 
it became apparent decades ago that the quality of education varied 
greatly between school districts in Oregon. 

To address the problem, provisions were established to provide state 
aid to equalize the property wealth of school districts and thus 
equalize the quality of education. 

About $300 million of the state's aid to school districts is 
distributed through what is called the equalization formula. This 
formula attempts to equalize, among schoo 1 districts, the taxab 1 e 
property per child. With so many counties not current on their 
appraisal of property, this state aid is not being distributed as 
intended. Some school districts are rece1v1ng more state 
equalization dollars than they should, and others are receiving less 
equalization dollars than they should. Because accurate 
equalization is so important, the Governor's Commission on School 
Funding Reform has recommended the state's school aid formula be 
suspended until the appraisal of property is brought back in cycle. 
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Other Problem Areas 

In addition to the unfairness caused by appraisals being outside of 
the six-year cycle, there are other serious problems resulting from 
the staff limitations which are having a detrimental effect on 
assessment equity; i.e.: 

1. To compensate for loss of staff, counties have 
sought to acce 1 erate the rate of appra i sa 1 s. To 
appraise the same number of properties with a 
reduced staff requires that something must be 
sacrificed. What has been sacrificed is the 
quality of appraisal. Detailed property 
inspections and reviews have been drastically 
reduced, resulting in inaccurate appraisals. 

2. Support by assessors' staffs on appea 1 s to boards 
of equalization has been reduced and less effort 
is being made to support appeals to the Department 
of Revenue and in Tax Court. This results in 
appeal bodies making decisions with less 
information, further distorting the value 
relationship between properties (see Exhibit 2). 

3. In many counties, annual valuation of personal 
property and computation of farm use values 
previously done by appraisers is now an office 
clerical function. There are no field inspections 
to determine if all personal property is fairly 
taxed, or to examine property to ensure correct 
farm use assessment. 

4. Map systems are not being properly maintained. In 
many counties, new maps are not being made when 
needed. Deed processing is delayed several 
months, or even indefinitely. Tracing corrections 
and appraisal maps are several months to a year 
behind. 

5. Assessment roll records' 
fa 1l en behind. Name and 
roll are delayed causing 
taxpayers. And, in some 
are being sent out late. 
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Exhibit2 

Board of Equalization Petitions Filed 

County 1980 1988 

Baker 145 44 
Benton 414 422 
Clackamas 687 1 , 113 
Clatsop 186 71 
Columbia 247 166 
Coos 103 374 
Crook 84 31 
Curry 214 106 
Deschutes 349 1,106 
Douglas 86 387 
Gilliam 18 7 
Grant 46 0 
Harney 32 10 
Hood River 150 39 
Jackson 503 795 
Jefferson 19 46 
Josephine 181 239 
Klamath 91 250 
Lake 10 20 
Lane 1. 617 1,656 
Lincoln 344 442 
Linn 119 188 
Malheur 122 47 
Marion 894 539 
Morrow 57 91 
Multnomah 2,860 4,600 
Polk 151 250 
Sherman 4 2 
Tillamook 283 286 
Umatilla 139 268 
Union 69 94 
Wallowa 124 27 
Wasco 109 179 
Washington 658 700 
Wheeler 42 3 
Yamhill 236 251 

Totals 11 • 393 14,849 
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6. Service to the taxpayer has been reduced. Many 
counties have limited times when the public can 
contact the assessors' offices. The problem has 
become so severe, taxpayers in some counties are 
forced to look up records information on their own 
without assistance or explanation from county 
staff. 

Conclusion 

Oregon's property tax system of today has lost, in a short period of 
time, much of the fairness that was achieved over the previous two 
or three decades. Each year that passes without corrective action 
tends to compound the problem, with more and more properties paying 
taxes based on obsolete values. 

Actions are being taken to increase the efficiency of the appraisal 
process, but without adequate staffing, correction of the existing 
value disparities is unlikely in the foreseeable future. In the 
meantime, many property owners will be paying an unfair share of 
property taxes. 

Following are some examples, found during Department of Revenue 
county studies, of actual properties which were unfairly taxed due 
to the counties' inability to maintain current appraisals. 

RESIDENTIAL 

Problem: 

Examples 

Two similar homes in same neighborhood. Taxes should 
be equal, but one is paying over $330 more than its fair 
share. 

Property #l appraised value $63,550. Taxes= $2,178.49 
Property #2 appraised value $73,190. Taxes = $2,508.95 
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RESIDENTIAL 

Problem: 

RESIDENTIAL 

Problem: 

RESIDENTIAL 

Problem: 

Examples 

Two similar houses in same neighborhood should be taxed 
approximately equal. One property paying almost $700 
more than its fair share. 

Property #l appraised value $51,000. Taxes= $1,748.28 
Property #2 appraised value $71,380. Taxes = $2,446.91 

$45,000 house has never been placed on tax roll causing 
tax shift to other properties in area. 

Taxes should be $1,430. Actual tax $0.00 

Home remodeled and added over 3,300 sq. ft. in 1980. 
New addition never added to tax roll. Value on roll 
was $126,000. Should have been $235,000. 

Total taxes for seven years (actual) = $18,330 
Total taxes for seven years (should have been) = $36,200 
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DUPLEX PROPERTY 

Problem: 

DUPLEX PROPERTY 

Problem: 

COHHERCIAL 

Problem: 

skn:0388S (11/3) 

Examples 

Two duplexes were built in 1979 by the same builder, 
using the same floor plan, and are in the same 
condition. One duplex was never placed on the tax 
roll. 

Property taxes paid on #l since 1979 have been 
approximately $16,000 
Property taxes paid on #2 from 1979 have been $0.00 

Both duplexes were built by the same builder, at the 
same time, using the same floor plan, and are in the 
same condition. However, one property is valued at 
$52,740 and the other at $46,950. One property is 
paying almost $200 more than its fair share. 

l axes on pt'Operty #1 =- $1,80/.93 
Taxes on property #2 =- $1,609.45 

Two conmercial buildings, very similar in siLe, 
condition, and utility should be valued 
approximately the same. But, one is undervalued 
and not paying its fair share of tax. 

Property #1 appraised value $3,390. Taxes= $87.94 
Property #2 appraised value $38,470. Taxes= $997.91 
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COMMERCIAL 

Problem: 

COMMERCIAL 

Problem: 

RURAL PROPERTY 

Problem: 

skn: 03885 ( 11/3) 

Examples 

Two commercial buildings, very similar in size, 
condition, and utility should be valued approximately 
the same. 

Property #1 appraised value $55,000. Taxes = $1,426.70 
Property #2 appraised value $147,690. Taxes= $3,831.08 

Two commercial buildings, very similar, except the 
building on property #2 has been remodeled and should 
be valued MORE than building on property #1 but is 
actually valued less. 

Property #l appraised value $38,140. Taxes= $989.35 
Property #2 appraised value $13,650. Taxes = $354.08 

Property #l is receiving Farm Use special 
assessment but legally should not be. 

Taxes on property (actual) = $18.26 
Taxes on property (should be) = $479.60 
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RURAL PROPERTY 

Problem: 

RURAL PROPERTY 

Problem: 

Examples 

Two new buildings were built approximately 1984 but not 
appraised and placed on tax roll until 1988. 

Value currently on the roll for these two new buildings 
is $26,974 

Additional taxes which should have been assessed are 
$523.02 per year 

Taxes not collected for the three years totaled 
$1,569.06 

Two new buildings on a property were built, one in 1978 
and one in 1981, but were not appraised and added to 
the tax roll until 1988. 

Taxes which should have been assessed: 

Property #l = $300 per year or $3,000 
Property #2 = $160 per year or $960 

Taxes not collected= $3,960 

The examples listed above are not isolated problems. Without 
current appraisals, inequities in the values of properties have 
developed in all counties which are out-of-cycle. Individual 
taxpayers are paying more or less than their fair share of taxes, 
and this condition will continue to worsen until corrections can be 
made through reappraisal. 
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Exhibit 3 
Status of Oregon Counties 

as of January 1, 1988 

1988 
Compliance Approximate Percent 

With x-Year Percent Change 
Appraisal Out-of Number of Staff From 1980 

Counties Cycle Cycle (1) 1980 1988 To 1988 

Baker No * 14.5 10 -31 
Benton No 9 29 21.25 ** -27 
Clackamas No 31 91 1)9 (2) -24 
Clatsop No 31) 25 22 (2) -12 
Columbia No 11) 22 13 --41 
Coos No * 32 24 -25 
Crook No 34 12 8 -33 
Curry Yes 0 15 13 -13 
Deschutes No 7 45 29.5 -34 
Douglas No * 52 41.5 --20 
Gilliam No * 4 2 -50 
Grant No 7 7.25 5 -31 
Harney Yes 0 9 4 -51) 
Hood River No * 7.75 7 -10 
Jackson No * 74 47 -31) 
Jefferson Yes 0 13 9 -31 
Josephine No * 37 21 -27 
Klamath Yes 0 38 23 -39 
Lake Yes 0 8.5 5.25 --38 
Lane No 71 155 83 ( 2) --41) 
Lincoln Yes 0 33 26 ** --21 
Linn No 37 47 31.6 -33 
Malheur No 7 20 15 -25 
Marion No 10 85 53.5 ** -37 
Morrow No 13 12 5 -58 
Multnomah No 13 179 123 (2) -31 
Polk No 21 35 13 -63 
Sherman Yes 0 3 2 -33 
Tillamook No 25 16 13 ** -19 
Umat111a No 12 38 25 --34 
Union No !) 16.5 12.5 --24 
Wallowa Yes 0 7 4.75 -32 
Wasco No * 12 9 -25 
Washington No * 68 53 -22 
Wheeler Yes 0 3.5 2.25 -36 
Yamhi 11 Yes 0 28 18 ** -36 

Total 1, 294 870 .l 

* Less than 5 percent or industrial only 
** Assessor 1 s office only 
( 1 ) Does not include counties lack of review of rural land 

soil classification 
(2) Increase of ten or more staff over 1987 level 
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SECTION 2 

Specific Problem Areas In Oregon•s 
Property Tax System 

The underlying cause of the growing unfairness in Oregon's property 
tax system is basically similar in all out-of-cycle counties. Due 
to economic conditions, staff has been drastically reduced in the 
assessment and tax offices. Even with the large gains made in 
productivity over the past few years, the remaining staff cannot 
carry out the duties necessary to maintain a fair system. 

Although all areas of the assessment process have been affected by 
the reduced staff, the most serious effect has been in the area of 
property appraisal. 

Following is a discussion of the problems that exist in each area of 
the assessment and taxation process. 

Appraisal Program 

The valuation of property sets the level of uniformity, or fairness, 
of the property tax. Therefore, when widespread problems exist in 
this area, the entire property tax system becomes unfair. 

The most serious problem in the valuation of property is the 
counties' inability to maintain current appraisals as required under 
the statutory six-year reappraisal cycle. 

The 36 county assessors are responsible to value all "locally 
appraised" property. Locally appraised property is all property not 
specifically identified to be appraised by the Department of 
Revenue. It is the Department of Revenue's responsibility to 
appraise utility properties (electric, communications, water 
companies, etc.) and large industrial plants. 

The counties are responsible for appraising all other property 
including residential, commercial, recreational, multi-family, rural 
tracts, and farms. 
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During the 1970s the number of appraisers employed by the counties 
increased with the increase in workload. In 1970 the counties had 
434 appraisers. That number increased to about 500 in the late 
1970s. Since 1980 the number has been steadily decreasing to around 
350 at the present time. However, since 1970 the number of property 
accounts to be appraised has grown from about 1.1 million to about 
1.6 million. 

The decrease in staff combined with increased workload has caused 
the majority of counties (26 in 1987) to fail to meet the statutory 
six-year appraisal cycle. With decreased staffs many counties 
attempted to maintain cycle by requ1r1ng more appraisals per 
person. This reached a point where many properties were being 
appraised by merely driving by and viewing the property from the car 
or not reappraising the property at all. Thus, many property 
changes such as new additions and remodels were not picked up. The 
general quality (equity) of appraisals in some counties has 
deteriorated to a point where only a complete physical reappraisal 
would correct the problem. 

Although the majority of counties need additional staff to correct 
the problems that exist, there have been improvements made in 
procedures which compensate for some lost staff. Even with the 
growth in workload, the number of appraisers statewide necessary to 
maintain a current appraisal cycle is estimated to be about 120 less 
than the 500 appraisers employed by the counties in 1980. 

Status of the 36 Counties 

following is a brief overview of the status that exists in the 
appraisal program for each of the 36 counties in Oregon. 

Baker 

Benton 

Clackamas 

County is outside the six -year cycle. Low salaries 
are causing better appraisers to leave for other 
counties or jobs. The work environment in the office 
is not good. 

County is outside the six-year cycle. County is in 
the process of installing a computer assisted 
appraisal program. 

County, as of January 1, 1988, was approximately 
38,000 accounts out-of-cycle. This is mainly due to 
past staff reductions. 
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Exhibit 5 

County Property Tax Statistics 

January 1, 1988 Assessor's 
Locally Assessed 1987/88 Number of Budget 

County True Cash Value Total Taxes Accounts* 7-1-88 

Baker 335,798,390 9,699,263 13 '178 253,710 
Benton 1 '713,223,020 49,432,777 28,010 750,265 
Clackamas 8,428,314,190 215,107,416 127,980 2,425,997 
Clatsop 1,393,673,710 27,642,716 29,552 720,306 
Columbia 907. 590,917 26,247,195 26,704 457,630 
Coos 1,343,531,685 37,854,473 41 '728 531,255 
Crook 339,463,990 6,716,270 13' 170 188,403 
Curry 619,050,270 8,895,145 15 '350 350,421 
Deschutes 2,352,816,770 52,086,237 64,995 828,693 
Douglas 2,318,378,462 53,030,799 53,598 1,161,247 
Gilliam 106,814,503 2,878,834 3,565 71,980 
Grant 228,506,364 3,587,122 6,705 136,280 
Harney 189,341,400 4,508,249 10,330 145,203 
Hood River 437,958,340 9,460,743 9,102 288,765 
Jackson 3,898,998,011 81,946,912 87,809 1,302,205 
Jefferson 274,386,477 8' 091 '193 11 '790 202,409 
Josephine 1,668,490,760 28,406,992 37,351 632,140 
Klamath 1,489,021,859 33,766,322 68,099 643 '174 
Lake 212,230,580 4,921,241 15' 628 190,155 
Lane 6,525,680,580 205,002,372 141,000 2,699,266 
Lincoln 1,736,641,480 38,030,376 41,864 843,242 
Linn 2,063,093,392 58,766,975 48,607 978,818 
Malheur 623,582,480 17,513,158 17,494 342,850 
Marion 4,816,545,740 136,067,884 97,133 1,876,214 
Morrow 286,941,920 13,765,150 7,189 176' 328 
Multnomah 18,248,183,482 544,985,251 250,006 5,225,534 
Polk 1 , 000 ' 7 84 • 4 31 21,900' 194 26,742 516,251 
Sherman 81,903,290 3,235,381 2 '913 70,324 
Tillamook 849,736,540 16,216,965 25,209 218,233 
Umatilla 1,279,674,210 35,721 '754 35,764 561,088 
Union 452,731,071 14,537,397 14 '162 337,870 
Wallowa 192,585,700 5,600,201 7,181 98,457 
Wasco 498,207,242 19,577,117 14,972 294,867 
Washington 9,726,580,200 250,824,737 117,874 2,474,425 
Wheeler 45,018,700 992,427 2,096 55,661 
Yamhill 1,550,453,890 39,606,883 32. l 09 606 '700 

Totals 78,235,934,046 2,092,624,121 1,546,957 28,656,366 

* Does not include centrally assessed or exempt properties. 
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Exhibit 6 
Appraisers Number of Appraisers 

Budgeted Necessary to Maintain 
County 7-1-88 (1) Statutory Cycle (2) 

Baker 5 5 
Benton 11.25 10 
Clackamas 28 30 
Clatsop 10 8 

Columbia 6 7.5 
Coos 8.5 9 
Crook 4 4 
Curry 6 5 

Deschutes 11 12 
Douglas 20 18 
Gi 11 iam 1 1 
Grant 2 3 

Harney 2 2.5 
Hood River 3 3 
Jackson 19 19 
Jefferson 3 3 

Josephine 13 11 
Klamath 8 10 
Lake 2.25 2.25 
Lane 13 33 

Lincoln 12 9 
Linn 11 12 
Malheur 7 6 
Marion 25 24 

Morrow 2 3 
Multnomah 46 56 
Polk 4 6.5 
Sherman 1 1 

Tillamook 4 5 
Umatilla 12 12 
Union 6 6 
Wallowa 1.5 2 

Wasco 5 4 
Washington 27 26 
Wheeler . 5 1 
Yamhill 9 9 

Total 349 378.75 

(1) May include data analyst and personal property appraisers 
in some counties. 

(2) Estimated by the Department of Revenue; does not include 
full time data analyst or property appraisers. 
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Exhibit 7 

Counties Requiring Additional Appraisers 

(July 1, 1988) 
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Clatsop 

Columbia 

Coos 

Crook 

Curry 

Deschutes 

Douglas 

Gi 11 iam 

Grant 

Harney 

Hood River 

Jackson 

Jefferson 

County is about 10,000 accounts out-of-cycle for 
January l. 1988. This was due to past staff 
reductions. A recent passage of a new tax base will 
provide adequate staffing. 

County is out-of-cycle by approximately 4,000 accounts 
due to a reduced four day work week and loss of 
staff. The county has computer capabilities but lacks 
the funds to complete appraisal programming needs. 

County is outside the six-year cycle because of past 
reduced staff and high turnover. 

County is out-of -eye l e by about 4, 300 accounts. 
County recently went through a budget uncertainty 
resulting in two appraisers leaving for more secure 
jobs. 

County is within the six-year cycle with no major 
staffing or management problems. 

County has approximately 4,000 accounts out-of-cycle. 
County continues to improve production and quality of 
appraisals. 

County is outside the six-year cycle on industrial 
properties but has no major staffing or management 
problems. 

County is outside the six-year cycle on industrial 
property. Quality of work has been good. Current low 
pay for the appraiser posit ion has kept the county 
from hiring a qualified appraiser. 

County has about 500 accounts outside the six-year 
cycle. Low salaries make it hard to hire qualified 
appraisers. 

County is within the six-year cycle with no major 
staffing or management problems. 

County has few appraisals out-of-cycle. 

County is slightly outside the six-year cycle but has 
no major staffing problems. 

County is within the six-year cycle. There are 
adequate budgeted positions at the present time. 
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Josephine 

Klamath 

Lake 

Lane 

Lincoln 

Linn 

Malheur 

Marion 

Morrow 

Multnomah 

Polk 

Sherman 

The county is out-of-cycle on industrial property. 

The county is within the six-year cycle. Staffing 
level is below a minimum for getting work done. 

County is within the six-year cycle. Quality of work 
is acceptable. 

County is approximately 108,000 accounts out-of-cycle 
and value equity is non-existent. Recent increase in 
0 & C (federal timber) monies has .been set aside to 
hire additional staff. 

County is within the six-year cycle with no major 
staffing or management problems. 

County has approximately 18,000 accounts out-of­
cycle. With a heavy industrial workload, this will 
only become worse if additional qualified staff is not 
hired. 

The county has 
may have more 
This is mainly 
appraisal areas. 

County has 
out-of-cycle. 
shortages. 

over 1, 000 accounts out-of -eye 1 e and 
out-of-cycle for the upcoming year. 
due to an unequa 1 work 1 oad in the 

approximately 10,000 accounts 
This is primarily due to past staff 

The county has about 1,000 accounts out-of-cycle. 
Production has been low in the county because of 
difficulty in hiring experienced appraisers. 
Recently, the county lost one appraiser. A staff of 
three qualified appraisers would be sufficient to 
maintain a six-year cycle. 

The county is about 33,000 accounts out-of-cycle. 
appraisal staff is approximately 10 positions 
than necessary to maintain current appraisals. 

The 
less 

County had about 5, 500 accounts out-of -eye 1 e on 
January 1, 1988, and will be approximately 7,700 
accounts out-of-cycle on January l, 1989. This is due 
to staff reductions through budget cuts. 

The county is within the six-year cycle. 
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1 i 11 amook 

Umatilla 

Union 

Wallowa 

Wasco 

Washington 

Wheeler 

Yamhi l1 

County has about 6,000 accounts outside the six-year 
cycle. This is due largely to the loss of appraisal 
staff through budget reductions. High rate of f 
turnover due to reduced salaries has led to problems 
in appraisal work. 

The county is about 4, 500 accounts out-of ·-eye 1 e. The 
present staff is sufficient to maintain current 
appraisals. 

The county has about 900 accounts outside the six-year 
cycle. The present staff is conside adequate. 

The county is within the six-year cycle. Low pay has 
kept the county from hiring qualified appraisers. 

The county is outside the six-year cycle. The 
budgeted staff is adequate to maintain appraisals on 
all but industrial properties. 

County has about 2,700 accounts out-of 
major staffing or management problems. 

1 e. No 

The county is within the six-year cycle. Appraisal 
quality is good. The county has used a contract 
appraiser for their appraisal work but may not able 
to obtain this service in the future. 

The county is within the six-year cycle. No major 
staffing or management problems. 

Industrial Appraisal Program 

Today, many counties lack the resources to uately reappraise 
industrial properties. Because of the amount of value invo1 in 
this type of property, large tax shi can occur. 

When the financial crisis of the early 1980s forced counties to 
reduce staff. they asked the Department of Revenue to assume 
responsibility for more industrial appraisals. e requests for 
industrial appraisal assistance totaled over three times work 
load the department's resources could handle. 
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Because the department could not respond to all the requests, it was 
necessary to develop a program to prioritize resources. During the 
1985 legislative session, the department and legislature discussed 
the problem and alternative solutions. 

In 1987, the legislature increased the number of industrial 
appraisal positions at the department by five, and redefined the 
responsibility of the department for industrial appraisals. 

lhe department is to appraise only plants with an improvement value 
of $5 million or more, in four categories (wood products, food 
processing, chemicals, and metals). This represents 60 percent of 
the value of all industrial property. This shift has focused the 
department's resources on the largest and most complex industrial 
appraisals, which the department expects to have in cycle by 1994. 

However, there are many accounts with values less than $5 million or 
outside the four categories which are the responsibility of the 
counties. Many counties are struggling to train and develop the 
staff to meet these responsibilities. 

lhere are only 27 industrial appraisers employed by the counties; 
many appraise industrial property only part-time, and only 16 of 
these have two or more years of experience. Seventeen counties lack 
a single industrial appraiser. 

The department has increased the training available to assessor's 
staffs and created new manuals to aid county appraisers. But many 
counties are not able to adequately appraise the industrial plants 
for which they are responsible. The result is undervalued 
industrial property with more of the tax burden shifting to other 
classes of property. 

The most critical problems facing the industrial appraisal program 
today are: 

1. Extremely serious shortage of trained industrial 
appraisers. 

2. lack of ability and necessary resources to defend 
appraisals when valuation levels are challenged. 

3. Inability of counties 
reappraisal cycle. 
industrial environment, 
be too long. 
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There are over 4,500 improved industrial accounts in the state (this 
excludes bare industrial land). Of these, approximately BOO have 
improvements valued at over $1 million and of these, 200 are valued 
at $5 million or more. The BOO accounts valued over $1 million 
include B5 percent of all the value of industrial improvements in 
the state. The 200 accounts valued at $5 million or more include 
60 percent of all industrial improvements. 

Value Range 

$5 million and up 
$1 million and up 

A 11 industria 1 

Accounts 

200 
BOO 

4,500 

Total Value 

$3.2 billion 
$4.6 bi 11 ion 
$5.3 billion 

Percent 

60 
B5 

100 

The legislature has moved to address the problem in industrial 
appraisal by assigning the responsiblity for appraising plants over 
$5 million in the four categories to the department. Even so, the 
counties still have a work load they cannot manage. 

Centrally Assessed Property Program 

Oregon has an adequate, stable staff for the centrally assessed 
property program. However, the growing comp 1 exity of appea 1 s has 
been straining the department's resources. The recent Southern 
Pacific Railroad case in Tax Court has cost Oregon approximately 
$300,000 just in attorney and expert witness fees. And, with at 
least two additional railroad cases anticipated, the drain on 
resources will probably become three times that in the future. 

lhe most significant problems in the area of centrally assessed 
property are: 

1. A widespread change in public and corporate 
attitude from general confidence in the 
reasonableness of the assessments to challenges 
based on a perception that any appeal will result 
in some value reduction. 

2. Changes in the federal income tax system have 
resulted in a situation where many corporations 
pay little or no actual income tax. In such a 
circumstance, property tax takes on more 
significance. 1herefore, corporations have 
shifted their tax staff efforts to try to reduce 
the property tax cost to their operations. 
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Exhibit 8 

PROPER TIES ADJUSTED ANNUALLY 
(As a Percent) 
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3. High inflation has caused great fluctuations in 
capitalization rates, and forms the basis for 
significant differences in opinion as to correct 
rates. (Factors such as spot rates, five year 
averages, apparent trends, etc., led to wide 
spreads in monetary conclusions.) 

4. Because Oregon is very property tax dependent (in 
contrast to states having a sales tax) the 
property tax paid in Oregon by multi--state 
companies becomes comparatively more burdensome. 

Annual Value Adjustment Program 

Oregon statutes require 100 percent of true cash (market) va 1 ue be 
placed on each property as of January 1 of each year. The sales 
ratio program is the process used to determine the adjustment to 
apply to properties during the years when they are not physically 
appraised. 

As the cost of appra1s1ng each property every year would be 
prohibitive, counties are divided into 11 appraisal areas, 11 generally 
six, one of which is reappraised each year. In this way, by the end 
of the sixth year each property in the county has been physically 
reappraised. 

Those properties not reappraised each year are adjusted by a 
percentage to bring them to market value. The percentage adjustment 
is determined by a sales ratio program which compares the assessed 
value of all sold properties to the actual selling price for those 
properties. 

This process identifies changes in value that have occurred over the 
year and what is needed to bring the assessed value of the specific 
type of property in the area to 100 percent of market value. In 
this way, a factor is developed to be applied to the properties not 
appraised for that year to adjust their values to the same value 
level as the properties which are appraised. 

Normally the sales ratio program keeps the values between properties 
appraised and those not appraised at a fair and equitable level. 
However, beginning in 1982 two factors developed which began to 
cause problems. With the lack of appraisal staff, fewer properties 
were appraised each year and an increasing number of properties had 
to be adjusted each year. 
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At the same time a weak real estate market provided fewer sales each 
year. The problem was further compounded by staff shortages to 
conduct special studies to compensate for the lack of sales. The 
final result of these problems was: 

1. In some counties nearly 100 percent of the 
properties were adjusted rather than appraised. 

2. Adjustment factors were developed from poor data 
which caused inaccurate value levels. 

3. Because of lack of sales, adjustment factors could 
not be developed for some areas or property types 
and assessors had to "conclude" no adjustment. 

In a period in which the real estate market was rapidly declining 
the inability to develop proper, or any, adjustments resulted in 
many properties being valued far in excess of their actual market 
value. The assessed values lost credibility with property owners 
and dramatically increased appeals to the boards of equalization. 

Exemption and Special Assessment Programs 

The subject of property tax exemptions has little meaning to most 
property owners in Oregon. There is an overa 11 lack of 
understanding about the property tax system in general let alone the 
exemption of property. How the property tax system functions, and 
the hidden impact exemptions have on all owners of taxable property 
is not known to most Oregonians. 

Property tax exemptions and preferential assessments are significant 
because they have a direct bearing on the tax base (total taxable 
va 1 ue in a taxing district). A broad tax base eases the burden on 
individual taxpayers while a constricted base accentuates the 
individual taxpayer's burden. 

Any exemption or special assessment at less than market value merely 
shifts the cost of services to the properties which are valued at 
market. And many of these tax exempt properties also require the 
services of local government, such as police, fire, streets, etc., 
which are paid for by the property tax. 
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In addition, the administration of exemptions and special 
assessments; processing applications, determining qualification, 
monitoring for change of use, etc., creates a drain on staff 
resources for the assessors• offices. These include: 

1. Higher administrative costs per property, 
resulting from a need for special forms, 
additional counter time, special record keeping, 
processing annual requalifications and matching 
with prior applications, and intergovernmental 
involvements. 

2. Difficulty in processing applications and 
determining qualifications. Inconsistencies 
result in a large number of appeals. 

3. Without adequate staffing, the assessors cannot 
maintain good records of exempt properties. 

A listing of exemptions and special assessments and the effect they 
have on assessed value is contained in the Addenda. 

Data Automation 

As in any other area today, computers are extensively used in 
assessment and taxation work. Computerized mapping is replacing 
hand drawn maps, and names, addresses and values are stored in 
computers which can then adjust, calculate and create assessment and 
tax rolls. Computerized mass appraisal programs ar~e used to 
increase appraisal production and quality. 

However, a patchwork of different hardware and software systems 
exists in the counties. Because counties have independently 
developed their own programs, there is not a standard computer 
program for assessment and taxation functions. Therefore, whenever 
changes are necessary each county must rewrite their programs 
independently. 

Not only does this create problems because the changes tend to 
address the problem differently, but also the statewide cost of 
computer programs is much higher due to lack of standard programs. 
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Exhibit 9 

ounty ata Automation Systems 
(each pattern represents a different system) 
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Some of the problems created by different systems are: 

1. The number of programs used by counties for 
assessment and taxation work runs from a low of 
750 in one county to over 1,600 in another. 

2. Each county must program changes independent 1 y. 
For example, a recent supreme court decision on 
tax rate calculation required each county to 
rewrite that program. Some counties were able to 
make the change using only 14 staff days. Other 
counties needed over 60 staff days. If the 
programs had been standard the rewrite could have 
been made in one area and transmitted to all 
counties. 

In add it ion to higher costs, the differences in systems means that 
data cannot easily be transferred between counties or to the state. 
This causes higher costs in administration of certain facets of the 
property tax system and prevents a standardization of systems which 
would tend to promote taxation equity. 

Mapping Programs 

Cadastral (assessors •) maps are the basis for discovery, identifi­
cation and inventory of property for assessment purposes. Without 
accurate maps, properties will not be discovered and escape assess­
ment. Also property may be assessed to the wrong owner. or be 
incorrectly valued due to wrong land area description. 

In addition, they are used to identify property, as a base for soil 
classification maps, and for property appraisal purposes. 

The primary res pons i bi 1 it i es of the cartographers in the county 
offices are: 

1. Creation of new maps as necessary 
2. Transfers - name changes 
3. Property divisions 
4. Sub-division changes 
5. Code changes 
6. Minor land partitions 
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Because of budget restrictions, some counties have not been able to 
maintain the staff necessary to keep these functions current. In 
1970 there were 64 county cartographers to maintain one million 
accounts. Since 1984 the number of cartographers has been about 
52. However, by 1987 the number of accounts had risen to 1.6 
million. The result has been a continuing lag in working deeds for 
remapping and transfers. This means that some property divisions 
are not shown in the assessors' records and tax statements are sent 
to the wrong taxpayer, or with wrong dimensions. The results of 
these problems are often incorrect values and inequitable taxation. 

Mapping problems in the counties are not as widespread as appraisal 
problems. However, in those counties where mapping problems exist, 
they have a detrimenta 1 effect on the fairness of the property tax 
system. 

Oregon's Property Tax Supervision Program 

lhe ability of the department to provide the superv1s1on of the 
property tax system has been on a decline for almost a decade. 

Although the staff reductions experienced by the counties started in 
1980, the decline in the department's staff for the supervision of 
county programs began in the mid-1970s. 

From then until now, the number of department staff directly 
involved with supervision of the counties' assessment programs has 
been steadily declining. Currently, the staff is 60 percent of the 
1975 level. 

As the staff declined, the ability of the department to provide 
assistance and training to the counties in the use of efficient 
methods and proper techniques in the mass appraisal process became 
reduced. Concurrently, because of department staff reduct ions the 
compliance studies used to determine the counties' levels of 
assessment quality were virtually eliminated. These studies were a 
basis for recommending corrective action to the counties. 

Therefore, when the economic decline occurred in late 1979 and 
forced drastic county staff reductions, many counties were unable to 
rna i nta in an even moderate degree of qua 1 ity in their assessment 
programs. In addition, the department did not have the resources to 
fully provide the assistance, training, and guidance needed. 

With the problems that exist with Oregon's property tax system, the 
need to increase the department's ability to supervise the counties 
is important. 
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With limited resources, the Department of Revenue has been hampered 
in its ability to: 

l. Increase production through better management of 
county appraisal staff. lhis would be 
accomplished through assistance and training, 
formal and informal, for appraisal supervisors and 
chief appraisers. 

2. Assist in realigning cyclical appraisal area 
boundaries to achieve a more even annual work load. 

3. Provide assistance and guidance to appraisal staff 
members in the use of more efficient methods and 
techniques in the mass appraisal process. 

4. lrain and assist in the use of computers as an aid 
in property appraisal. 

5. Increase training and assistance to county data 
analysts to ensure equity is maintained through 
annual value adjustments based on Certified Ratio 
Study Reports. 

6. Conduct the appraisals of difficult properties for 
the county as requested by the assessor. 

7. Conduct studies of assessors' office structures, 
staffing needs, and work flow, and make 
recommendations based o~ findings for increased 
office and staff efficiency. 

8. Conduct formal schools, seminars, and training 
sessions in statewide strategic locations. These 
are designed to help assessor's office personnel 
cope with problems in all areas of assessment and 
taxation. 

9. Conduct compliance studies and recommend needed 
corrective action. 

Recently, the department has shifted resources to again conduct some 
compliance and status studies. Compliance studies were made in two 
counties for January 1988, and two counties are being studied for 
January 1989. However, this has forced a further reduction in the 
amount of training and assistance that can be provided to the 
counties. 
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SECTION 3 

Summary of the History of 
Actions Taken to Improve 

Oregon's Property Tax System 

lhroughout the history of Oregon various legislative actions have 
been taken to ensure an equitable property tax system. 

Although there have been setbacks, primarily during the depression 
years of the '30s and World War II, Oregon had a constantly 
improving property tax system through the 1950s, 1960s and 1970s. 
Beginning in the early 1980s an economic decline resulted in loss of 
staff to administer the system. This caused a loss of many of the 
gains made during the previous decades. 

Following is a brief chronological summary of some of the problems 
encountered and actions taken io improve Oregon's property tax 
system. 

1859 Beginning of statehood, state and local government 
funded by property tax. Uniformity of taxation 
was as much a concern then as it is today, and 
made a constitutional requirement. 

1909 Enough problems had developed in 
system that State Tax Commission 
Commission was ineffective due 
statutory authority and staff. 

property tax 
was created. 
to lack of 

1929 Legislature took action by providing the tax 
commission power and staff to secure statewide 
property tax equity. Income tax was legislated 
as a property tax relief measure. 

1932-35 Depression era resulted in severe state and county 
budget cuts and saw thousands of properties 
foreclosed statewide. 

1941 Post-depression era saw inflation, population and 
industrial growth strain counties' ability to 
secure and maintain equalization. Valuation 
inequities became worse. 
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1947 lhe legislature recognized the property tax system 
had fa 11 en into a quagmire. It directed the tax 
commission to provide in-service training for 
assessors and tax collectors and assist assessors 
in reappraising all property. 

1951 Studies showed the programs of assistance were not 
improving assessment conditions. 1he 
deterioration had gone too far. 1he legislature 
responded by providing funding on a cost-share 
basis for a ten year statewide reappraisal program 
under the superv1s1on of the state tax 
commission. This was later extended to 16 years 
and included mapping. 

1953 Legislature recognized past failure of local 
government to act; increased powers of the tax 
commission by giving: 

1. Supervisory power over administration 
of assessment and taxation laws. 

2. Supervisory 
assessors. 

3. Authority 
regulations 
taxation. 

control over county 

to make rules and 
regarding assessment and 

4. Authority to provide uniform methods 
of assessment and to study assessment 
equity. 

This legislation was to assure equity within and 
between counties, with the equity established by 
the statewide reappraisal activity. State 
supervisory personnel were hired and the 
monumental task of reinventorying and reevaluating 
all real property in the state, county by county, 
was begun. 

1955 Legislature became aware that counties were not 
maintaining appraisals. Six-year appraisal cycle 
came into effect to assure maintenance and quality 
of inventory data base. Counties were required to 
provide one appraiser for each $30 million or 
fraction thereof, of true cash value in county. 
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lax commission given authority to substitute a 
ratio in the event of incorrect county ratio. 

1957 Map maintenance contracts were initiated to ensure 
quality property descriptions for ownership 
records and appraisal data base. 

1962 Revenue district offices established with staff to 
provide county assistance and monitor statutory 
compliance. 

1967 Legislature passed statute requiring department to 
make compliance studies of assessors' offices. 
Since this time, the Department of Revenue (tax 
commission) has made compliance studies in all 36 
counties. Numerous problems have been discovered, 
and up to 1980, most have been resolved without 
using department supervisory authority. 

Repealed requirement for one appraiser for each 
$30 million of assessed value. 

1969 Department spearheaded a program to develop a 
computer system designed to meet the needs of 
county assessment and taxation functions. A 
system was developed for five counties, but the 
department's participation was stopped by the 1973 
legislature due to a lack of commitment by the 
counties. 

1972 Department reorganized and refined the statewide 
ratio program. This was to ensure all appraisal 
areas outside the area being appraised were 
maintained at the statutory 100 percent assessment 
level. No county has had a ratio within a class 
of property below 90 percent since 1971. 

1973-79 All counties appraised or adjusted values of most 
properties annually as a result of ratio studies 
and the six-year appraisal cycle. Statewide 
appraisal equity was the best it had ever been, 
and Oregon's ad valorem tax program was the 
recognized leader nationwide. 
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1975-78 Rapid inflation caused dramatic increase in 
budgets for local districts resulting in increased 
property taxes. The tax increase, and passage of 
Proposition 13 in California created taxpayer 
dissatisfaction with Oregon's property tax system. 

1979 Legislative enactment of HB 2540, a property tax 
relief measure. This legislation also abolished 
the 100 percent of true cash va 1 ue standard and 
created a variable true cash value/assessed value 
rate. Simply stated, whatever the increase in 
true cash value, the statewide assessed value 
could increase by no more than 5 percent annually. 

1983 To help address problem of limited staff and to 
modernize mass appraisal program, legislature 
adopted statute which allows counties to use 
computer assistance for appraisal. Provided for 
department to set standards and monitor programs. 

1985 Legislature returned Oregon to 100 percent of true 
cash value standard. 

1980-86 Economic decline - severe cuts in 0 & C (federal 
timber) funds to western Oregon counties because 
little timber was being harvested. These cuts, as 
well as the bleak economic conditions statewide, 
forced drastic budget and staff reductions in most 
Oregon counties. 

1987 Legislature moved responsibility for appraisal of 
industrial plants over $5 million in four 
categories to Department of Revenue. 
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SECTION 4 

Background on the 
Elements of an Assessment Program 

To fully understand the problems that plague Oregon's property tax 
system, it is necessary to understand the fundamenta 1 concepts of 
the property tax, and the basics of an assessment program. 

Introduction to the Property Tax 

So often when we look at the property tax system, we lose sight of 
the real reason it is here. The reason is to provide financing for 
local government services desired by voters in each jurisdiction. 
These include protection of people and property, in the form of 
police and fire departments, schools, libraries, streets, parks, 
public health, and a multitude of other services desired by the 
public. 

The primary source of funds for providing these services is the 
property tax. There are many good reasons why these services are 
funded by the property tax. One of these is local control; another 
is the direct relationship between services and cost. In other 
words, services such as protection, streets, schools, etc., are 
directly related to the property served, and/or the people living on 
the property. 

Another reason that the property tax is the mainstay of local 
government is that the services of local government are needed both 
in good times and bad. The property tax is one of the most stable 
taxes, being based on the value of property which fluctuates far 
less than the base for income or sales taxes. 

Although the benefits of local government and their costs cannot be 
related directly to the value of property, the value of one's 
property is the best measure of benefits received. 
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The actual amount of property tax that an owner of a specific 
proportional property will pay is determined by two factors. First, 
the relationship of the specific property value to all property 
value of the taxing district. Second, the amount of levy approved 
by the voters of the taxing district. Thus, if a property's value 
is 1 percent of the value of the taxing district it will be liable 
for 1 percent of the levy approved by the voters. 

The tax is the tota 1 of a 11 1 evi es, approved by the voters to 
provide services for the area in which the property is located. 
With few exceptions, property tax levies are a combination of 
various rates for different functions of local government. There is 
a levy to cover the cost of county functions. If the property is 
inside a city, there is a levy for city services. All property is 
also located within a school district and there is a school district 
levy. In addition, there may be other levies such as lighting 
districts, water districts, fire districts, road districts, etc., 
depending on the services desired by voters in the area. 

All of these levies are added together to arrive at the total levy 
for the area (tax code) in which the property is located. 

In Oregon, most of the value (assessed value) of the area is 
determined by the county assessor while some properties such as 
large industrial, utility, and railroads, are determined by the 
Department of Revenue. This is accomplished by appraising or 
adjusting the properties to arrive at an estimate of true cash value 
for all properties as of January 1 of each year. 

The total levy for the area is then divided by the total value in 
the area to arrive at a tax rate. The tax rate is then applied to 
the value of each property to determine the amount of property tax 
for the specific property. 
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Assessment Program 

Basic to the property tax system is the assessment program. In 
Oregon, the functions of the assessment programs are primarily 
performed by the county assessor. 

lhe assessor is responsible for discovering, listing, and valuing 
all taxable property. This includes both real and personal property. 

A summary of the duties of the assessor are: 

1. Location and identification of all taxable 
property in the jurisdiction. 

2. Inventory of a 11 taxable property, including 
quantity, quality, and important characteristics. 

3. Determination of the taxability of each property. 

4. Estimation of the market value of each taxable 
property. 

5. Preparation and certification of the assessment 
roll of the entire jurisdiction. 

6. Notification to the owners of the assessed value 
of their property. 

7. Upon appea 1 by the property owner, appearance and 
defense not only of the value of the property, but 
also of the methods used to establish value. 

B. Repetition of all these steps annually. 

Location and Identification 

lo accomplish the initial task of locating and identifying all 
property, the assessor must have an adequate mapping system which 
shows each and every parcel of land. Without adequate mapping it is 
impossible to verify that all land is discovered and size 
calculations are correct. 

After property has been discovered, the assessor must be able to 
describe it in order to make an assessment. This is achieved 
through a parcel numbering system in which each property is assigned 
its own unique identifier. 
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Inventory of all Taxable Property 

The inventory of land, buildings, and other improvements attached to 
the land requires on-site inspection of each parcel in the 
jurisdiction. At the time of this inspection, the assessor records 
pertinent data regarding the buildings and other improvements and 
the land, such as size, quality, condition, etc. 

lhe inventory of personal property normally requires two steps. 
first the property owner files a return with the assessor detailing 
any personal property that may be taxable. Then the assessor audits 
the property owner's records and should make a physical inspection 
of the property. 

Taxability of Each Property 

lhe next step is to classify property according to its legal 
category to ensure it is properly taxed as statutorily required. 

In Oregon, the classes are generally: 

1. Real Property 

a. land 
b. improvements 

2. Personal Property 

3. Mobile Homes 

4. Utility Property 

5. Exempt Properties 

In addition, there are sub-classes to further identify property. 
A complete listing of the sub-classes are contained in the Addenda. 

Valuation of Property 

Having located, identified, and classified each property, the 
assessor must determine the value of each property. Because of the 
size and complexity of the valuation of property for assessment 
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purposes, and the overriding necessity for uniformity of va 1 ue, the 
valuation of property is accomplished through the use of a mass 
appraisal concept. A detailed outline of the mass appraisal program 
is contained in the Addenda. 

However, the concepts of appraisal theory are the same for mass 
appraisal and private appraisals made on individual properties. Not 
on 1 y are the concepts the same, but the target of rna rket va 1 ue is 
identical. 

Annual Updating of Values 

Oregon statutes require that each property be valued as of January 1 
of each year. Because of the vo 1 ume of properties i nvo 1 ved, the 
cost of reappraising each property each year would be prohibitive. 
Therefore, only a portion of the properties (in most counties 
one-sixth) are actually physically appraised each year. The balance 
of the properties are "trended 11 by percentage adjustments so that 
all properties will be at the same value level. This trending is 
accomplished by the use of a statistical sales ratio study which 
compares the assessed value of all sold properties, by class, to the 
actual selling price for those properties. The factors derived from 
this comparison are then applied to all properties by class and area 
to adjust the properties to the current market value level. 

Valuation Review and Appeal 

Because the result of each appraisal made for assessment purposes is 
a tax bill, the property owners understandably have more than just a 
nomina 1 concern for the appraised va 1 ue of their property. Because 
of this concern and because appraising is not an exact science, 
there will be many disagreements as to the final estimate of value. 

In Oregon, the statutes require that whenever the true cash value of 
a property is increased more than $1,000 or 5 percent, whichever is 
greater, the property owner must be notified of the increase. 

If the owner is dissatisfied with the value found by the assessor, 
there is a specific appeal procedure. 
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lhe steps in appeal procedure are as follows: 

l. Appeal to the County Board of Equalization. 

2. Appeal to the Department of Revenue. 

3. Appeal to the Tax Court. 

4. Appeal to the Supreme Court. 

lhis appeal procedure ensures that every property owner has the 
opportunity to make sure that their property is valued in 
conformance with its actual market value. 

Preparation of the Assessment Roll 

1 he product of the assessors' work is an annua 1 assessment ro 11. 
lhis forms the basis for the levy of taxes to collect the monies 
necessary to fund local government services. 

lhe assessment roll includes all real and personal property and 
contains the owner's name, parcel number, and value of all land, 
improvements, personal property and exempt property. Also included 
is a tax code area number which identifies the taxing districts in 
which the property is located. 

The roll is required to contain sufficient information about each 
property so that it can be readily identified, which districts levy 
taxes against it, the assessed value, whether or not the property is 
granted an exemption, or has back taxes liened against it. 

Calculating the Tax 

It is also the assessors' duty to calculate the tax rate. There are 
many detailed computations that are involved with the actual 
calculation of taxes. The steps involved in the process of doing 
the tax calculation are: 

1. 1 he assessed va 1 ues of each code area is 
distributed to the individual districts. 

2. The value of the district is computed. 

3. Tests are made to determine if levies are within 
constitutional and statutory limits. 
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4. lhe levy to be used in determining the tax rate 
is computed. 

5. The tax rate for each district is computed. 

6. A 11 of the district tax rates within a code area 
are consolidated to give a code area rate. 

7. Contra 1 tests are run. These tests check to see 
that the tota 1 of taxes extended by code area 
equals the total of taxes extended by districts. 

8. The district percentages of tax collections 
distributed to districts is computed. 

9. The certificate of taxes is completed and the tax 
statements are run. 

Once the taxes are established, the roll is given over to the tax 
collector for collection. The assessment roll at this point becomes 
the tax roll. 

Role of the Tax Collector 

It is the responsibility of the tax collector to actually collect 
the taxes levied against each property. A summary of the duties of 
tax collection are: 

Turning the "RolP: By October 15 of each year, 
the county assessor of each county must take the 
assessment roll upon which has been calculated the 
amount of tax to be charged against each piece of 
property in the county. Then, the county assessor 
gives it to the county tax collector so the taxes 
each local district is levying can be collected. 

Collecting the Tax: Fifteen business days before 
November 15, the county tax collector is to mail a 
tax statement to each person on the tax roll who is 
being charged a tax. This tax statement must show 
certain information as required by law. The 
Department of Revenue is required to furnish 
sufficient tax statements to each county to allow 
them to bi 11 the taxes. If the peop 1 e pay their 
full tax bill by the 15th of November, a 3 percent 
discount on their total tax bill is allowed. All 
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of the taxes that are collected are deposited into 
a special account held by the treasurer of each 
county called the "unsegregated tax account." From 
this account taxes are distributed to the local 
taxing district. 

Distributing the Tax: The county tax collector 
prepares a percentage schedule of the ratio of 
taxes to be co 11 ected for each governmenta 1 unit 
compared to the total of such amounts for a 11 the 
governmental units in the county. This ratio is 
then applied to the total dollars in the 
unsegregated tax account and given to the taxing 
districts. From October 21 through December 31, 
these dollar distributions are made each week. 
From January 1 through October 20, the distribution 
is made on a monthly basis. 
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Addenda 



Property Tax Exemptions 
Exempt Value: January 1, 1986* 

I. Exemptions to Preserve the Environment 

A. Farm-use assessment 
B. Historic property 
C. Open space 
D. Pollution control facilities 
E. Alternate energy systems 

II. Exemptions to Encourage or Preserve Business 

A. Timber 
B. Inventories 
C. Agricultural property 
D. Watercraft and ship repair 
E. Commercial facilities 
F. Licensed personal property 
G. In lieu tax payments 
H. Other 

III. Exemptions to Preserve Social Welfare 

A. Religious organizations 
B. Literary, charitable, etc. 
C. War veterans 
D. Fraternal organizations 
E. Burial grounds 
F. Other 

IV. Other Exemptions 

* 

A. Intangible personal property 
B. Public property 
C. Motor vehicles 
D. Tangible personal property 
E. Other 

Total Exempt 
Total Taxable 

Approximate values 
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Value in Dollars 

5.2 million 

5 billion 
100 million 

50 million 
40 million 
10 million 

18 bi 11 ion 

8.5 billion 
6.6 billion 
1.6 billion 
500 million 
200 million 
100 million 
100 million 
100 million 

2.6 billion 

1.2 billion 
800 million 
250 million 
150 mi 11 ion 
100 million 
100 mi 11 ion 

128.8 billion 

65 billion 
50 billion 
11 billion 

2.7 billion 
100 million 

154.6 billion 
82.9 billion 



Property Classification 

The property classes established by statute must be used to organize the 
data. These classes are: 

1-0-o Residential land only is an unimproved property that has residen­
tial use as its highest and best use. 

1-0-1 Residential property is an improved property that has residential 
use as its highest and best use. 

2-o-0 Commercial land only is an unimproved property that has commercial 
use as its highest and best use. 

2-Q-1 Commercial property is an improved property that has commercial 
use as its highest and best use. 

3-0-0 Industrial land only is an improved property that has industria1 
use as its highest and best use. 

3-0-1 Industrial property is an improved property that is a single 
plant or complex of properties engaged in manufacturing, processing or 
warehousing a product. Examples include wood products, fiber products, 
flour, feed, mineral, food, beverages, textiles, petroleum and metal. 

4-0-0 Tract land only is an unimproved acreage where the highest and best 
use is other than farm, range or timber production, and which usually 
offers a potential for further development. 

4-0-1 Tract property is an improved acreage where the highest and best 
use is other than farm, range or timber production, and which usually 
offers a potential for further development. 

5-Q-1 Farm and range property consists of land or land and buildings and 
is property where the highest and best use is for the production of 
agricultural crops, the feeding and management of livestock, dairying, 
any other agricultural or horticultural use, or any combination thereof. 

5-0-2 Farm and range zoned property consists of land or land and build­
ings located within an exclusive farm-use zone which is assessed as 
farm-use land. 

5-0-3 Farm and range unzoned property consists of land or land and 
buildings assessed as unzoned farm-use land. 

o-0-o Forest land only in Western Oregon consists of land whose highest 
and best use is for the growing and harvesting of trees of a marketable 
species and land which has been designated as forest land under provi­
sions of ORS 321.257. 

o-0-0 Forest land only in Eastern Oregon consists of land whose highest 
and best use is for the growing of trees of a marketable species and 
land which has been designated as forest land under provisions of ORS 
321.405, 321.420, 321.805, 321.810, 321.815 and 321.820. 

o-0-l Forest property means property which is predominantly forest land 
as defined above, but also includes land assessed at other than forest 
land value and improvements, such as farm buildings and residences. 

7-0-0 Multiple housing land only is an unimproved property that has 
multiple housing (five or more living units) as its highest and best 
use. 

7-0-1 Multiple housing is an improved property that has multiple housing 
(five or more living units) as its highest and best use. 

8-0-0 Recreation land only is an unimproved property that has recrea­
tional use as its highest and best use. 

8-0-1 Recreation property is an improved property that provides recrea­
tional opportunity as its highest and best use. 
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THE MASS APPRAISAL PROGRAM 

Due to the large number of properties that must be appraised for assessment 
purposes it would be impractical to make a detailed, narrative type of appraisal 
on each property. Instead a method of appraising on a volume or "mass" basis 
has been developed. When properly used the mass appraisal method will, with few 
exceptions, give the same results as an appraisal made on an individual basis. 

Basically the same methods and procedures used for an individual appraisal are 
used in mass appraising, although the application may be somewhat different. 
Appraisals made on an individual basis generally involve direct comparison between 
the subject and specific properties. In mass appraisal work a large volume of data 
is available to the assessor's office. This mass of data (sales, income and expense 
data, and construction cost information) is developed into value indicators, or base 
unit values, for each property type within an appraisal area. When the base unit 
value is applied to a specific property,, and modified by the adjustments applicable 
to that individual property, mass appraising takes on the nature of direct 
comparison. The advantage and reason for using the mass appraisal system is to 
obtain accurate value estimates at a relatively low cost. 

PROPERTIES TO BE APPRAISED 

The beginning point for any appraisal program is to determine the properties to 
be appraised. ORS 308.234 requires that each parcel of real property shall be 
appraised at least once every six years. Therefore the properties to be appraised 
in any one year should comprise at least one-sixth of the appraisal workload in 
the county. However, an appraisal program which provides for each property 
to be appraised more often than the six-year requirement will result in a superior 
level of market value estimates, and is recommended. 

ESTABLISHING THE APPRAISAL CYCLE 

Some of the factors to be considered in establishing the appraisal cycle are 
population growth, value changes, number of accounts, and available manpower. In 
a county with a rapid population growth and/or value increase the need for more 
frequent appraisals corresponds directly with the amount of change. But even 
though a very rapid change may indicate the need for say a two-year cycle, 
setting such a program for an appraisal staff which does not have the manpower 
needed to accomplish the reappraisal of the properties within that period would 
create more problems than it would solve. In this respect the appraisal cycle must 
have a balance between available manpower and volume of work to be done each 
year. 

Therefore, a realistic appraisal cycle should be established which will provide 
adequate time for a comprehensive appraisal program in each area. This could be 
a four-, five-, or six-year cycle depending on the number of accounts and the size 
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of tht! appraisal staff. Those areas, or propt!rties which are experiencing a rapid 
value change must be handled through an adjustment, or localized appraisal 
program until its next regular cycle year. 

APPRAISAL AREAS 

Interrelated with the appraisal cycle is the appraisal area. The county is divided 
into equal areas, one area for each year within the appraisal cycle. By equal areas 
it is meant areas with equal workloads. To determine equal wqrkload areas, 
consideration must be given to the number and types of property in the county, 
distribution of each type, and relative difficulty of appraising the different 
property types. Also another factor is geographical distance.. Allowance must be 
made for travel time to and from the appraisal areas and between properties 
within the area. Small tracts scattered throughout an area will require much more 
time per appraisal than an urban area with many similar properties in a relatively 
small area. 

To establish both the appraisal cycle and appraisal areas consideration must be 
made of the following: 

1. Total county work load 
a. Total accounts 
b. Number of accounts of each property type 

2. Division of work load 
a. Property class 
b. Code areas 
c. Natural boundries 

3. Time requirements 
a. Time required to set-up valuation background data 
b. Time required to appraise one unit of each property type 

APPRAISAL WORK ESTIMATES 

The base, and most accurate measure to use in estimating the time that will be 
required to complete the appraisal workload is the work report. Without 
knowledge of the time necessary to appraise a property of a particular type, it 
will be impossible to forecast, with any degree of reliability, the time and number 
of personnel that will be needed to complete the appraisal of the properties in an 
area. Also, work reports will provide a means of assuring that the appraisals will 
be completed within the allotted time. By keeping track of the number of 
appraisals completed in each time period it will be possible to establish the need 
for appraisers in a particular area before it becomes a trouble spot. 
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The Daily Work Report form (DR-PT-C-4) illustrated below is especially designed 
to cover the activities of the Assessor's office. lt will provide a means of 
estimating manpower requirements and of keeping a running control of the 
appraisal progress. 

ASSESSOR'S OFFICE DAILY WORK REPORT 
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~+--

t--

-- --- ~-

~~{ 
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(Rev. 7-69) 

DATA FILE 

One very important requirement for achieving market value in the appraisal 
program is a current market data file. An effective program of data collection and 
recording will improve both the quality and quantity of the appraisals and provide 
support for the final value conclusions. 

The data file includes the following: 

1. Sales data cards 

2. Confirmation questionnaires 

3. Confirmation forms (farm and commercial) 

4. Sales data maps 
a. Sales t!ntered on maps with color coding 
b. Other appraisal data (land leases, askings, offering, opinions, de. 

entered on map) 
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APPRAISAL DATA FILE 

RECORDED 
TRANSFERS 

SAlES 
DATA 

CARDS 

SAlES 
I OPINIONS I DATA I 

Ll STINGS I I MAPS L 

- INCOME I CONSTRUCTION AMD 

I 
COST EXPENSE I HFORMATI ON DATA 

I DATA I 
ANALYSIS 

I I 
RESIDENTIAl COMMERCIAL RURAL 

Buildings- Building&- Rural Tract-
I. Marlcetmodifiars I. Commercial sales listings I. Value indicators 
2. Depree! at ion bench marks 2. Income data questionai res 2. Size adjustment 
3. Control sales studies 3. Rental data analysis 3. Location 
~. Special studies ~. Expense data analrsis ~. Access 
S. Grosa rent multi pI i ers s. Grou rent multip iers s. Topography 

a. square foot rents 6. Capitalization rate st11diet 
Fan~ Land 

Land- LMd- I. Value indicators 
I. Unit value analysis I. Value indicators 2. Land class analysis 
2. Location L~d zoning 2. Opinion surveys 3. Rental analysis 
3. Size. shape, depth 3. Traffic counts ... Si za adjustment 

~- Topo., access, etc. ~. Land lease studies s. Location 
s. On site development 5. Zoning and location 6. Access 
6. Land to bldg. ratios 7. Topography 
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5. Construction c:ost data 
a. Current c:onstruction costs of structures and components. 

6. Income and expense information 
a. Income questionnaires 
b. Gross rent multiplier studies 
c. Capitalization rate studies 

7. Land data 
a. Rural soil maps, aerial photos, land production records, climate & 

rainfall information 
b. Urban land use maps, facilities, zoning and building restrictions. 
c. Tabulations of confirmed sales of vacant parcels 
d. Tabulations of land rentals, urban and rural 
e. Tabulations of opinions of value, asking prices, etc. 

8. Building data 
a. Tabulations of confirmed sales of improved properties 
b. Tabulations of depreciation benchmark studies 

BASE STANDARDS 

An appraisal is an op1mon of value which is formed by a mental process that 
considers physical and economic value intluences as indicated by sales, costs, and 
income value indicators. Therefore, appraising includes a large number of variables 
that must be considered in the valuation of each property. For mass appraising 
these variables are measured and standards for application to individual properties 
are developed. This method will not only promote sound market value estimates, 
but also equality between properties. 

The base standards are developed through analysis of the basic information 
contained in the data file. The following list illustrates some of the items which 
would be considered base standards. 

l. Base Units of Value 

a. Urban land values by front foot, square foot, or site 
b. Rural land value by acre classification 
c. Current unit cost factors for specified building classes 
d. Gross Rent multipliers 
e. Benchmark properties 
f. Income and expense data 

2. Base Adjustment Factors 

a. Depth, size, shape, and location factors 
b. Local construction cost modifiers 
c. Depreciation schedule and tables 

Once the base standards have been established they are applied to each property 
on a separate basis which takes into consideration the individual characteristics 
each property may possess. By utilizing this approach the value indicators can be 
uniformly applied to a mass of properties in adherence to the accepted appraisal 
methods and procedures. 
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PLANNING THE MASS APPRAISAL PROGRAM 

In planning the mass appraisal program each appraisal area ca.n be considered as 
one property, made up of many individual parts. In this way the planning of the 
program takes on the character of an individual appraisal problem and can be 
formulated in the same manner as an appraisal plan. 

A. Define the Appraisal Problem 

1. Establish the property to be appraised. 
The county is divided into 4, 5, or 6 equal workload areas depending on 
the appraisal cycle. The areas should be established so that each area will 
require approximately the same manpower to appraise within its division 
of time as any other area. 

2. Value to be Determined 

a. Market Value. 
Under ORS 308.205 all properties must be appraised at market value. 
However, in some cases, such as farm-use properties true cash value 
as provided by statute for the particular property type, is the value 
determined. 

3. Establish the Effective Date of the Appraisal. 

a. The assessment date for which the appraisal is being made. 

B. Make the Preliminary Study 

1. Estimate the Amount of Work to be Done 

The basis for estimating the work is the number of accounts and types 
of properties in the area. 

The number of accounts and property types within an appraisal area can 
be estimated from the Property Classification of the Assessment Roll as 
required under ORS 308.215. 

2. List the Available Personnel 
The number of clerks available for research and clerical functions, number 
of appraisers (time must be allocated for regular maintenance work, new 
construction, etc.), and if data processing available, the amount of work 
to be done by that equipment. 

3. Estimate Data Requirements 
Depending on the type of property involved, includes cost, income and 
market information as basic data. Urban areas may need special 
information for industrial property, growth trend, zoning, etc. Farm 
properties will include production records, expense data, irrigation costs, 
etc. 

C. Outline Appraisal Plan 

l. Appraisal Personnel Requirements 
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Based upon information from prior work reports the average time 
required to appraise one unit of each property type is established. The 
total number of units within each property type in the appraisal area is 
then multiplied by the average appraisal tirne required for one unit of 
that property type. 

(400 units type 101 x 1.5 hours/unit = 600 hours or 75 man-days) 

The total of the times required for each property type will yield the 
appraisal time necessary to complete the appraisal area. And, when related 
to the time available to appraise the area it will give an estimate of the 
manpower requirements. 

Total time required for area = 1,575 man-days 
Time availible to appraise area = 178 days 

1,575 + 178 = 9 appraisers required to appraise the area 

In setting the manpower requirement consideration must be given to 
vacation time, sick leave, holidays, etc. 

2. Establish Progress check points 
It will be n '!Ce&sary to periodically check the progress of the project to 
determine if work will be completed on schedule. This will allow for 
shifting of personnel as needed. 

3. Assign work load 
On the basis of the data and appraisal needs, establish personnel duties. 
Clerks should be assigned where possible to free appraisers for appraisal 
duties. 

D. Develop Data for the Three Approaches 

1. Collect basic data 
Clerical personnel can be utilized to collect sales from the deed records, 
property owners via mail, listings in newspapers, etc. Appraisal personnel 
collect data by personal contact with property owners, brokers, managers, 
tenants, builders and developers. 

E. Analyze Data 

1. General Information 
From business and population trends, indications of increases and 
decreases of values for areas within the county are noted. Trade journals 
will indicate trends for particular types of businesses. Zoning and building 
practices help establish neighborhood patterns. 

2. Base Standards. 

a. Factor Book Modifier 
Information from builders, sales of new homes, building supply houses 
and government indexes are used to establish a local cost modifier to 
use with the cost factor books. 

b. Depreciation Benchmarks 
Sales, costs, and published tables are analyzed and developed into 
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local guides to depreciation to be used on various types of 
improvements. 

c. Class and Market Benchmarks 
Sales are developed into indications of class and market indicators for 
base standards. 

d. Income and Expense Guides 
Information gathered from income properties is tabulated in order to 
establish economic rents and typical expenses. 

e. Capitalization Rates 
Sales are analyzed to establish the interest rate applicable to 
investment properties. Recapture and tax rates are established. 

f. Gross Rent Multipliers 
Sale to income relationships are analyzed to determine GRMs to be 
used on various properties. 

g. Basic Unit Values 
From sales analysis, opmwns, land residuals, unit values for the 
various types of properties are set. 

F. Application of the Data 

1. Three Approaches 
The basic data applicable to each of the three approaches to value is 
converted into base units and adjustment factors and are used to develop 
the final estimate of value for each property being appraised. 

G. Co"elation 

1. Correlation of the mass appraisal program includes review by the 
supervising appraiser, ratio studies of the area involved, and comparison 
between properties to establish that uniformity at market value has been 
achieved. 

H. Final Estimate of Value 

l. Taxpayer Notification 
The assessor is required, under ORS 308.280, to send notice to the 
taxpayer whenever any separate assessment of real property is increased 
by more than $1000 or five percent, whichever is greater, over the 
preceding year. Normally it will be necessary to send out many taxpayer 
notices at the completion of each appraisal area. However, if a proper 
method of appraising has been done, with valid supporting data and a 
continuing public relations program, taxpayer resistance to the final value 
estimates should be lessened. 

2. Appeals 
When setting the time allocation for the appraisal program, provisions 
must be made for appraiser and clerical time that will be necessary to 
respond to taxpayer inquiries and appeals. 

It is expected that any reappraisal program will produce a certain number 
of appeals. However, with documented supporting data the time necessary 
to respond to the appeals will be substantially reduced. 
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Tax levy limitations 

Constitutional Limits Governing Tax Levies 

The limits contained in Article XI, Section 11 of the Oregon Constitution 
deal with levies within tax bases and levies outside of tax bases. It 
also defines how to compute a tax base limitation when an annexation 
occurs. Please refer to the section on tax base levies for more detailed 
information on constitutional tax base levy limitations. 

Newly Formed Districts 

The first levy of a newly formed district must have voter approval to be 
levied. This first levy does not automatically establish a tax base. In 
order for a district to establish a tax base, it must hold an election in 
a primary or general election in an even-numbered year specifically for 
the purpose of establishing a tax base. The election must comply with 
ORS 310.402. Any levy that is not within a tax base must receive voter 
ap~roval every year before it can be levied, except serial levies approved 
!n a prior year and levies for bonded indebtedness. 

Statutory Limitations on Levies 

Many municipal corporations are subject to statutory limitations as welt 
as constitutional limitations. The statutory limit establishes the 
maximum levy even though the approved tax base might produce a larger 
tax. ORS 310.070 prohibits the assessor from extending any district's 
levy onto the tax roll that is in excess of statutory and constitutional 
limitations. This means that the maximum levy of a municipal corporation, 
subject to both the constitutional and statutory limitations, is the 
lesser of the tax base or the levy authorized under the statutory limit. 
Municipal corporations should refer to the "Levy and Bond Limitations of 
Municipal Corporations" table contained 1n this manual for the Oregon 
Revised Statute that limits their levy and for the limitation amount. 
The limitation amount is listed as a percent of true cash value. 

NOTE: A district can't levy a tax within these statutory limitations 
without a sufficient tax base or the approval of a majority of voters 
voting at an election called for that purpose. 

Bond Levy Limitations 

Approval of a general obligation or Bancroft bond issue by the voters of 
a municipal corporation generally carries with it the authorization to 
levy taxes for the payment of bond principal and interest. There is no 
authorization~ however, for a municipal corporation to levy a tax in 
excess of the amount necessary to meet the principal and interest obliga­
tion of a single fiscal year plus any "unappropriated ending fund balance" 
necessary to meet principal and interest obligations from July 1 until 
the receipt of the first tax turnovers of the following year. An esti­
mate of taxes not to be received must also be included in this total levy. 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

5. 

7. 

A. 

B. 

If a municipal corporation has other resources available to its debt 
service fund to meet principal and interest payments, only enough taxes 
necessary to meet remaining payments {after applying all other available 
resources) may be levied. 

Municipal corporations with questions about their bonding authority and 
limitations should refer to the Oregon Revised Statute under which they 
were organized and their charter. 

LEVY AND ~OND LIMITATIONS OF MUNICIPAL CORPORAT10NS(1) 

O.R.S. 
Municipal Corporation Levy (L) or Bond (B) Limitation Reference 

Agricultural Chemical (Repealed by 1973 c. 341, Section 37) 
Protection Area (see 
Pesticide Control #23) 

Airport District L: 1/2 of 1~ (.005) of T.C.V. 494.110(1} 
B: General obligation; 10~ of T.C.V. 494.120 
B: Revenue; Constitutional limit only 494.120 
B: Refunding; Constitutional limit only 494.140 

Area Education District (See community colleges) 341.437 

Artesian Well {Repealed by 1957 C. 38) 

Cemetery L: 3/40 of 1~ (.00075) of T.C.V.(2) 265.140(9) 
B: No power to issue 

Cherry Fruit Fly L: No power to levy; costs certified 570.430 
to tax co11 ector 

B: No power to issue 

Cities L: Constitutional limit only 
B: 3~ of the T.c.v. after deducting 287.004 

from outstanding bonds such cash 
funds and sinking funds as are 
applicable to the payment of the 
principal thereof 

~= ~ancroft Bonding Act. Total city 223.295 
debt including Bancroft Bonds, but 
excluding municipal utility bonds, 
not to exceed 9~ of the latest 
T.C.V. of the city or limited to 3~ 
of latest T.C.V., whichever is the 
greater 

Debt: Unless voter authorized, $5,000 221.410 
floating debt limit 

Advertising and 
Pub 1 ic 1ty (Repealed by 1981 Ch. 288) 

Community Houses L: Requires special vote 276.732 
B: Requires special vote 276.732 
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Municipal Corporation 

C. Parking Facilities 

Levy (L) or Sond (B) Limitation 

L: Constitutional limit only 
B: General obligation or revenue bonds 

within legal debt limitations 

O.R.S. 
Reference 

223.825 
223.825 

NOTES: (1) Municipal corporation levies are subject to both constitutional 
limitations (Article XI, Section 11) and statutory limitations. 

(2) T.C.V. =True Cash Value: ORS 308.207 governs the computation. 

D. Sewer Systems 

E. Irrigation and Fire 
Protection 

F. Park Commission 

(1) Park Property 

8. Co-op Telephone 

9. 

10. 

Community Colleges, 
General Fund 

Counties 

A. Countywide Levies 

(1) Agr1cu1 tural Expert 

B: Constitutional limit; requires 
voter approval or order from the 
circuit court 

224.232 

B: Not included in other limitation if 225.380 
less aggregate amount of bonds, less 
sinking funds, and cannot exceed 
2 1/2% of T.c.v. 

L: 1/2 mill (.0005) of value on roll 

L: 1/2 mill (.0005) of value on roll; 
requires voter approval 

(Repealed by 1969 c. 12). 

L: Constitutional limit only 
B: 1-1/2% (.015) of T.c.v. 

L: Constitutional limit only 
B: Debt not to exceed $5,000 
B: Bonded indebtedness not to exceed 

2% of T.C.V.; voter approval 

B: No power to issue bonds unless 
noted below 

(Repealed by 1983 c. 537) 

226.200 

226.220 

341.305 
341.675 

Art. XI Sec. 11 
Art. XI Sec. 10 

287.054(2) 

(2) Promotion and Adver- {Repealed by 1981 c. 41) 
t1sement of County 
Resources 

(3) County Fair Maint­
enance 

(4) Courthouse Con­
struction 

{5) General Road Fund 

(6) Historical Society 

L: 1/160 of 1% (.OC00615) of T.c.v. 

(Repealed by 1981 c. 126) 

L: 1/4 of 1% (.0025) of T.c.v. 

L: 1/40 of 1% (.00025) of T.C.V.; 
outside Art. XI Section 11 and 
Local Budget Law 
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Municipal Corporation 

(7) Hospital 
(a) Nursing Home 

(8) Indigent Veterans 

Levy (L) or Bond (B) Limitation 

(Repealed by 1981 C. 45) 

L: 1/80 of 1% (.000125) 

(9) Market Road Purposes (Repealed by 1973 c. 240, Section 1) 

(10} Predatory Animal (Repealed by 1981 C. 95) 
Bounties 

(11) Public Assistance (Repealed by 1969 C. 45) 
{Welfare) 

{12) School Fund 

(13) Unforeseen Contin­
gency in Counties 
over 50,000 

B. Counties; special areas 

(1) Diking District 

(2) Drainage Road 
Assessment 

(3} Flood Control Dis-
tr 1 c t ( Is land 
School District) 

L: A county shall provide annually 
by levy an amount at least equal 
to the lesser of: 

{1) The minimum amount it was 
required to levy for the 
purposes of the county school 
fund in the tax year 1965-66; or 

(2) Ten dollars per capita for all 
children within the county 
between the ages of 4 and 
20 years, determined pursuant 
to ORS 190.510 to 190.610. 

(Repealed by 1983 C. 537) 

L: District self-administered, or levy 
approval by County Court 

L: Cor.stitut1ona1 limit; must be used 
for maintenance and debt retirement 

L: No power to levy ad valorem tax. 
Limited to acreage assessment on 
a benefited basis at maximum of 
$1.00 per acre. 

(Repealed by 1969 C. 50) 

(4) Island Hridge District (Repealed by 1969 c. 50) 

(5) Island Road District (Repealed by 1969 c. 50) 

{6) Road Assessment L: 1/4 of 1% (.0025) of r.c.v. plus 
District (counties of 1/4 of 1% (.0025) of T.c.v. upon 
19-25,000 only) voter approval in an annual election 
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Reference 

408.720 

328.005 

551.100(2) 

371.065 

371.500 



O.R.S. 
Municieal Coreoration Levx {L} or Bond {B} Limitation Reference 

(7) Road District L: 1/4 of 1% (.0025) of T.C.V.; 371.095 
requires voter approval 

(a) Special road dis-
trict L: 1-4 of 1% {.0025) of T.C.V. 371.336 

(8) Service District L: Constitutional Limitation 451.547 

(a) Facilities L: 50 cents per year per $1,000 of T.C.V. 451.540 
for a period not to exceed 5 years 

B: Aggregate outstanding bonds not to 451.545 
exceed 13% of T.C.V.; voter approval 

(9) Vector (mosquito) L: 2/10 of 1% (.002) of T.C.V.; in lieu 452.153 
Control District of, or in addition to its own levy, 452.160 

the district may ask the county to 
levy the same limitation. 

(10) Weed Control L: Constitutional limit only 570.560 

(ll) Wind Erosion Control L: Constitutional limit only 568.880 
District 

(12) Zoning District (Repealed by 1971 C. 13) 

(13) Zone 2 Fire Patrol L: 1/4 of 1% (.0025) of T.C.V. plus 476.330 
special levy of 1/4 of 1% in addition 
to above; requires voter approval 

B: 1-1/4% (.0125} of r.c.v. 476.330 

ll. Drainage District L: No power to levy ad valorem tax 547.455 
(acreage-assessment basis) 547.475 

547.480 
547.485 

B: Regular bonds; no limit 547.555 
B: Funding bonds; may be issued only 547.605 

if total debt exceeds $3.00 per acre 

12. Education Service L: Grant, Harney, Wallowa, and Wheeler 334.390 
District Counties 

L: All other counties with Education 334.270 
Service District 

B: No power to issue 

13. F~rest Prot.ectinn L: No power to levy ad valorem tax 477.270 
District (acreage-assessment basis) 477.295 

B: No power to issue 

14 Grasshopper Control (Repealed by 1969 c. 13, Section I) 
D1 strict 

15. Health Districts L: 1/4 of 1% (.0025) of T.C.V. plus 440.395 
amount for bonds and interest 

B: 2-1/2% of T.C.V. if population 440.375 
under 300; 10% of T.C.V. if over 
300 
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Municipal Corporation 

16. Highway Lighting 
District 

17. Insect and Disease 
Control 

18. Irrigation District 

19. Mass Transit 

20. Metropolitan Service 

21. Park and Recreation 
District 

22. People's Utility 
District 

23. Pesticide Control 

~4. Port Districts 

A. Generally 

B. Bond Sinking Fund 

c. Bridge Bonds 

Levy (L) or Bond (B) Limitation 

L: No power to levy ad valorem tax. 
May levy assessments upon all real 
property on any reasonable basis. 
Limit is $1.00 per year per front­
foot. May also levy a special 
assessment to pay initial construc­
tion and installation cost 

B: No power to 1 ssue 

L: No power to 1 evy ad valorem tax 
(cost-assessment basis) 

B: No power to issue 

L: No power to levy ad valorem tax 
(acreage-assessment basis) 

B: No limit; requires voter approval 

L: Constitutional limit only 
B: 2-1/2% of T.C.V. 
B: Revenue bonds; need voter approval 

L: 1/2 of 1% (.005) of T.c.v. plus 
amount for bonds and interest 

B: 10% of T.C.V. 
B: Revenue bonds, voter approval ·not 

required 

L: 1/2 of 1% (.005) of T.c.v. plus 
amount for bonds and interest 

B: 2-1/2% of r.c.v. 

L: l/20 of 1% {.0005) of r.c.v. The 
accumulated percentages for the 
10-year period over 10 successive 
years snall not exceed 1/4 of 1% 
(. 0025). No 1 evy after 10 years 

B: Revenue; so conditioned as to be 
paid from sale of water, water 
power, and electricity 

B: General obligation; 2-1/2% of 
T .C. V. 

L: 1/40 of 1% (.00025} of r.c.v. 
B: No power to issue 

L: 1/4 of 1% (.0025) of T.c.v. plus 
amount for bonds and interest 

B: 2-1/2% of T.c.v. When emergency 
exists, issue up to $50,000 in any 
12-month period without voter approval 

B: 1/10 of 1% {.0010) of r.c.v. 

(Repealed by 1971 C. 728, Section 138) 
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Reference 

372.170 

527.360 

545.432 

545.192 

267.305 
267.330 
267.335 

268.500 

268.520 
268.600 

266.420 
266.540 
266.512 

261. 385(1) 
261.385(3) 

261.355 

261.360(2) 

634.242 

777.430 
777.470 
777.410 

777.520 



O.R.S. 
Municipal Corporation Levy (L) or Bond (B) Limitation Reference 

D. Port Hospital L: May levy for operation of hospital. 440.505 
Limited by and included in 24-A 
above {Port Districts, Generally) 

E. Water Transportation S: 1/4 of 1~ {.0025) of T.C.V.; 777.725 
requfres voter approval 

25. Port of Portland L: Constitutional limit only 778.065 
B: 1-3/4~ of T.C.V.; no more than 778.030 

$3 million in one year unless 778.045 
approved by voters 

26. Public Library L: Constitutional limit only 357.410(6) 

27. Rural Fire Protection 
District 

A. Fire Purposes L: Constitutional limit only 478.410 
B: 1-1/4~ (.0125) of r.c.v. 478.410 

B. Road Lighting L: 1/10 of 1~ (.001) of T.c.v. 478.450 
L: 1/4 of 1~ (.0025) of T.C.V.; 

additional upon voter approval 

28. Sanitary Authorities L: Constitutional 1 imit .only 450.885 
B: No limit (to be submitted to 450.867 

voters for approval) 

29. Sanitary Districts L: Constitutional limit only 450.170 
B: 13% of· T.C. V. 450.120 
B: 15~ of T.c.v. (when sold to 450.303 

State Treasurer) 

30. School D1 stricts L: Constitutional limit only 328.542 
B: Aggregate amount shall not 328.245 

exceed 55/100 of 1~ (.0055) 
of T.c.v. for each grade 
kindergarten to 8; 3/4 of 1% 
(.0075) of r.c.v. for each 
grade 9 to 12 

B: Negotiable interest-bearing 328.213 
warrants; require voter approval 

31. Soil Conservation L: No powers of taxation except when 568.880 
Districts authorized by the people. 

Constitutional limit only. 

32. Television Translator L: No power to levy ad valorem 
taxes 

B: Revenue bonds; no limit 354.685(2) 

33. Water 01 strict, B: General obligation bonds 264.250 
Domestic Supply {l) 2-1/2% of r.c.v. if popu-

lation under 300 (up to 
l/2 of 1~ of r.c.v. without 
vote of people) 

67 



Municipal Corporation Levy (L) or Bond (B) Limitation 

A. Water Purposes 

(2) 10% of T.C.V. if population 
over 300 

B: Revenue bonds, no limit 

L: 1/4 of 1% (.0025) of T.C.V., plus 
amount for bonds and interest 

B. Fire Purposes L: 3/20 of 1% (.0015) of T.C.V. 

C. Fire Purposes (special) L: 4/10 of 1% (.0040) of T.C.V. 
(Special voter approval required) 

D. Street Lighting, L: 3/20 of 1% (.0015) of T.C.V. 
Installation and 
Extension 

E. Street Lighting, L: 1/20 of 1% (.0005) of T.C.V. 
Maintenance and 
Operations 

34. Water Control Districts L: Special assessments 
1/2 of 1% (.005) of T.C.V. in 
subdistrict. Levy shall be in 
lieu of assessments if used. 
Applicable only if district 
contracts with other government 
to do work. 

B: General limit; requires voter 
approval 

35. Water Improvement L: Maximum rate fixed upon creation 

36. Weather Modification 
Districts 

ce:0388S/34 

of the district or as amended by 
voters 

B: 2-l/2% (.025) of T.C.V. 

L: 1/4 of 1% (.0025) of T.C.V. 
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O.R.S. 
Reference 

264.260 

264.300 

264.340(2)(b) 

264.340(2) 

264.350(3) 

264.350(3) 

553.510 
553.710 
553.730 

553.610 
553.620 

552.625 

552.645 

558.340 


