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AGENDA

MEETINGS OF THE MULTNOMAH COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

FOR THE WEEK OF

February 1 - 5, 1993

Mohday, February 1, 1993 - 6:00 PM - Planning Commission/Board

of County Commissioners

Joint Work Session . .Page 2
Tuesday, February 2,‘1993 - 9:30 AM - Board Briefings . . .Page 2
Tuesday, February 2, 1993 - 1:30 PM.- Agenda Review . . . .Page 2
Wednesday, FébruaryA3, 1993 - 9:30 AM - Work Session. . . .Page 2
Thursday, February 4, 1993 - 9:30 AM - Regular Meeting. . .Page 3

Thursday Meetings of the Multnomah Countyl Board of

Commissioners are taped and can be seen at the following times:

Thursday, 10:00 PM, Channel 11 for East and West side
subscribers .

Thursday, 10:00 PM, Channel 49 for Columbia Cable
(Vancouver) subscribers

Friday, 6:00 PM, Channel 22 for Paragon Cable (Multnomah
East) subscribers : _

Saturday 12:00 PM, Channel 21 for East Portland and East
County subscribers

INDIVIDUALS WITH DISABILITIES MAY CALL THE OFFICE OF_ THE BOARD

CLERK AT 248-3277 QR 248-5222 OR MULTNOMAH COUNTY TDD PHONE
248-5040 FOR INFORMATION ON AVAILABLE SERVICES AND ACCESSIBILITY,

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER




Monday, February 1, 1993.— 6:00 PM

Multnomah County Courthouse, Room 602

PLANNING COMMISSION/BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
JOINT WORK SESSION :

Joint Work Session to Discuss Land Use Planning Matters.

Tuesday, February 2, 1993 - 9:30 AM
Mulétnomah County Courthouse, Room 602

BOARD BRIEFINGS

Update on the Current State of Affairs Surrounding the
Availability of Federal Resources for Continuation of
Health Care Services for Newly Arriving  Refugees.
Presented by Jan Sinclair, Ron Spendal and Tom Fronk.
9:30 AM TIME CERTAIN. 45 MINUTES REQUESTED. ‘

Discussion Regarding Library Board Recommendations on the
Library Capital Improvements/General Obligation Bonds.
Presented by Ginnie Cooper and Others. 10:15 AM TIME
CERTAIN. 45 MINUTES REQUESTED.

Discussion Regarding the Consolidation of the Multnomah

" Cable Regulatory Commission and the Portland Cable

Regulatory Commission. Presented by Julie Omelchuck and
Betsy Williams. 11:00 AM CERTAIN. 30 MINUTES REQUESTED.

Discussion Regarding the Multi-Disciplinary Team for Child
Abuse. Presented by Randy Amundson, Michael Schrunk and
Portland Police Bureau Staff. 11:30 AM TIME CERTAIN.

Tuesday, February 2, 1993 - 1:30 PM
Multnomah County Courthouse, Room 602
AGENDA REVIEW

Review of Agenda for Regular Meeting of February 4, 1993

Wednesday, February 3, 1993 - 9:30 AM

Multnomah County Courthouse, Room 602

WORK SESSION

Continued Discussion and Request for Policy Direction
Regarding the Citizen Convention Recommendations. N
Facilitated by Bill Farver. 9:30 TIME CERTAIN, 60 MINUTES

' REQUESTED.

Discussion Regarding the Public Safety 2000 Report.
Facilitated by Bill Farver. 10:30 AM TIME CERTAIN. 90
MINUTES REQUESTED.
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Thursday, February 4, 1993 - 9:30 AM
Multnomah County Courthouse, Room 602

REGULAR MEETING

CONSENT CALENDAR

NON-DEPARTMENTAL

Cc-1

Cc-2

In the Matter of the Re-Appointment of Pat Bozanich to the
CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT COMMITTEE, Term Expires February 1( 1995

In the Matter of the Appointment of Micky Ryan, Term
Expires July, 1993; and Margaret Ann Jozsa, Term Expires
July, 1995; to the HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
COMMISSION :

In the Matter of the Appointments of Margaret (Peg)
Caliendo to the COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS CITIZEN BUDGET
ADVISORY COMMITTEE; .and Dan Phegley to the SHERIFF'S
CITIZEN BUDGET ADVISORY COMMITTEE; Terms Expire September,
1995

In the Matter of the Appointments of Commissioner Dan
Saltzman, Public Sector; and Ramsay Weit (Representing
Mayor Vera Katz), Public Sector, to the MULTNOMAH COUNTY
COMMUNITY ACTION COMMISSION, Terms Expire February, 1995

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES

C-5

Ratification of an Intergovernmental Renewal Agreement,
Contract #103883, between Multnomah County Alcohol and Drug
Program Office and the City of Portland Serves as the
Fiscal Agent for the Regional Drug Initiative, for the

~ Period January 1, 1993 through June 30, 1993

REGULAR AGENDA

JUSTICE SERVICES

SHERIFF'S QFFICE

Budget' Modification MSCO #9 Requesting the Transfer of

$70,999 form General Fund Contingency to the Sheriff’s
Office Enforcement Budget to Pay for a Multidisciplinary
Child Abuse Team (Continued from 1/21/93)

NON-DEPARTMENTAL

R-2

RESOLUTION in the Matter of Commissioner Liaison
Assinnments for the 1993 Calendar Year

In the Matter of a Contract Amendment to the Oregon Nurses
Association Contract 1991-1994

RESOLUTION in the Matter of Thanking County Employees for
Their Participation in the 1992 Charitable Giving Campaign
for Multnomah County
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First - Reading of an ORDINANCE Amending ORDINANCE 748,
(Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Plan
Implementation) by Repealing MCC 11.15.3568(H) and Amending
MCC 11.15.3572 to Clarify Multnomah County Review
Procedures for Land Use Decisions in the Columbia River

Gorge - 10:30 TIME CERTAIN. 15 MINUTES REQUESTED.

RESOLUTION in the Matter of Submitting a Three Year Rate
Based Serial Levy to Fund Library Services to the Voters at
a Countywide Election

RESOLUTION in the Matter of Submitting to the Voters in a
Countywide Election a Three Year Rate Based Serial Levy to
Fund Jail Operatlons

In the Matter of the Department of Community Corrections
Requesting an Exemption from the Hiring Freeze for All
Department Staff who are Providing Direct Service and

Supervision of Offenders ' Including: Probation/Parole .
Officers, Corrections Technicians, and Corrections

Counselors

In the Matter of the Department of Environmental Services
Requesting an Exemption from the Hiring Freeze to Fill Two
Positions in Critical Services: an Office Assistant 2
Position in the Records Management Section of Assessment

and Taxation; and a Senior Planner in the Land Use Planning

Division

In the Matter of the Regquest of an Exemption from the
Hiring Freeze to Fill a Position in the Chair’'s Office :

MANAGEMENT SUPPORT

BUDGET MODIFICATION NOND 17 Requesting Authorization to
Transfer $28,738 from Finance, Employee Services, and
Planning & Budget to General Fund Contingency, to Implement

~ Hiring Freeze Savings

JUSTICE SERVICES

COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS

BUDGET MODIFICATION DCC #23 Requesting Authorization to
Reduce a Vacant Fiscal Specialist Sr. Position in the DCC
Administrative Services Division and Reduce & Program
Development Specialist Position 1in the Diagnostic and
Program Development Division, Reducing the General Fund
Allocation by $74,107 to Implement Hiring Freeze Savings

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES

R-13

R-14

RESOLUTION in the Matter of Requesting State Legislators to
Maintain State Funding for the Multnomah County Fair

BUDGET MODIFICATION DES #12 Requesting Authorization to
Transfer $10,427 from DES Administration Personnel

Services, to General Fund Contingency, to Implement Hiring

Freeze Savings
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BUDGET MODIFICATION DES #13 Requesting Authorization to
Reduce the 92-93 Adopted Animal Control Division Budget by
$7,290 and Return the Savings to General Fund Contingency,
to Implement Hiring Freeze Savings

BUDGET MODIFICATION DES #14 Requesting Authorization ¢to
Transfer $19,034 from Various Personal Services Categories
within the Expo Center Division Budget, to General Fund
Contingency, to Implement Hiring Freeze Savings

BUDGET MODIFICATION DES #15 Requesting Authorization ¢to
Transfer $10,393 from DES Facilities & Property Management,
to General Fund Contingency, to Implement Hiring Freeze
Savings

BUDGET MODIFICATION DES #16 Requesting Authorization to
Transfer $21,250 from the ISD Division, DP Fund Personal
Services Budget, to General Fund Contingency, to Implement
Hiring Freeze Savings

BUDGET MODIFICATION DES #17 Requesting Authorization to
Transfer §$8,000 from the Planning and Development Division
Budget, to General Fund Contingency, to Implement Hiring
Freeze Savings

BUDGET 'MODIFICATION DES #18 Reguesting Authorization to
Transfer $41,764 from the Assessment and Taxation Division
Budget, to General Fund Contingency, to Implement Hiring
Freeze Savings : :

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES

R-21

BUDGET MODIFICATION DSS #27 Requesting Authorization to
Reduce $3,300. from the DSS Director’s Office Personnel
Budget, to General Fund Contingency, to Implement Hiring
Freeze Savings

BUDGET MODIFICATION DSS #28 Requesting Authorization to
Reduce $90,223 from the Mental Health, Youth and Family
Services Personnel Budget, to General Fund Contingency, to
Implement Hiring Freeze Savings '

BUDGET MODIFICATION DSS #29 Requesting Authorization to
Reduce $19,132 from Aging Services Administration  Budget,
to General Fund Contingency, to Implement Hiring Freeze
Savings "

BUDGET MODIFICATION DSS #30 Requesting Authorization to
Reduce $8,250 from the Housing and Community Services
Division Personnel Budget, to General Fund Contingency, to
Implement Hiring Freeze Savings

BUDGET MODIFICATION DSS #31 Requesting Authorization to
Reduce $44,095 from the Juvenile Justice Division Budget,
to General Fund Contingency, to Implement Hiring Freeze
Savings




‘ LIBRARY SERVICES

, R-26 BUDGET MODIFICATION DLS #4 Requesting Authorization to
Reduce $80,500 from the Library Personal Services Budget,
to General Fund Contingency, to Implement Hiring Freeze

Savings

PUBLIC COMMENT

R-27 Opportunity for Public Comment on Non-Agenda Matters.
Testimony Limited to Three Minutes Per Person.

0264C/23-28
cap
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\ REVISED
DRAFT FINDINGS IN RESPONSE TO CITIZEN

CONVENTION RECOMMENDATIONS

I. Administrative/Labor Sub-Comm. - Committee on Governmental
Review. :

1. Spending $150,000 on a Committee on Government Review will
not improve the efficiency, economy, or effectiveness of the
delivery of governmental services within Multnomah County.

2. The task of following up on the recommendations of
Convention could be assumed by a subcommittee of the CIC, if
that is deemed a priority by the CIC.

3. We believe if such a committee is formed, it should review
the results of all Citizen recommendations over the past year,
not just those of the Citizen’s Convention.

4. If the Multnomah County Citizen Involvment Committee is not
seen as a county wide citizen committee, we need to build the
commitment of citizens and other governments to recognize the
CIC as a broad based citizen body.

IT. Admin/Labor Relations Comm. - General Government Operations

"Citizen Involvement

1. Finding greater opportunities for citizen involvement has
been and will continue to be the responsibility of the CIC.
The Board will consider specific recommendations from the CIC
to accomplish the goals that we share.

2. The more inclusive budget process approved by the Board at
their December retreat will provide an earlier, more
comprehensive opportunity for citizen involvement in this very
important process.

See attached pages 9 and 10 from the Summary of the December
retreat, regarding the budget process and CBAC involvement.

3. Whether the Citizen Convention process is used again will
depend upon the views of the CIC and other citizen groups.

Process

1. The new Board has renewed its determination to seek
efficiencies and economies with other local governments.
Multnomah County has been in a leadership position in seeking
to regionalize or shift a variety of services to Metro. The
Board has endorsed countywide, single provider solutions to
many of the major services citizens expect.
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2. The new Board has adopted a program budget process which it
hopes will lead to greater scrutiny and more accountability.

See attached Order 93-4 passed by the Board on January 7, 1993.

3. The Board looks forward to renewing discussions with other
local jurisdictions and taking a fresh look at jursidictional
consolidations.

4. The Board works with the Tax Supervising and Conservation
Committee to coordinate budgets and proposed revenue measures.

See attached Resolution 92-210, passed by the Board on December
3, 1992. '

5. The County cannot unilaterially set the comparisons used in
labor negotiations. The criteria for comparisons are specified
in state law. Fact finders and arbitrators traditionally give
greatest weight to comparable public sector salaries in

Oregon. As a consequence, the county and its unions
traditionally look at other local jurisdictions in the area and
the private sector for wage and benefit comparisons. When
clearly appropriate, as for nurses in Health, the County relies

‘very heavily on private sector comparisons.

Administration

1. In response to your suggestion that the Board flatten top of
administration in government and protect service at the street
level, the Board has made significant reductions in
adminstration over the past two years, while largely protecting

‘'essential services. We will strive to do that again this year.

See attached memo (datéd 2-19-92) from the Budget office
detailing cuts made over the past two years.

2. In response to your suggestion that the County establish
incentives for administrator’s performance and penalties for
non-performance, the County currently evaluates all
administrators annually and grants merit increases based on
those evaluations.

3. In response to your suggestion that the County encourage
participatory management, we believe that this is already the
operating norm within the county and will continue to be
encouraged. ‘
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4. In response to your suggestion that the County clarify
jurisdictions, the Board has been involved in several efforts
over the past two years to reach consensus on these issues.
The new Board will develop positions on intrajurisidictional
issues through its planning process and pursue these issues
again this spring and summer. ' '

5. In response to your suggestion to reward workers for
improvements, suggestions, savings, etc., the Board established
an Employee Suggestion Committee that regularly brings employee
suggestions to the Board. During the past year, nine
suggestions have been adopted resulting in savings of $70,000
plus other suggestions addressing employee health and safety
and more efficient delivery of services.

VISION

1. In response to your suggestion that we '"re-invent"
government, the Board started reevaluating how the County does
its business at its December retreat. A new budgeting process
‘and program budget format were developed.

2. The Board plans to continue the retreat format and focus on
short and long term planning.

3. In response to your suggest of developing a think tank, the
Board regularly gets advice from a large variety of citizen
groups and advisory committees. We will continue to recruit
able citizens to assist us with our work.

III. Cable Television Regulation

1. The recommendation has already been implemented.

See attached resolution 92-208, passed by the Board on December
3, 1992.

- IV. Education/Libraries #1 v

1. The Board has been an advocate for tax reform efforts that
will stabilize not only funding for schools, but also state and
local government.

2. Funding a position to help make the community conducive for
learning is not clearly focused or cost efficient.
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V. Education/Libraries #3

1. The Board will pursue a serial levy and GO Bond in May to
assist in stablizing library funding. The Library Board and
the private sector has committed to extensive involvement and
support of these campaigns.

2. The Board has established a Library Entrepreneurial Task
Force to study other ideas for increasing library revenues.
The Board invites specific suggestions from the community.

See attached Resolution re Library Entrepreneurial Task Force,
passed by the Board on January 14, 1993. :

VI. Elections
1. These suggestions are already proposed for policy or
legislative changes in 1993 Legislature.

a). Expand vote by mail to all elections. House Bill 2278
requires the primary election to be held by mail.

b). Allow absentee ballots to be turned in at polling
places. Policy change which the County will implement at the
next election.

c). Combine state and county voters’ pamphlets. Proposed
in House Bill 2279.

d). Use US Postal records to automatically update the
registration for a voter who has moved. This legislation will
be intorduced by the Interim Committee on Governmental
Operations. These proposals have our support.

VII. Health and Human Services and Mental health

1. We agree with these recommendations which closely parallel
the Integrated Services System strategy already endorsed by the
Board.

2. We presently require high service standards and will
continue working with service providers to maintain those
standards.

3. The Contracting Task Force will make recommendations
regarding criteria that should be used in deciding whether to
contract out services. We will have the opportunity to review
services that we are currently contracting out to determine
whether to review that decision.

4. The County privitizes when most appropriate. Sometimes, the
decision is made to make most effective use of limited
resources. Requiring contractors to pay comparable wages
defeats part of the purpose of contracting out and may be both
inappropriate and illegal. See attached Draft Concept Paper
on Integrated Services System
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VIII. Law Enforcement and Corrections #1 - Consolidation

1. The Sheriff favors a consolidated law enforcement and
corrections agency. The Sheriff presented his reasons for
consolidation to the 1992 Governor’s Task Force on Local
Government and proposed a consolidated agency to the Citizen’s
Crime Commission Public Safety 2000 Committee in June and again
in October. ‘

2. When the Board last discussed this subject, they were in
agreement with the Sheriff. Since that time, two new members
have joined the Board and Public Safety 2000 has issued a draft
report. The Board will reconsider this issue as part of its
planning process.

3. A separate police service district creates the danger of
another layer of government.

IX. Law Enforcement and Corrections - #3 - Jail Beds

1. The Board has and will continue to make adequate jail space
and effective management of the use of those beds as a top
priority.

2. Providing adequate jail space is within the fiscal
contraints of the County’s budget. Selling some beds to the
federal marshal provides revenue which helps balance that
budget. The number of beds contracted to the federal marshal
is expected to be reduced next year by more than 50, as a new
federal prison is opened.

3. The Sheriff and the Board are concerned about the impact of
state cuts which will limit the number of state beds available
for serious offenders and impact other aspects of the criminal
justice system in the County, including Community Corrections

and prosecution. '

X. Minority Report - Law Enforcement and Corrections

1. The Sheriff and the Board believe that a Citizen Review
Process will not improve the efficiency, econony, or
effectiveness of the current citizen complaint procedure.

2. The current procedure in the Sheriff’s office seeks to
maximize responsiveness to the complainant while providing due
process to any affected employee. Collective bargaining
agreements and case law govern the actual investigative
process, and require due process throughout all stages. The

.office promptly acknowledges to the complainant that a

complaint has been received, and whether or not a formal
Internal Affairs investigation will be initiated. Our entire
process is open and. accountable to the complainant where the
law allows it to be. Results of investigations are
communicated to complainants in writing when the investigation
concludes.
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3. If the complaint is sustained, and the employee disciplined,
the Public Records Law restricts the release of the
investigative information, and the complainant does not have
access to it without filing a civil lawsuit. If a suit is
filed, the records may be subject to discovery at the
discretion of the court.

4. If the complaint is not sustained, the complainant may
challenge the finding through the branch Chief Deputy,
Undersheriff, or the Sheriff. In addition, the files and
results of the investigation in a not sustained complaint are
available to the complainant under the Public Records Law.
Finally, even though the Sheriff’s office may not have
sustained the complaint, it is still subject to judicial review
through the civil court process. When a civil suit is filed,
all records are subject to discovery. ’

5. Jail inmates have a formal complaint system available to
“them with multiple levels of review and challenge. 1In
addition, the inmates have available several public and private
attorneys and groups to advocate for them. They currently use
this avenue extensively by filing civil suits. '

6. In sum, there are currently so many avenues open to
complainants that adding a review board or similar arrangement

is not necessary.

XI. Parks and Recreation #1

1. The potential transfer of County parks and cemeteries,and
the County Expo/County Fair to Metro has been the subject of
extensive discussion, information exchange, and financial
analysis. A basic set of consolidation principles has been
worked out between the County and Metro.

The transfer will move these County services to a regional
base, in recognition of their regional nature, and to lead
toward the ultimate development of a Regional Parks and
Greenspaces system, and a truly regional combination of
facilities serving the major exhibition needs and the
performing arts.

2. In response to the suggestion that we include citizens in

the actual negotiations, the Parks Advisory Committee will be
involved in the process when appropriate.
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XII. Parks and Recreation - Expo Center

1. The Expo Center is a large exhibition facility that has some
recreational aspects, but is not a park. It serves primarily
as a rental facility for use by large trade show producers.

The Expo Center has a small staff who manage the scheduling of
events, collection of revenues, and maintenance of the
buildings and grounds. Transfer of management to Parks will
not result in staff savings.

2. Each year the Expo staff produces the County Fair. This is
a specialized undertaking, unrelated to the management of Parks.

3. While the Expo Center and Parks function as separate
divisions within the Department of Environmental Services, they
are funded within the Recreation Fund which provides budgeting
convenience and a stable funding source, but does not suggest
joint management.

4. Finally, the Expo center operates as a profit center and is
expected to make money to help support the Parks and other:
services. Hence its mission is inconsistent with the Parks
mission which provides services to all citizens.

XIII. Planning and Zoning - Citizen Assistant

1. This resolution proposes a "citizen assistant" to assist
the public through the labyrinth of land use procedures. This
is the function of the zoning counter, a service center that
has been in existence since the inception of a land use
‘planning program in the County. The planner staffing the
zoning counter is responsible for explaining requirements of
land use procedures as stipulated by the set of complex land
use law which exists in the county and the state.

2. Because of recent work load requirements, Planning has
reduced the amount of contact hours for this service to four
hours a day. This translates to an average of 20 minutes of
service per person. This may not be enough.

3. The Board will ask Planning to submit an add package for
consideration as part of the 1993-4 budget process. The add
package will increase counter time through additional staff.
Also, Planning will pursue the use of a GIS data management
system. This new technology will increase efficiency by
allowing the planner at the zoning counter more time to discuss
procedures and requirements.

4. Nevertheless, given the complexity of some inquiries and the
sophistication of land use laws in this state, some members of
the public will require the services of a private planning
consultant or attorney.
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XIV. Planning and Zoning #2 - Citizen Involvement

1. These recommendations reflect the current practices of the
Planning Division. Citizen involvement is required pursuant to
statewide goals. :

v//XV. Planning and Zoning #4 - Organizational Chart
1. An organizational chart of the County is already included
in the Public Budget Document, which is available in the
libraries. Also, County buildings have the names and pictures
of the current county officials. Additional suggestions
regarding publicizing the County structure will be considered
as part of the county’s public information plan.

XVI. Road and Bridges #1 - Transportation Plannning

1. The County currently incorporates alternative modes of
transportation into planning as practical and consistent with
regional plan. While the County is not responsible for light
rail development, the County is active in assisting with plans
for proposed projects.

2. The Board has in the past and continues to endorse the use
of gas tax money for the development of alternative
transportation modes.

XVII. Road and Bridges #2 - Bicycle Master Plan

1. This resolution supports the county policy as specified in
the County Bicycle Master Plan and Program. The County will
continue a strong program within funding limitations.

XVIII. Road and Bridges #3 - Sharing Equipment

1. The Transportation Department shares equipment between
agencies on an informal basis to a large extent. The County
also has mutual aid agreements with most jurisdictions to
assist with emergencies and disaster response.

2. Even greater efficiencies may be possible by forming a
unified maintenance organization as recommended by the
Governor’s Task Force. The Board will discuss whether to
pursue this option with the Department of Environmental
Services during the discussion of the Department’s Policy
Development Plan.

XIX. Taxes and Assessment Subcommittee #1

1. This resolution assumes the County has difficulty disposing
of tax foreclosed real property. Actually, for the past
several years, all buildable property offered for sale, has
been sold. For the past year, the price received has been at
or over the assessed value. '
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2. The tax foreclosure procéss is designed to recover the taxes
canceled by the foreclosure process and return them to the
taxing districts which sustained the loss.

3. Under ORS 272.330(2) and Ordinance 672, the County has a
mechanism to transfer specific tax foreclosed properties to
non-profit housing agencies to provide low income housing.
This mechanism has provided non-profit housing agencies with
over 125 sites in the past two years. There is no statutory
authority for transfers for medium cost housing.

4. If the non-profits had access only to properties not sold at
auction, there would be virtually nothing available to them.

XX. Taxes and Assessment Subcommittee #3

1. If the process for change refers to recommendations from
citizens, we would suggest that the CIC adopt these suggested
criteria and apply them to recommendations forwarded to the
Board from citizen groups.

XXI. Water, Sewer, Environmental Services and Fire #2

1. Multnomah County has no grounds or'standing to participate
in the legal process to adjudicate water rights to the Little
Sandy River.

2. The Portland City Council on December 16, 1992, decided to
file for a pre-1909 water right on the Little Sandy.

3. The Portland Water Bureau is not convinced that Bull Run is
the only reliable source of water and is currently involved
with a Regional Supply Study to investigate other alternatives.

4. The Little Sandy was removed from the Bull Run Reserve by
Congress in the late 1970’s or early 1980’s.

5. Multnomah County has limited, if any, authority over urban
growth boundaries. Land Use laws do not limit growth, only
guide growth.

6. The courts will decide if the Little Sandy is "obtainable"
for drinking water. Development would have impacts on fish,
wildlife, and recreation of the Sandy Basin. Conservation
would have fewer impacts and be less expensive.

7. Draining one of the state’s premier Scenic Waterways (Sandy
River) may not be construed as protecting our "lifestyle and
liveability".
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8. In conclusion,
a. The County has no right of eminent domain over the

waters of the State of Oregon.

b. An attempt to "acquire" water rights would be met with a
lawsuit because PGE rights are for hydroelectirc purposes (an
"in-stream" use), not municipal use (an out of stream use)

c. The state legislature has granted water rights on Bull
Run and the Little Sandy.. This grant was made in 1909 and is
subject to prior documented claims (i.e. PGE). This the why
these rights will be adjudicated in court.

d. The County has no authority to appropriate water by
ordinance.

See attached letter from the Board of Céunty Commissioners to
Commissioner Mike Lindberg, (dated November 25, 1992)

XXII. Water, Sewer, Environmental Services and Fire #3

In response to the resolution that the Board shall take/endorse
reasonable steps to acquire natural areas:

1. The County supported adopting of the Greeﬁspaces Master Plan.

2. The Board endorsed by resolution the Greenspaces bond
measure which failed in November, 1992. The Board would look
favorably on a new Greenspaces measure before the voters in the
fall.

3. The Board created Natural Areas Acquisition and Protection
Fund . See attached Resolution 90-57, passed by the Board on
April 19, 1990. -

4. The Board approved the Natural Areas Protection and
Management Plan. See attached Resolution 92-102, passed by the
Board on June, 4, 1992.

5. The County will actively encourage Metro to bring
Greenspaces bond measure back to the voters, preferably in
September, 1993.

6. The County will work to dispose of surplus county land to
build the Natural Areas Acquisition and Protection fund
resources.

InAresponse to the resolution that the Board shall take/endorse
reasonable steps to zone natural areas:

1. The Natural Areas Acquisition and Protection Fund provides
dollars for a planner position in Land Use and Development to
up-date the County Comprehensive Plan (FY 92-93 - subregional
planning process). Part of the process will be to evaluate Goal
5 inventory.
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Whether this is an adequate response for a full Goal 5
Inventory will be considered during the budget process.

In response to the resolution that the Board shall educate the
public:

1. The Board funds the Parks Services Environmental Education
Program. While this program is extremely popular, current
financial and staff constraints prevent the Parks Services
Division from responding to all requests. The Salmon Festival
and Environmental Education Program have both received National
Association of Counties Achievement Awards.  The Board will

- decide during its budget process whether this is a higher
priority.

In response to the resolution that the Board shall work with
the State, Metro, and City governments to develop a regional
approach to parks, etc:

1. The Board has supported, with both financial and staff
resources, the development of the Metro Greenspaces Master
Plan.

2. The Board has supported/facilitated the discussion with
Metro concerning the potential transfer of County parks and
Natural Areas to Metro as a foundation for a truly regional
system. No other local government has taken this step.

3. The Board formally supported the Greenspaces Bond measure.
Proceeds would have been shared with regional, County and City
providers. .

In response to the resolution that the Board consider
consolidation with Metro:
1. This effort is underway. (See above)

In response to the resolution that the Board involve three
citizens in decision/negotiations regarding the Metro
consolidation:

1. The Parks Services Division will involve the Parks Advisory
Committee in this process at the appropriate time.

enclosures :

Integrated Budget Process - Summary of Budget Process (part of
December Board retreat)

Order 93-4 re Program Budgeting

Tax Supervising and Conservation Commission Resolution 92-210
Memo from Budget Office, A Post Measure 5 Reality Check

Cable Regulation Resolution 92-208

Library Entrepreneurial Task Force

Concept Paper Integrated Services System

Letter to Commissioner Lindberg from the Board re Sandy River
Water Rights

Natural Areas Acquisition and Protection Fund Resolution 90-57
Natural Areas Protection and Management Plan Resolution 92-102
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X-3-93
LO-2_

February 2, 1993

To: Board of County Commissioners
From: Bill Farver ;Kx!
Re: Public Safety 2000

This memo is to highlight the major decisions the Board
must make and provide some suggestions as to how to proceed. I
have only addressed the parts of the report that deal with the
County. Some recommendations require actions by several
jurisdictions in concert; others can be addressed unilaterally
by the County.

The Public Safety 2000 Committee entered controversarial
territory. There have been numerous complaints or concerns

-raised about their process, their specific findings, and

personal frictions generated. I have avoided these, except
insofar as they might have colored the final recommendations.

As you read the report and this analysis, keep in mind that
law enforcement is one aspect of a larger criminal justice
system. We need to integrate these ideas into that larger
context.

To help understand the implications of continuing the
process, I will discuss the report’s six major
recommendations. (p. E-7)

*I. Consolidate major non-patrol functions among five police
agencies

*ITI. Not pursue full consolidation at this time
*III. Realign patrol functions
*IV. Civilianze and privatize functions
*V. Reallocate savings to priority crime problems
*VI. Other concerns

The total savings from all of these actions is supposed to
save $3.7 million per year and free up 70 sworn officers for
line police duty. (These numbers are savings for all
jurisdictions, not just Multnomah County). I will try to

identify how those numbers impact recommendations relating to
the County.




PART I. CONSOLIDATION OF MAJOR NON-PATROL FUNCTIONS AMONG FIVE
POLICE AGENCIES

The report identifies eight functions (page E-8) and
recommends that a Council on Law Enforcment Officials (CLEO) be
established to provide initial and ongoing oversight to the
analysis of functional integration. (p. 65) Nothing can go
forward in this area without a consensus of the jurisdictions.
Cost savings: estimated $1.3 million (P. 59)

PROCESS TO CONSIDER FUNCTIONAL INTEGRATION

A key threshold question for the Board is whether the
County should participate in the continuing consolidation/
integration question in the manner suggested by the Report.

In the past, the Board has endorsed the concept of a
single, consolidated law enforcement agency. The report stops
short of calling for such a consolidation. Instead, the Report
recommends that a Council on Law Enforcement Officials (CLEO)
be established to provide oversight to the analysis and have
the responsibility to ensure that implementation takes place.
(p. 65) CLEO would be comprised of the Sheriff, DA, Mayor or
Council President of each City, and the County Chair. An
alternative suggestion is for the Public Safety Council to
perform this function.

**QUESTION 1: Are the functional integration recommendations
of Public Safety 2000 worth pursuing through CLEO or PSC?

SUGGESTION: Several discussions and proposals preceeded the |
effort by the Citizens Crime Commission to take an outside, |
independent look at this issue. A great deal of time, money, |
and effort went into the PS 2000 process. I would suggest the

Board use the report as a vehicle for continuing the discussion

of consolidation/integration of police agencies.

Whether the group selected is CLEO or PSC does not seem as
important as the need to use one of them and renew the
discussion. CLEO has the advantage of being smaller and more
law enforcement focused. PSC brings a broader criminal justice
system perspective and is an established group. Perhaps a
middle ground would be to establish CLEO as a subcommittee of

the PsSC. ‘

Accepting the recommendation could defer/delay the potential
for moving ahead on complete consolidation. Given the
obstacles presented by the Report (See Section II) and the
support the Report enjoys from the leadership in the cities,
such a delay may be inevitable.
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CLEO/PSC can recommend which areas can be functionally
consolidated and under what agency, implement those areas of
agreement, and work politically with other jurisdictions where
there is disagreement. Using this process will help test the
feasibility of a fuller integration under a single agency
(Model A p. 60). If cooperative relationships are built and
proposals implemented, CLEO/PSC will have the appropriate
people at the table to discuss consolidation if the
participants so desire.

Many of the chief law enforcement officers seemed in agreement
in principle on the need for a consolidated approach to law
enforcement at the start of the Public Safety 2000 process.

All jursidictions need a process that can continue the dialogue
in a less contentious arena. By having all the affected
parties at the table, the opportunity to begin to reach
consensus on more fundamental change will be given another
chance.

FUNCTIONAL INTEGRATION AREAS

The report recommends consolidation of eight functional
areas and suggests what jurisdiction should be the lead agency
in each area, but anticipates that CLEO will review these
proposals and suggest alternatives (p. 67)

**QUESTION 2: Assuming the Board wants to participate in the
functional review process, does the Board want to give specific
direction to the County’s representatives on CLEO/PSC and/or
ask County staff to assist in the analysis of some of the areas
of functional integration?

SUGGESTION: While the CLEO/PSC process is beginning, there may
be some groundwork for the Board and staff to complete. The
Integration of Information Data Systems lends itself to some
advance analysis. Others functional areas could benefit from
some direction from the Board to the Chair and Sheriff. The
Board could schedule a separate briefing to discuss each area
in more detail. I have included a few observations to indicate
example of direction that could be given.

6.3.1 Integration of Information Data Systems (p. 69)

The major area of identified savings ($700 - $800 thousand).
SUGGESTION: The Board could ask the Budget Office and ISD to
review Report’s assumptions, the recent consultant’s study, and
brief the Board on their assessment of potential savings and

how the savings would be realized.
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6.3.3 Integration of Police Training (p. 72)

Potentially very important, assuming agencies have a shared
vision of community policing and therefore, how officers should
be trained. Seems difficult to separate from recruitment and
hiring standards. The report identifies Gresham as the "lead
agency", but seemingly only for facilitating the discussion.

6.3.4 Integration of Police Personnel Recruitment (p. 74)

This is difficult to separate from training. The group
needs to come to a common understanding of what community
policing is. In that analysis, current community policing
projects from all agencies should be analyzed so that agencies
can learn from each other. Once that definition is in place,
the group needs to recommend what type of person should be
recruited and with what qualifications.

Also, The report praises the Sheriff for being '"one of the
first police agencies in the US to require a four-year college
degree", but does not pursue the issue. Paul Lorenzini’s
letter of 1-4-93 indicates the degree requirement raises
concerns over the ability to achieve affirmative action goals.
This issue needs to be directly addressed before uniform
recruitment is possible.

SUGGESTION: Ask CLEO/PSC to link discussions of 6.3.3 and
6.3.4. Discuss different standards used by agencies in hiring
officers and which are most appropriate for community
policing. Ask CLEO/PSC to clarify common vision of community
policing. '

6.3.5 Integration of River Patrol (p. 76)

The Report recommends increased staffing of river patrol as
a priority use for potential savings (See Section V.)
Furthermore, it suggests allocating funding for river patrol
(above that provided by the state) among all agencies.

SUGGESTION: River Patrol is already an integrated, county wide
function. CLEO/PSC should not make recommendations about
increased services in any area of law enforcement without a
larger discussion about the most pressing needs in the entire
criminal justice system, not just law enforcement. Finally, if
other jurisdictions could or should be paying a percentage of
the costs of the Sheriff’s river patrol function, why should
that rationale not also apply to other countywide law
enforcement functions?
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6.3.6 Integration of SERT - Special Emergency Response Team
(p.- 77)

No identified savings.

SUGGESTION: Have CLEO/PSC attempt to document how functional
integration will increase coordination and effectiveness.

6.3.7 Expansion of ROCN (p. 79)
There appears to be some confusion over the exact proposal.

SUGGESTION: Ask CLEO/PSC to explore the possible realignments
and explore MCSO reservations.

FINAL NOTE

CLEO/PSC should review other potential areas of consolidation
to ensure that other areas were not missed or avoided that
might be consolidated also.

II. NOT PURSUE FULL CONSOLIDATION AT THIS TIME

As noted earlier, the report stops short of calling for
full consolidation, the preferred solution of the Sheriff and
of the Board when they considered the issue last year.

The report identifies a principle obstacle to full
consolidation at this time as the mandated increase in wages
and benefits to the highest prevailing standard would be at
least $3.5 million, which would negate the estimated cost
savings. (p. 52) _

**QUESTION 3: Should this issue be further researched and
specific suggestions made concerning how to eliminate the
barrier?

SUGGESTION: The Board could ask County Counsel, Labor
Relations, Intergovernmental Relations staff, and the Budget
Office to identify the statutory impediment which causes wage
equalization, determine implications of changing the law, and
whether the County should join the cities in asking the state
legislature to amend the law. A factor in their consideration
should be whether, as the Report claims, wages increased in
every consolidation effort regardless of the legislation. (p.
50) If the research is accurate, even changing the statute
may not be enough to realize the savings.
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ITI. REALIGN PATROL FUNCTIONS

The report suggests that the Sheriff’s patrol functions be
re-assessed considering the following: (P. E-10) (p. 56-57)

A. Have PPB_and other agencies serve the area currently served
by the Sheriff on the west side

**QUESTION 4: Does the Board want to revisit the patrol swap
proposal with the City of Portland?

SUGGESTION: The Sheriff and Chief of Portland Police discussed
a proposal to swap patrol areas some months ago involving the
west side and parts of unincorporated mid-county. That
proposal should be revisited.

B. Complete annexations

COMMENT: The Sheriff will discontinue patrol in areas as they
are annexed. The current policy of both the City and the
County is to encourage annexation. In recent years, the pace
has slowed and the process will probably take longer than 2 to
3 years, unless a new policy or approach is used by Portland.
In the past couple of years, the small losses in populations
through annexations have been offset by increasing population
in the remaining unincorporated areas and the Sheriff has not
redeployed officers. (See Board Resolution 91-119 relating to
the Countywide role of the Sheriff in law enforcement -
attached)

C. Sheriff continues to patrol unincorporated East County

COMMENT: No other options have been suggested.

D. Increase plans to increase patrol in unincorporated East
County

COMMENT: As with the suggestion to increase River Patrol, this
suggestion, however worthy, seems premature. The needs of the
entire criminal justice system needs to be assessed before
committing to this redeployment.
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IV. CIVILIANIZATION AND PRIVATIZATION

The Report recommends the civilianization or privatization
of a number of positions resulting in savings of $1,047,000 and
the freeing up of 38 sworn positions. (p. 83-84) The report
notes these decisions are independent from decisions regarding
integration or consolidation. However, it does not address the
potential labor or management issues.

**QUESTION 5: How should the County respond to the
civilianization and privatization recommendations?

SUGGESTION: Schedule a separate briefing session with the
Sheriff asking for a response to each of the suggestions. The
Sheriff is already exploring the recommendations and is ready
to respond in the near future.

V. REALLOCATE SAVINGS TO PRIORITY CRIME PROBLEMS

The Report lists potential areas for using the repriorized
resources and suggests that CLEO/PSC use this list as a
starting point in making their recommendations to the
jurisdictions. (p. 100) However, all of the recommendations
(with the exception of warrants) address law enforcement needs
only.

**QUESTION 6: How should identified savings be reallocated?

SUGGESTION: The Public Safety Council has already been charged
with doing a comprehensive Criminal Justice Plan. If the
CLEO/PSC is asked for recommendations, the PSC should consider
the needs of prosecution, corrections, and community
corrections also. It may make little sense to continue to add
police officers in any law enforcement area when offenders are
being routinely released under the Sheriff’s matrix release
system and the state continues to reduce funding for parole
officers.

After consideration by the PSC, the suggestions for
reallocation must go to the local jurisdictions. The elected
boards of the jurisdictions must then decide whether
reallocation of money within the criminal justice system is
their highest priority or whether, given declining revenue,
they even have that choice.
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VI. OTHER CONCERNS

The Report (p. E-13) lists six other concerns, some
requiring Board response.

COMMUNITY POLICING
Need for a common definition of community policing.
CULTURAL DIVERSITY AND AFFIRMATIVE ACTION

Need for increased recruitment and appropriate training of
minorities, women and other protected classes.

COMMENT: Assuming the CLEO/PSC process goes forward, these
issues can be discussed there.

PORTLAND BUREAU UNFUNDED PENSION LIABILITY

COMMENT: The unfunded liability of the city is not a direct
concern of the County, but it will become more problematic in
the long term if the City needs to assess a greater amount for
its pension liability. (p. 29) CLEO/PSC should consider
whether one approach to addressing this issue would be central
recruitment and hiring under a new agency or the Sheriff’s
office. 1In any event, CLEO/PSC may want to consider
recommending that the Portland Police not be given authority in
functional areas until the Council addresses the issue. Indeed,
the Report recommends that the city cease adding new employees
to the current Disability and Retirement program and shift to a
funded program.

ORGANIZATIONAL ANALYSIS OF THE SHERIFF’S OFFICE

The rationale for this recommendation grew out of the
Report’s observations about the Sheriff’s Budgeting and
Staffing Practices (p. 30 and 31).

**QUESTION 7: How should the Board and Sheriff respond to the
recommendation that an organizational analysis of the Sheriff’s
office be commissioned?

SUGGESTION: As noted in section II, the Report discusses in

general terms questions raised about the Sheriff’s budgeting
and staffing practices.
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The first task is to define the purpose of the analysis. Staff
should meet with Public Safety 2000 staff and Sheriff’s staff
to discover the specifics behind the observations on p. 30 and
31 and ensure they are addressed.

Once the specific concerns are identified and the purposes for
additional study clarified, the Board has several options:

A. Exercise its budget oversight with the assistance of its new
program budget format to explore these issues with the
Sheriff’s office during Board budget review and beyond.

B. Have an outside group do an "organizational analysis" of the
Sheriff’s office commissioned by the Citizens Crime Commission
or the County itself.

C. Ask the County Auditor to address the concerns raised.

The Report recommends Option B - the "organizational
analysis". The key questions here seems to be who would do it
and who would pay for it. If parties could agree to use the
same approach that was used with the City of Portland’s Police
Bureau, the perception of a level playing field would exist.
Under that arrangement, the Institute for Law and Justice (ILJ
- a consulting firm from Los Angeles) would do the analysis and
the Citizens Crime Commission would pay for that analysis.
Recommendation 3.3.5 (p. 38) seems to indicate that the ccCC is
willing to follow its past example.

The CCC earlier asked the Board to pay for the study and
reimburse itself from the savings the CCC felt would result.
If the Board wanted to move quickly it could opt to pay for the
study from contingency (and seek reimbursement from identified
savings). In either event, the Board and Sheriff should help
shape the scope of the review.

Whatever option is chosen should address the concerns about
the Sheriff’s budgeting and staffing practices. These concerns
may have played a role in the Committee’s rejection of a single
agency at this time. (see p. 55 in which the Committee
discusses the conditions which need to change before full
consolidation can be attempted). If so, the concerns need to
be resolved if the full consolidation potential can be
explored.
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CHART SHOWING MCSO DEPUTY RATIO (Board Concern)

Concerns have been raised about the Chart on p. 7 showing
the Sheriff’s deputy ratio as 1.44 per 1000 people. As
explained in the Chart, (Note 1) deputies used in corrections
or civil functions were excluded. However, the chart does
include deputies used for county wide law enforcement (e.g.
river patrol), not just used for patrol and patrol support.
Therefore, it is misleading to use it as a basis of comparison
with other jurisdictions who do not perform county wide
functions.

This chart has caused concern about the objectivity of the
report. While it is difficult to pinpoint its exact impact,
the Report notes "by several different indicators, the
Sheriff’s office seems to have a greater number of resources
than necessary to meet its primary law enforcement
responsibilities. .... Also, unlike neighboring counties which
tend to use sworn deputies only in law enforcement functions,
rather than in Corrections and Civil Functions, 50 of the
Sheriff’s 143 sworn officers are assigned to the Corrections
Branch and others are involved in basically Civil Functions".

(p. 31)

If the Board pursues an organizational analysis or audit of
the Sheriff’s office, they could ask for a uniform measure to
compare the ratio of deputies to citizens among member
agencies.
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
OF MULTNOMAH COUNTY

In the Matter of the Sheriff's )
Countywide role in law ) RESOLUTION 91-119
)

enforcement

~ WHEREAS, in the fall of 1990, the Multnomah County Sheriff's Office
developed a position paper, "A View to the Future”, describing tts vision of

the future of the Sheriff's Office in law enforcement.

WHEREAS, on March 15, 1983, Multnomah County issued a resolution which
states in part, "Therefore, be 1t resolved, that County services generally
described as ‘municipal services' at a level considered 'urban' rather than
‘rural' shall be proportionately reduced starting FY 1983-84 through FY
1986-87 to establish a minimal and essentially rural level of municipal

services throughout Multnomah County".

WHEREAS, this proclamation resulted in a reduction of the Sheriff's Office
iaw enforcement from two hundred-twenty sworn positions to eighty-seven sworn
positions; reduced patrol ratio* strength from 1.09 deputies per 1,000
populatton in 1982 to 0.70 deputles per 1,000 in 1990, and the direct service
ratio* in urban mid-county from 0.76 deputies per 1,000 to 0.50 deputies per

1,000.

* "direct service ratio" refers to the number of sworn officers per 1,000
population assigned to street or netghborhood patrol (also known as "pure
patrol™); ‘"patrol ratio" refers to the number of direct service officers,
plus any sworn support personnel such as detectives.

WHEREAS, the City of Portland has experienced difficulty in providing an
urban level of police services in the annexed urban areas of mid-county,
anticipates the replacement of 50 sworn officers per year for the next five
years and, due to the {mpacts of Measure 5, at least in the near future, may
be unable to fund the additional 200 sworn positions believed to be needed to
meet public safety vequirements and a citywide transition to community based.

policing.

WHEREAS, County officials, staff and citizens need to know. the future
direction of the Sheriff's Office law enforcement services and the future

direction of the City/County policy on annexation.

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Multnomah County Board and the Sheriff
will explore implementing the position paper, "A View to the Future", in order
to transitton the Sheriff's Office into a service provider of countywide law
enforcement services to citizens.



THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED. that the Multnomah County Board of
Commissioners endorses the following policies concerning the Sheriff's Orrice

in Law Enforcement:

1. As an interim measure to provide better service to all County and City
residents in a cost and time-efficient manner, implementation of the
proposal presented by Sheriff Bob Skipper and Chief Tom Potter, to
exchange police service responsibilities in the territories east and west

of NE/SE 122nd Avenue.

2. The Cities of Portland and Gresham are requested to determine and announce
their future annexation policles, particularly as they relate to the urban
mid-county area, and to implement a process which will assure the delivery
of an adequate and equitable level of municipal services, including direct
police services, in any annexed urban area they intend to serve.

3. In order to ensure 1ife safety iscues to both the citizens of
unincorporated Multnomah County and Sheriff's Office patrol deputies, as
annexations continue or resume in urban mid-county, no redeployment will
be made 1in the Sheriff's Office eastside patrol strength, until the
reduction of the size and population in 1ts eastside service area produces
a direct service ratio above 0.55 deputies per 1,000 population.

4. The County and City Auditors are requested to issue a joint report, on
August 1 of each year, affirming the number of annexations by Portland and
Gresham during the previous fiscal year, and the direct service ratios of
the Multnomah County, Portland and Gresham law enforcement agencies in the
annexed and unincorporated service areas, as of July 1 of each year.

5. A matrix based upon annexation rates will be developed by the Sheriff's
Office which will define an order y transition of patro1 into countywide

Jaw enforcement services.

€. As transition tfakes place, the existing sworn law enforcement positions
will be considered the minimum number of sworn positions for reallocation
to other law enforcement activities.

7. The Sheriff and Board will encourage responsible annexation to residents
of unincorporatad Multnomah County.

THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Sheriff and County Board focus
countywide law enforcement efforts on functions that address a countywide law
enforcement activity which c¢rosses Jurisdictional boundaries and can most

efficiently be provided by a single agency.

THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the County Chair request the
Sheriff to make recommendztions on the following issues after consultation
with other county law enforcement agencies:

- What enforcement services should be offered countywide.

- What level of countywide service should be offered given the
SNETITT S current resources, How would questions of staffing and

depioymant be handled.



¥ - How and 3t what level should law enforcement be provided in rural
unincorporated Multnomah County.

Also special attention is requested for the following issue:
How the various law enforcement agencies, working together, may best

provide child abuse response and investigation, with the goal of
Investigating every reported case of child abuse in Multnomah County.

THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Sherift should report to the
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Portland Building
1120 S.W. Fifth Avenue, Suite 1500
Portland, Oregon 97204 ‘
(503) 248-5213

SHARRON KELLEY

Multnomah County Commissioner
District 4

MEMORANDUM
TO: Public Safety 2000

FROM: Commissioner Sharron Kelley
Commissioner Pauline Anderson
Commissioner Gary Hansen

RE: Comments on Draft Report of November 10
and Recommendations for Revision

DATE: December 2, 1992

We would like to take this opportunity to express our
appreciation for your efforts in connection with Public Safety
2000. We recognize that each of you has volunteered

- substantial time and effort in preparing the draft report.

The basic goals which we all seek are to improve the
quality and cost effectiveness of local efforts at law
enforcement. With these goals in mind, we strongly believe
that there are a number of internal contradictions and
weaknesses in the latest draft of Public Safety 2000 that
should be reworked to result in a document that will in fact
move us forward. You have done a great amount of information
gathering, but you need to seriously reexamine whether the
bricks should be rearranged more carefully to assure a strong
structure, not a weak one. We recommend that you rethink the
contradictions and omissions in the following areas:

1. The draft recognizes that 49 of the 93 Sheriff deputies
working in law enforcement are allocated to countywide
functions (page 13). However, the charts on pages 7 and 14 are
very misleading because they divide all 93 deputies into only
the populations for the unincorporated areas. These charts
‘create the false impression that the Sheriff is overstaffed in
the unincorporated areas. In fact, the Sheriff has done
precisely what good public policy dictates; the majority of
officers in our only countywide agency are doing what they
ought to be -- countywide law enforcement. The level of
staffing for the unincorporated areas is lean and your report
should state so in a straightforward fashion. The issue your
report needs to focus on more carefully is whether countywide




functions should be distributed to and remain with the Sheriff
as the one countywide agency, or whether specific cities should
be allocated law enforcement functions outside of their
jurisdiction. '

2. The Fiscal Year 1992-1993 budget shortfall cited in the
draft (page 36) has already been addressed through a series of
budget reductions countywide. It is not relevant to your
analysis.

3. The draft praises the Safety Action Teams of the
Sheriff (page 35), which concentrate multi-disciplinary efforts
in targeted areas within cities, but the draft is critical of
the Sheriff (page 14) for extending services beyond the
unincorporated areas to other areas of need. There is no
specification or extended discussion of using the Safety Action
Teams from the Office of the Sheriff to assist the community
policing efforts of Portland and Gresham (pages 102-103).

4, The discussion of the eight functions recommended for
consolidation does not address the possibility or merits of
having the Sheriff provide concentrated, localized community
policing in high crime areas of countywide significance,
particularly in light of the chronic understaffing of the
Portland Police Bureau (page 37).

5. While the draft notes that Portland Police Bureau is
continually understaffed (page 37), the recommendations that
Portland Police Bureau substantially expand its
responsibilities outside of city boundaries (gangs, SERT) are
likely to make the understaffing even worse.

6. While the draft notes that the Portland Police and Fire
Pension Levy currently has an unfunded liability of $704
million (page 31), it does not fully come to grips with the
compression effect of this levy. The levy is currently set at
roughly $2.17 per $1000 and occupies roughly $1.96
(post-compression) of the $10 cap per $1000 of assessed value.
The City Council is empowered to raise its levy as needed to
$2.80 (pre-compression), or the equivalent of 28 percent of the
property tax revenue permitted under Measure Five for all
services provided by local government. Consequently, the
consolidation of functions under the Sheriff has systemwide
benefits for all public services by reducing the coverage of
the pension levy. Although the draft recommends that the
Portland City Council cease adding new employees to the pension
levy fund (page 31), placing countywide functions under the
Portland Police Bureau creates the risk that the




recommendations will encourage the unfunded liability to
continue to grow if no change is made in the pension fund,
contributing to financial problems for all local public
services. '

7. While the draft praises the hiring standards of the
Sheriff (page 35) and its requirement of four-year college
degrees for hiring deputies, the draft proceeds to recommend
transferring the hiring function countywide to Portland Police
Bureau and does not address the merits of the college degree
requirement.

8. River patrol is a countywide function already
consolidated under the only countywide agency. It is unclear
why the draft chooses to place the function under a Law
Enforcement Council with the authority to reassign it. 1In
contrast, the draft is silent about 911.

9. While your draft indicates that domestic violence/child
abuse is currently a "totally integrated" function (pages E-2,
19), this is not the case. Consolidation should be explicitly
recommended or discussed, such as the use of a single

- investigative multi-disciplinary team. The recommendations

should also advocate doing more with single-response teans,
including social service assistance.

10. Is SERT (page 79) more likely to be more centrally
located for a countywide function if consolidated under the
Sheriff than if Portland Police are expected to respond in East
County? How would staffing be arranged?

11. Is the Gang Enforcement Team (page 83) more likely to
perform as a countywide function if placed under a countywide
agency, the Sheriff, than if placed under Portland Police
Bureau? How would staffing be handled?

12. The draft states that "steps taken today should
position the area for longer-term consolidations" that might
include police agencies in Washington and Clackamas counties
(page 57). However, regionalization is more likely to occur
with a natural progression from city to county to region.
Placement of countywide responsibilities under the county would
be "evolutionary, within the context of a comprehensive,
long-term vision" (page 50). Distributing countywide
responsibilities under specific cities is moving in the
opposite direction.

13. The draft states that "consolidation into a single



[countywide] police agency should remain an option for the
future" (page 57). Distributing countywide responsibilities
under specific cities is moving in a direction to discourage
this option.

14. The draft claims that its recommendations achieve "all
the major benefits of a single agency consolidation" (page
56). However, Tables 2.3 and 2.4 (pages 10-11) indicate wide
geographic disparities in crime rates, which can be more
favorably addressed through the concentration of resources
available to a larger agency. In its economic analysis, the
draft also fails to weigh the benefits from a consolidated
agency of increased response to major crime areas.

15. The draft does not identify the amount a new,
consolidated agency would save taxpayers over time because of
the reduction in the unfunded pension liability. How much
would the City of Portland save by not hiring police officers
under their current pension plan?

16. The draft should consider ways to eliminate any
requirement that higher wages be paid in a consolidation (page
56). In contrast to your assumption that no legislative action
would occur on this issue, the draft assumes that "Virtually
all areas within the Multnomah County Urban Growth Boundary
will be annexed over the next 2-3 years" (page 58),
notwithstanding the dependency of the latter prediction on
decisions made by local residents who have resisted annexation
for the last nine years. :

17. While the notion of shifting from defined benefits to
a menu of benefits plan is noted in the report (page 31), the
savings that would result from such a shift are likely to be
very substantial. More attention and detail should be provided
in the final report.

18. The draft fails to address the merits of the
territorial swap option (page 46), despite its direct
connection to your discussion of patrol functions in the
Sheriff’s office (page 58). In addition, while also part of
the charge to Public Safety 2000 (page 47), there is no
discussion of the merits of Gresham contracting with the
Sheriff for some policing services.

19. What three areas of potential consolidation were
dropped from consideration (page 61) and why?

20. How would the Council of Law Enforcement Officials be



accountable to the general public for its performance?

Is there a common sense, direct solution before you that
will solve these contradictions? Would changing your specific
transfers to state that all countywide and regional functions,
including investigations and support, be consolidated
countywide under the Sheriff make more sense?. Should the
Council of Law Enforcement Officials be refashioned as a user
accountability board, rather than an agency that divides the
pie by splitting countywide functions to its various members?

Would placing countywide and regional functions under the
Sheriff strengthen the most appropriate agency to assist
specific neighborhoods with high crime rates; coordinate with
other county agencies such as jails, probation, mental health
and alcohol and drug treatment which are under county
jurisdiction; avoid exacerbating the unfunded pension
liability; avoid exacerbating the understaffing problem at
Portland Police; and utilize the strengths of the Sheriff in
hiring, investigation, and promotion of a police culture of
tolerance, problem solving, and constituent service?

Although your draft appears to have noticed this option, it
is rejected with only four sentences (page 63), which is
insufficient attention to a fundamental issue for a 109 page
report.

The first concern with this option your report raises --
the small patrol function argument (page 63) -~ is not
persuasive. Several public agencies (e.g. INS, DEA, FBI) are
specialized, lack patrol, and are highly regarded. Moreover,
there are options on the table such as patrol area swaps, and
Public Safety 2000 could submit a plan with a larger patrol
function for the Sheriff if merited.

As for the second concern -- the ability to make elected
officials accountable to user agencies (page 63) -- this
accountability can be written into the inter-governmental
agreement establishing the countywide function. The truth is
that a countywide Sheriff is more accountable to users who are
all constituents than an official (a city police chief)
appointed by non-countywide elected officials would be to areas
outside that political jurisdiction.

The third concern =-- regional migration -- is also better
served by placing countywide functions under the Sheriff
because of the natural progression from city to county to
region.



The fourth concern -- impact on sworn personnel -- can be
addressed by establishing cross-agency rotations, as needed.

The expectations in the current draft that police
departments that report to elected officials in Gresham and
Portland would serve as countywide agencies is a fundamental
flaw. Why have three countywide police agencies instead of one?

The election of a new mayor in November may have made it
more politically feasible to implement improvements in police
services at the countywide level. We strongly encourage you to
rethink these issues in putting together your final
recommendations. We are personally convinced that a course
much closer to the one we have outlined here will better serve
the residents of Multnomah County.

1687L - 76




PAu.L G. LORENZINI 920 S.W. Sixth Avenue, Suite 1500
President Portland, Oregon 97204

(503) 464-6304

FAX (503) 464-6777

A Division of PacifiCorp

W PACIFIC POWER

January 4, 1993

Commissioner Sharron Kelley
Commissioner Pauline Anderson
Commissioner Gary Hansen
Multnomah County, Oregon

1120 S.W. Fifth Avenue, Suite 1500
Portland, OR 97204

Dear Commissioners Kelley, Anderson, and Hansen:

This is written in response to the comments submitted in your memorandum of December 2, 1992,
commenting on the Draft Report of Public Safety 2000. It is organized to provide an item-by-item
response to each of the concerns you expressed. Many of your comments have resulted in
changes that will be incorporated in our final report. The Committee appreciates the effort you have
made in providing input and comment on the draft report.

Item 1:

The charts referred to in your comments will be deleted in the final report. The text will still
make reference to these issues, but will provide clarifying language to avoid
misinterpretations.

Item 2:

The Committee considers these budget issues relevant to the extent they affect the ability
of Multnomah County to provide law enforcement services at the same funding level as they
currently do. It is our understanding that some of these issues have been “informally,” but
not officially, resolved. It is further our understanding that the financial exposure due to the
road tax issue is potentially small. The lost revenue due to the reduction in contracted
services by the U.S. Marshall is considerably more uncertain and may create a financial
burden on Multnomah County. We will make revisions to clarify the discussion of these
issues in the final report.

Item 3:

We were unable to locate the criticism referred to in your memorandum. Nevertheless, as
you correctly point out, we have suggested that the Safety Action Team concept be utilized
in redeploying patrol officers who are available for street duty as a result of actions taken. At
the same time, we have avoided specifying the form this should take as we believe it is a
matter to be worked out with the local police agency with whom the Sheriff's department is
working.



Item 4:
This suggestion is made on pp. 102-103 of the report.
Item5:

The concept proposed by our Committee should result in more efficient utilization of
resources and reduce the staffing needs for the Portland Police. If all SERT Teams are
consolidated, it should be possible to staff a full complement from the combined resources
of Gresham, Portland, and the Sheriff’'s department, as well as any other agency that would
choose to participate. This would mean Portland could draw upon the resources of other
agencies, relieving their own staffing requirements. This should also be true for the other
law enforcement agencies in the county.

ltem 6:

Our Committee concluded that the unfunded pension liability could be managed in ways
that should have no effect on the ability of agencies to consolidate. Similarly, we saw no
consolidation proposal as bearing favorably or unfavorably on this issue.

Item 7:

The Committee discussed this issue and, while we believe the four-year college degree
requirement has good support, it also raises concerns over the ability to achieve affirmative
action goals. The report does not propose to transfer “hiring”; it would consolidate
recruiting. Hiring is always the exclusive responsibility of the controlling agency.

Item 8:

This comment raises several issues. First, the Council of Law Enforcement Officials (CLEQO)
will not have unilateral authority to reassign functions. Any such decision will only result
from the mutual agreement of all parties. Second, River Patrol was included to reinforce the
importance of the Sheriff's role in this area. The Committee understands that other
agencies in the county have been concerned about the adequacy of the River Patrol
support. The purpose of including River Patrol as one of the eight functions was to
encourage all agencies to work together through CLEOQ to resolve their differences. Finally,
911 was excluded because it involves fire and other emergency services that reach into
areas beyond the scope of the Committee’s efforts.

item 9.

We will revise the report to reflect the correct status of domestic violence and child abuse
services within our community.

Item 10:

The Committee found no reason to believe a countywide SERT coordinated by the
Portland Police would be unable to provide adequate countywide service. Any problems
with implementing this recommendation, including arrangements for staffing, are issues to
be worked out through CLEO.




Item11:
See response to Item 10.
Item 12:;

The Committee believes that the present integration proposal creates a structure in which
any agency outside of Multnomah County could logically choose to join. For example,
because the structure is not bound to county boundaries, but is more adapted to facilitate
several agencies working together, communities such as Tigard, Beaverton, or others in
Washington and Clackamas Counties could voluntarily choose to join forces and participate
in the SERT consolidation, the Gang Enforcement Team, Training, or any other area they
might choose. We believe our approach is more adaptable to such steps than consolidating
all functions under Multnomah County.

Item 13:
We disagree.
Item 14:

The implication of this suggestion is that officers in East County might be redeployed to
higher crime areas in Multnomah County. The Committee received very strong public input
that residents of East County were concerned about any single agency consolidation for
just that reason. Any single agency consolidation would need to demonstrate that
residents of East County will not have their services reduced.

Item 15:
See response to Item 6.
Item 16:

Our conclusion that wages would be increased was independent of any legislative action.
Our nationwide study found that such wage action was taken in virtually every consolidation,
regardless of the prevailing legislation.

Item 17:

Additional language will be inserted to reflect the generally accepted belief that savings
would accrue as a result of a benefit menu approach. Neither resources nor time will allow
us to provide additional study to this matter. CLEOQ is best prepared to respond.

Item 18:

Additional language will be added that will address the agreed-upon patrol swap for western

Muitnomah County and the establishment of a defined boundary along N.E. 122nd

Avenue. There were many alternatives brought before the Committee and the report only

addresses those which the Committee gave serious consideration. The option of Gresham

contracting with the Sheriff was not seriously considered because it had been previously

rejected by Gresham. ‘




Item 19:

We will add additional language that will list those areas that were dropped from the original
list and the reasons why the Committee made those decisions.
Item 20:

The issue of CLEO’s role and accountability was raised by several commenters. The final
report will address this by making it clear that CLEO’s powers will be limited to those granted
by the participating agencies through intergovernmental agreements. It will also stress that
the primary function of CLEO will be to serve as a forum for raising and resolving issues
between agencies by mutual consent.

Public Safety 2000 appreciates your thorough review of the draft report and we look forward to |
working with Multnomah County and other law enforcement agencies in a mutual effort to improve ‘
both the efficiency and effectiveness of law enforcement in the county.

Very truly yours,

dw.Q i
Paul G. Lorenzini,
Public Safety 2000

PGL :dw
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Room 1410, Portiand Building
1120 S.W. Fifth Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97204

(503) 248-3308

GLADYS McCOY, Multnomah County Chair

MEMORAND U‘M‘

TO: Gladys McCoy, County Chair
Commissioner Pauline Anderson
Commissioner Rick Bauman
Commissioner Sharron Kelley
Commissioner Gary Hansen

FROM: Howard Klink
' Staff Assistant
DATE: December 15, 1992
RE: Board Briefing/Public

Paul Lorenzini, Chair
present details of the current
consolidation and coordination
Multnomah County. PS 2000 has

Safety 2000

of Public Safety 2000, will
PS 2000 proposal that addresses
of law enforcement functions in

moved away from favoring single

agency consolidation in the direction of "functional
consolidation". As an alternative to administration of
countywide law enforcement services under one agency,
"functional consolidation" proposes integration of specific
functions most likely to promote cost efficiencies.

A copy of the Multnomah County Sheriff’s response to

the proposal is attached.

HAK:ddf
cc: Office of the Board Clerk
9661G :

An Equal Opportunity Employer



Multnomah County
| Sheriff’s Office

12280 M.E. GLISAN ST PORTLAND, GRESON9723D

BO SKIPPER
SHERIER

{503) 255-366¢

Safety 2000

bublic

{itizen’'s Crime Comnission
221 1 2nd

Borrvland, OR 27207

"Gentlemen:

P

Attached is my response to ths Drait Repert c¢f Pubklic Safety
2000.

As I have said kefor I believe th= bold step for law

“enforcement at this tlm is that ¢f single-agancy consol 1dahwon
and I continus to SJppor: thet concept Your own poll by ¥ H
Research recommanded it 61% in favor, 25% opposed, 14%
undecided; The Governor's Task Force on Local Governmant Ssrvices

the C1t1 81'3 Congregs c¢f 1592 recommended it

recomnended it; t

I am somewhat disappointed that you chose not to look beyond the
terms -of office of Tom Potter, Art Knori, and Bob Skipper. It
seems that you in fact did not focus on Lhd year 2000, but on the
present:. I am also disappointed that the public may have been
misinformed as to the purpose and intent of Public Safety 2000.

It was my understanding that PS 2000 was to be an advisory
conmittee. Yet when the Draft Report was produced, a campaign
not unlike a run for office was mounted. The campaign *to gst
public officials to endorse the Draft Report and findings of the
committee even before it was published seems irregular and
inappropriate to me. In addition, the proposal was drafted and
written in a tone that attempts to make points at the expense of
the Sheriff and the Sheriff’s Office. We were portrayed as
being recalcitrant simply because w2 disagreed with the findings.
This report should stand or fall on its own merits - it should
not need a campaign.

Functional congolidations appear to me to be only interim
solutiong to fundamental problema. In addition, functional
consolidation under aome unelected government goes against the
principles of responsibility and accountability demanded by the
citizens of Multnomah County.

T fee)l functional consolidatioecn,
Report 1s unworkable or extremely dif

ficult

responsibilities continue to be separated.

authority is conditional

and action bhecomes

as identified in the Draft

while
The delegation of
very difficult.




P 2000
MBEP 3, 1997
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This has been shown in the past athtempts zt functicnal
congolidatcion. Th=2 results have been insfficient cperaticas that
have c¢reatsd additicnal layers of buresaucracy.

In the case of the CRISS systen, the smallar jurisdictions degan
to pull out after z very short time pscause of costs, znd lack of
policy input. The two larger jurisdictions remained, Zut they
too eventually went their geparate ways.

unding problens
d monsy runs cu

These arrangements tend to fall apart when £

Q\A

eanedLal acreem
ct

C

-
surface in one or more jurisdictions, or se
Thcy generally rely on complicated interg
and fregquently reSJlt in the creation of a T
bureaucracy. This makes them difficult to omDrohwﬂd for th
public, whc ecuates simplicity with cost zffectiveness and

. accountabilicy.

I do not object to task forces and joint operaticns which ars
aimed at a specific problem or need. The Sherifi’s Cifice
currently partic lpavbb with Gresham in a joint vice and narcotics
unit; with Portland in the David Douglas and Brentwood-Darlington
Safety Action T=amg; with ROCN, the FBI Task Force, with the

Housing Authority of Portland at Columbia Villa; with -
Gresham/nast Cﬁu ity Hazardous Materials Response Team, and
others. -

Proposed creation of another layer of government, the Council of
Law Enforcement Officials (CLEO) is not what citizens want to _
hear. BAccountability and streamlining are the messages that were
clearly sent by the voters when Measure S pagsed. In the
Executive Summary, Page E5, 2nd Paragraph, it states: "forming a
new special gexrvice government to deliver police services was not
desirable". Yet you have proposed in effect, exactly that.

While the Council of Law Enforcement Executive Officers is not
technically a special service government, in fact it is another
entity that very closely resembles a government, but without
traditional government responsibility or accountability. This
would result in an additional layer of bureaucracy imposed within
the current law enforcement structure. I think some of the
confusion of the citizens was evident from the public testimony
at the hearing in Gresham, where people misunderstood who would
pay for functionally consolidated services.

In addition to this new counc¢il, in Section 6.2.4 the Citizeng
Crime Commission 1is identified to gpecify outcomes to be
achieved, review implementation and be involved in continued
oversight. This structure additionally complicates the lines of
authority and contradicts existing lines of authorlby established
in the Oregon Reviged Statute



The CLEO proposal makes an agsumption thai the {nhiefsy of Pollice
and Sheriff would sign away their authority tc opgrate ooriions
of their depariments, zllocate their resources (Sectlon 7.3;, aix
follow thes orders of CLED. '

Instead of creating CLEO, you should return regponsibilicy for
public dacisions to persons chosen by the electcrate to make
those public decisicons: Elected Officials. The recent zlections
have changad the plavers, and nave resultad in & rejection of the
Resolution A mentality that has hindered visionary solutions Lo

community proplems.

On Page EL0,

you left cbe option of congolidation open as long &s
several conditions could be met. I am a bit baffled by the
statement in Paragraph 3, last line: "Other conditions wiil &lso

"need to he gatisfied, such as provision for local control and
accomplishing thege steps under a General Putpose Covernmant”
A General Purpcse G »

overnment exists right now: Multnoman Jounty.

The desire for consolidation is Yeinforced in ycur own s3urvey
results, mentionad in Section 3.1.4, 4th Paragraph under "Local
Control and Ac countablllty" states that "...56% of residents
favor=d consolidation of all police agencies into one police
agency and felt that consolidation cof "some" (not S“QClEl:d‘

police services would help in the fight against c¢rime.

Finally in section 5.2.8, "If all agencies were'consolidated into
a single agency, the respondents preferred an eiected over an
appointed police chief by a margin of 71% to 24%."

The general purpose government 1s there, and the elescted..
official, the Sheriff, is already in place. In Section IV, under
the standard of Local Control: "Political Accounhtability:

Someone who can be held directly responsible for exppndltuzos and
programs'": The nlected Sherlff

Throughout the report there are positive comments regarding the
Multnomah County Sheriff’s Office. These comments are related to.
River Patrol, Special Investigatiorns, etc. These comments are
then followed by recommendations that the services or related
activity be removed and centralized under this new structure.
Good buginesg practices and plain logic would lead me to agsume
that the most ideal structure, if this function was to be
centralized, would be the Sheriff’s Office. Benefits would be -
gained by the positive experience and the established positive
direction of the activity. In addition, the Sheriff’'s Office is
in the ideal posgition, both structurally and legally to assume
the county wide services.
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Wwhil2 I understand and appreciate the consliderable time and
=stforts spent on the Draft Report, I have considerable concerns
with its content, charts, structure and ocutcomes. I find many
inaccouracies and ambiguous information. Thls Information was

“then wsad to support the recommendatinns. In many cases, Ccorrect

information was provided, =2ither gprior to LPpOLCS'b911g oroduced
or fonllowing earliier drafcs. Unfor%unatclf, corrections and
adjustments do not seem t¢C have been made. Theare are geveral
gectlons in the Draft Report concerning operations of the
Sheriff’'s Office, and gome statistical 1nformatlon, that is not

accurate. I am concerned that the public will be misinformed.
In Table 2.1 there are incorrect figures. In the Multnomah

County figures, 49 county-wide positions are added to the
unincorporated patrol strength, as mentioned in 2.2.3, 2nd
paragraph, page 13. Using your own figures: sworn per thousand

ratio is 44/64.57 = .68 Officers per 1000 population. - The sams
error appears in Table 2.5, page 1i4. The math ig also incorrsc

in the 1974 Troutdale ratcioc.

In section 2.3.1, Page 9: Bottom paragraph, rslating to the
‘ransfer of 60 Deputies and Sergeants to Portland. Portland
subsequently cut the Police Bureau by the same number. Newly
annexed residents were promised double police protection, but
instead got considerably less when the existing patrol districts
were merely extended geographically without adding resources.

In section 2.3.3, Page 13: 4th Paragraph: Clackamas County uses
‘aw enforcement deputlas in their court and transport functions.

They are assigned to the Civil Divigion.) Their command
olecers are also law enforcement deputies. This is a good
example of why Sheriff’'s Offices should not be compared. Even
though they all have the same mandateg, each 1s organized

differently to carry them out.

In relation to this same section, what is the purpose of Table
2.6? You have assumed that because the Multnomah County

" Sheriff's Office supervisory ratio is greater than surrounding

counties that it is somehow too high. Certain functions, no
matter how small, reguire a minimum number of gupervisors, and
existing supervisors could oversee additional subordinates if
authorized strength was higher. Before you condemn the’
supervigory ratio of the Sheriff's Cffice, I suggest you contact
the Police Executive Research Forum in Washington D.C., and
confirm with them that supervisory ratics from 1:4 to 1:18 are
found Lo be acceptable in their research, and that ratios cannot
and should not be compared from one agency to anothey unlese a’
number of other variables are known.
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In section 3.2.4, Areas of Conzern, Curvant Revenue Shortiali. 7
que%tion the ddd*ttOn of thig information. This is not directiy

related to the issues of rthis report and tends ro give the
inaccurate impression that there is an z'tending budget c¢risis
for MOS80 law enforcement, These issuas have bsen resolved.

Also in segtion 3.2.4, Patrols in Unincorporated East County.
Thig statement is simply nob accurate. The patrol unit assign
‘to Corbett and Bridal Veil does have responsiblility for Wood
Village on evening and night shift, but the daytime car is
assigned east of ths %andf River. Disgtrict 55 (Day Shift)} and
District 51 (Evenings and Nights) spend the vast majority of
“patrol time east of 242nd Avenue, & considerable distancs east of
162nd as stated in the report. :

i
Lk

In section 5.6.3, Subparagraph i: The report states that cover
for the west side county car has to come irom mid-~county. This
statement is not true. Sergeant Juilfs Informed me that he
explained the concept of pelice cover Lo one 0f the regular
committee meetings, as éid I, and thought this misconception was
cleared up. Tc repeat, cover comes from the nearest police unit,
just as cover for a Portland Car at SE 174th and Powell comes
from Multnomah County or Gresham.

Also in 5.6.3, Subparagraph 4: "The Sheriff should also plan for
staffing of cther patrol rﬂﬁpOhﬁlbllluleS which might
include...gearch and rescue..." 8Search and rescue is a mandated
duty of the Sheriff under ORS 401.

Table 5.1: I am curious as to the purpose of this chart. Why
cnly the calls dispatched to the Sheriff’s Office? 1In any event
the chart is wrong. According to analysis of data received by
this office from BOEC, Wood Village had 450 calls and Maywood
Park 52 during this period. Fairview had 357.

Regarding section 6.3.7: Gresham assigns one vice and narcotics
officer to ROCN and one to work with us, and does not operats
their own unic. The Sheriff’s Office does nQt have an
“investigative accountant” as listed in the paragraph. The
Multnomah County Sheriff’'s Special Investigation Unit is a
county-wide unit that covers all of Gresham, Troutdale, Fairview,
Wood Village, Maywood Park and the unincorporated area. They
also initiate and investigate cases in Portland when
appropriate.

In section 7.z.1, The section about the Asset Forfeiture Manager
is incorrect. Asset forfeiture is an additional duty of a member
assigned to the Special Invesgtilgationsg Unit. Asset Forfejture is
a fund, created to account for drug forfeiture funds and
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"or the specif nal consolidation recommendationg, I
t I reprasent the entire 500,000

“

; r»miﬂﬁ the amm¢tr&a th

citizens ¢f Multnomal: County, and am directly accountable Lo Lhem
iff's Office. My respouse Lo the '

¥

for the pallc1€a of the Sheriff

recommendations will be tempered with my responsibility ro the
e 5}

votérs for sound public pol

s}

. ?n%egvatlcn of Recordg and Data Systems

*

have previously said I would
be willing to study. I s a complex issue that will
take longer than 590 day o define and set a plan for
implementation, Given the complexity of this issue,
and previous sxperisnce with CRISS, I have serious
reservations that an entity such as the CLEOC conld be
effective or appropriate ir oversight.

Thig is a concept that I
£
&

Training

7 have begun discussions with Portland and Gresham
regarding cooperative training, and I will continus to
make the other agencies aware of specialized training
opportunities such as Peer Support, which we recently
aponsored. We are algo investigating the sharing of
range and inservice training opportunities.

) Personnel Recruitment and Eiring

I will discuss opticns, but do not sees any inmediate
benefits or any savings by dropping pooled resources
with Multnomah County for the niring of Counselors,
Corrections Officers, Deputies, Warehouse Workers,
Public Safety Aides, Technicians, etc., just for the
joint hiring of police officers with Portland. We
utilize different psychological screening and other
selection processes, and, I believe, our process ie
more efficient.

. » River Patrol
I am somewhat perplexed as to how the areas for

functional consolidation were chosen. In section

6.3.5, the Draft states, "The Sheriff has traditionally



uccessfully provided this service and maintain
of boars and specizally trainsad deputies.", yet
7.3; Tty Pavagraph, *Concerng rurr@n*iy exist
ne: ddﬂquaay of River Patrol in Porcland Areas.
o 3903 on tn stabte that Too much attention
~b%u co regulatory activitisg. I should nots
‘OﬂtYaCu with the Stats Marine Zoard that
provides a substantial portion 2f the opsrating funds
€l i

Y accordance with

a

sets the performancs <mectﬂt1 18

ORS Chapter 830.

o

Under "Staff Commsnts", ss=ction 6.3.5%, "Intent of
proposal is fo preclude sstablishment of additional
river patrols. It is interesting to nots that the
Porcland Police Bureau has anncunced the beginning of a
"River Patrcl" with a single peat on Aprili i, 1993,

33

S e
Dal 4

I am satisfied with the current SERT arrangement which
is in coopesration with the Gresham Pclice Department,
Responses by that unit to our requescts continue to be
satisfactory, as have responses from Porcland, the
Oregon State Police, and Clackamag County when we have
called on them. ‘

I do not see a need for a full-time SERT team, and I
also believe that it is important that the SERT team
raflect the philosophy and pclicy of the agency they
represent, and have the full confidence of that agency.

. Expansion of ROCN Mission

Under Staff Comments, "We believe ROCN Director, Board
| and key staff could support proposal."(sic) Do they
| support 1it? I do not. ROCN’s focus should not be
| ~ diluted with mid:level dealers, but should remain on
high-level investigations. I find the proposal
unacceptable and I will not discontinue the MCSO
Special Investigationg Unit, nor will I do anything to
diminish its effectiveness. In an attempt to improve
communications and cooperation, I have had a standing
offer to Chief Potter to do an officer. exchange program
between SIU and DVD.




have officers asgigned full time oo sang
We perform gang enforcement astiviciss in
L witn ouxr Safely Action Tesms Iam willing
inue Co cogperzte with the Porcland 2T univ and
State Youth Gang Strike Force, both of whilnh we
inue Lo work closely with at the opesraticnal level

As annexations occur, I will continue with the existing
plan that I have ip place to shift resources Lo
county-wide functicns. This plan was presented
Portland and Gresham and unanimeusly adopted by o
vultnomah County Commigsion 2 ysars ago. Wnesn the ares
is annexed, we will rediresct our actiwviciss and :
resources o Court Servicss, Warrant Ssrvice, and
; patrol outside the Urban Growth Boundary, among sthers.
‘l' I would as previously stated, entertair a patrol swap
with Portland: the west side to Portland, and I-20%
sagt to Gresham for the Sheriff's Office.

T

» Civilianization and Privatization

I will continue to gtudy the possibility of placing
civilians in any appropriate position in the Sheriff’s
Office. We have a history of using civilians to
raplace sworn officers in Records, Personnel, ‘and cther
administrative units.

Criminalists: For the past seven years, these persons
have been and will be converted at retirement tc Deputy
Sheriffs. The one remaining Scientific Investigator
works as a general assignment detective. Sergsant
Juilfs informs me that he explained this to PS 2800
also. The statement, in 7.2.1, "Believes these
positions reqguire sworn deputies" is inaccurate. What
we sald was that we are converting these positions to
Deputy Sheriffs, available for assignment anvwhere in
the organization.

‘I' Facility Security: These are non-sworn, civilian
personnel, who perform a number of functions relating
to building security in and around the Courthouse,
‘Justice Center, and other County buildings. This
program was establighed by the
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Also section 7.2.1, Staff Comments, Continued: "The
C.8. F ederal {sicjMarshall"s Service uses part-tims and
privace contract deputized positions... Collective
bawga;nlng agreements reguire negotiations over
gubconiracting Deputy Sheriff work. In addition,
deputizing may open the equal pay for equal work issue.

Fieet service: I have said before that the Sheriff's
Office will remain a part of the Multnomah County Flest
system. .

I am sure you understand my concern with the existing Draft
Report, the process, and the recommendations. As the elscted
Sheriff of Multnomah County, I have a responsibility to citizens
to provide efficient and effective law enforcement services.
This responsibility carries with it the expectation that I speak
out if I feel a proposal would reduce the level of law
enforcement services in the county, or would not be in the
interest of all citizens,

Slncerely,

Q08

Boh Skipp@r
Sheriff
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MEMORANDUM

. 10: . Chief Deputy Tilitnghast, MCSO

J ,'
FROM: Tom Guiney, F.R.E.D.5. Managey -7/ qﬂ”’ /47}
OATE: December 4, 1992
SUBJECT:  Publie Safety 2000 - Draft Report
‘ | A preliminary vaview of the Public Safety 2000 report's section on Fleet
- Services (Page 94 of Oraft dated November 10, 1992) reveals a significant

flaw in the methodology used to caltculate the potential savings of
cprivatizing the maintenance and repalr of Multnomah County Sheriff's Office
(MCSQ) venicles. The report assumes & 15 percent cost savings if
maintenan¢e and repair s privatized. It further stafes that this savings
is equal to $138,000. ' : '

B

The FY 92-93 Adopted Budget (Page DES-77) shows a total Fleet Service
retmbursement from the MCSO of $928,584 ($886,187 from Genera] Fund and
$42 397 from Jail Levy Fund). This total $928,584 inciudes approximately
$244,000 of capital replacement charges and about $175,000 for fuel.

The remaining $509,000 {s budgeted for maintenance, repalr, administration,
accidents, and all other fleet related costs. If the assumed 1S5 percent
“savings" 15 intended to apply to maintenance and repatr costs, the estimate
should be something less than $76,000.

I can only assume that the $517.000 savings prbjécted from privatizing the
repatr and maintenance of Portland’'s police vehicles (Page 101) is also
overstated using the same flawed methodo)ogy.

[ believe that the assumption of a 15 percent savings on maintenance and
repair costs because of pr&vat1zat1on is & poor assumption. I would be very
interested in reviewing the national studies that are referved to tn the
report. The informatton that T am aware of does not indicate this type of a
long=term savings.
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ésiiar amount would be about haif

assumed parcentage of savings 1s used, the
nf the stated $138,000. '

if you would 1ike any-additionai taformation, please feel free to cail.
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cc Michele Gardner
: Paul Yarborough

Betsy Hilliams : o -
Fred Neal '
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MEMORANDUM

TO: SHARRON KELLEY,
Multnomah County Commissioner

FROM: BORB SKI%
- Sheriff NS

DATE: December 21, 1,992

SUBJECT: PUBLIC SAFETY 2000 ISSUES

Pursuant to our conversation this date regarding my meeting with Fred Stickel and Paul
Yorenzini.

My commitment with Paul Lorenzini regarding participation in the PS 2000 CLEO, (Council
of Law Enforcement Officials) was a general one subject to specific conditions:

8 Is the recommendation cost effective to the people of Muttnomah
County, Multnomah County Government, and the Multnomah County
Sheriff’s Office.

» Does the recommendation address law enforcement as it relates to the
criminal justice system, inclusive of corrections, prosecution, parole
and probation, and the courts.

> Is the recommendation good public policy based upon the functxons and
requirements of government structure.

> Does the recommendation pursue an ultimate goal of consolidation.

Public Safety 2000, or the CLEO has no legal standing. The CLEO is a non-binding
advisory process which will study the PS 2000 recommendations and accept or reject any or
all of the PS 2000 recommendations. It may also make additional recommendations Whlch
PS 2000 may have studied but failed to recommend.
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SHARRON KELLEY
DECEMBER 21, 1992
PAGE 2

The budgeting process currently being considered by Multnomah County, i.e. program
budgeting, should address any issues of program costs and supervisory ratios raised by PS
2000. As this process evolves, a more detailed accountability is the expected oulcome.
County budgets are scrutinized annually during the budget process and there is no immediate
evidence of excessive staffing or funding in the Sheriff’s budget.

Multnomah County has a county wide elected auditor in which we have great confidence.
We are very satisfied that he can provide operational analysis of any program which may
need examination. The Board and the Sheriff would welcome any analysis or audit which
the auditor may wish to undertake.



Multnomah County

S 9 ° ROBERT G. SKIPPER
Sheriff’s Office | SHOR
12240 N.E. GLISAN ST., PQRTLAND. OREGON 97230 (503) 255-3600

September 28, 1992

Mr. Jim Jeddeloh

2000 US Bancorp Tower

111 SW Fifth Ave.

Portland, Oregon 97204-3686

Dear Jim:

Enclosed is information relevant to the "Budget Questions for the Sheriff’s Office”. I believe
that you will find them complete and with supporting documentation.

I encourage you to examine this information carefully and contact my office if there is
anything which may require additional information. It is very important to me that you
understand our budgeting process and my staff will be glad to assist you in any further
clarification you may need. ' T

—

Sincerely,

gl

BOB SKIPPER,
Sheriff




PUBLIC SAFETY 2000
Finance Task Group
Budget Questions for the Sheriff’s Office

1. Separation of Corrections and Law Enforcement

A commonly accepted . . . personnel and funds are shifted between the
Law Enforcement and Corrections Branch.

The narrative of question 1 needs some clarification. Once the
budget amounts are approved by the Board of County
Commissioners, the Sheriff has the authority to expend his budget
at his discretion. However, that discretion is limited to compliance
with budget law. As you are aware, government budgets are
composed of three major categories - Personnel, Material and
Services, and Capital. Budget law prohibits anyone from
transferring funds from one of these categories to another without
the funding government’s (in this case, the Board of County
Commissioners) approval through a public budget modification.
However, the Sheriff does have the authority to spend within the
major budget categories, as do most governmental department
heads.

The Sheriff does move personnel from time to time between
Corrections and Law Enforcement. As you know, the corrections
branch does have activities which are law enforcement related and
require deputy sheriffs to perform. We view this integration as an
efficient and effective use of resources and we are convinced that
corrections cannot be considered a separate issue from law
enforcement. However, the movement of law enforcement
personnel for purposes of maximizing effectiveness of deployment
between enforcement and corrections should be viewed no
differently than the movement of personnel between Central and
East Precincts.



Public Safety 2000

Finance Task Group

Budget Questions for Sheriff’s Office
Page 2

The point that Larry Aab was trying to make was that once the budget is
approved, program reductions are at the discretion of the Sheriff. That
is, in the event budget reductions must be made, the Board of County
Commissioners are limited to directing the Sheriff to cut dollar amounts,
but may not direct him about which programs to cut. When this happens,
the Sheriff informs the Board where specific cuts will have to be made in
his budget and it is up to them to determine if there are other priorities in
the overall Multnomah County budget which are of lower priority than
his proposed reductions. This discretion provides both the Sheriff and
the Board of County Commissioners, as elected officials, the
accountability of elected office.

Q.  Are comparison reports generated for reporting expenditures
against the allocations within Unit and Branch in the approved
budget? If so, may we have a copy?

See Attachment A for the County’s report comparing expenditures
against the allocations within the Sheriff’s Office’s Units and
Branches.

Q.  Is there external monitoring by the Board or Auditor’s Office of
actual expenditures vs appropriations?

The Multnomah County Office of Planning and Budget provides
“external monitoring to all departments and agencies in Multnomah
County Government. They provide budget monitoring in relation
to the state of the entire Multnomah County Budget. The Sheriff’s
Office works very closely with the Planning and Budget Office on
an ongoing basis.

Pursuant to the County’s home rule charter, the County Auditor is
an independently elected official with broad discretion and charter
authority to audit County government — including the Sheriff’s
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1. Separation of Corrections and Law Enforcement (cont)

Office — free from outside influence. The Auditor’s office has
routinely audited several specific Sheriff’s Office functions. The
most recent audit addressed sentencing practices in the criminal
justice system. I understand the next Sheriff’s Office audit,
scheduled for December, 1992, will examine the Alarm Ordinance

Unit.

Finally, the county retains a public auditing firm to provide an
annual audit of Multnomah County as a fiscal entity. The Sheriff’s
Office is under the scope of that audit. The last audit was
conducted by KPMG Pete Marwick and is available through
Multnomah County Finance, Dave Boyer, 248-3903.

Q.  Are personnel moved between the Correction and Law Enforcement
Branches? If so, could you give us some indication of the types of
circumstances, degree of frequency and duration of assignment?

Law Enforcement Branch:

1. . The Court Services and Transport Units are subject to
rotation. Once a year, Deputies sign up for shift
preferences, and as part of that process, some are rotated to
Court Guards and/or Transport or vice versa.

|

|

|

|

|

! Sworn Deputies are moved between the Corrections Branch and the
|

|

2. When a Deputy retires or a vacancy is created, a replacement
is hired. Because the replacement is a recruit, we will shift
the new hire to Court Services to work with a coach until
attendance at the BPST Academy. In return, we will take a
trained Deputy from Court Services to put in any assignment
requiring a trained Deputy.
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1. Separation of Corrections and Law Enforcement (cont)

3. D.A.R.E Deputies may be assigned to Court Services during
the months when the public schools are not in session, or we
may assign a D.A.R.E. Deputy to the River Patrol.

4.  Sworn supervisors and managers who are assigned to some
other Corrections Units are chosen for these spots because
the Sheriff selects the person he feels is best suited to
manage and supervise. When a position in Corrections is
filled by a sworn Deputy, it is budgeted in the Corrections

Branch Budget.

2. Enforcement Branch Budget

a. Uniform Branch (Division) Administration

0.

It appears $733,302 in Personal Services support 2.0 FTE
positions. What other items are supported by this figure? Does
this include deputy overtime for the Enforcement Branch?

The $733,302 in Personal Services that is budgeted in the Uniform
Division Admin. Unit budget includes overtime and premium pay
for all units within the Uniform Division. The funds are budgeted
here so that the Uniform Division Commander has knowledge and
control of the overtime and premium expenditures. Overtime
expenditures are accounted for at the unit level as it is expended.
(Premium pay is a small increase in pay for deputies who are
tactical dog handlers, who are members of the hazardous materials
team, or who are members of the Special Emergency Response
Team.)
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2. Enforcement Branch Budget (cont)

b. Materials and Services in the Enforcement Branch

0.

Why did Personal Services increase from 3110,502 in FY 90-91,
with the same 2.0 FTE, to over $700,000 the next two fiscal
years.?

The budget amount for the Uniform Division Admin. unit increased
because overtime and premium appropriations were transferred to
this unit.

A lump sum of 31,563,934 for Materials & Services is listed under
Enforcement Branch Administration. This represents 67 % of total M&S
for the Branch.

Q.

0.

What is the allocation of this money among the various Units in the
Enforcement Branch?

Patrol is a major operating unit of the Branch. What are the
allocated Materials & Services? P

All materials and services funds in the Enforcement Branch are
combined in the Enforcement Branch Administration Unit budget
except for funds that are to be charged to dedicated revenues, or
Professional Services appropriations. Professional Services
appropriations are easily attributable to a particular unit of the
branch (like crime prevention trainers, computer programming,
veterinary services, informant fees, identification artist fees,
photography services, psychoanalysis fees, etc.) The remainder of
the materials and services line items are not budgeted by unit
because most of the items or services are purchased in a lot for all
functions of the branch, and then are disbursed as needed.
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2. Enforcement Branch Budget (cont)

b. Materials and Services in the Enforcement Branch

The Sheriff’s Office is investigating the possibility of an inventory system
using bar code technology to track the usage of supplies, but is currently
limited in funding for such an endeavor.

0.

What expenditures are made under this allocation?

Expenditures for the county road tax fund are budgeted on the
"Other Internal" line item, which falls into the Materials and
Services classification in the budget. This is a complicated
budgetary tool used to charge the Sheriff’s Office for Road Fund
expenditures and free up general fund revenue. In actuality, what
the Road Fund is budgeted to pay for are all of the costs of the
"PUC/HAZMAT" Unit not funded by the PUC. Personnel costs (4
Deputies and 1 Sergeant) are all that is budgeted in the unit.

... Alarm Ordinance Unit are $307,237 and Personal Services are
$322,764.

Could you provide a more definitive breakdown of Materials &
Services expenditures for this Unit?

See Attachment B, 1992-93 Alarm Ordinance Unit Budget, for a
more definitive breakdown.

In 1991 alarm permits increased 4% from 1990 and false alarms
were reduced 24%. How does this support an increase in
Materials & Services from FY 90-91 $70,872 to FY 91-92 (+236%
to FY 92-93 $307,237 (+29%), and 1.5 FTE positions increase?
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2. Enforcement Branch Budget (cont)
b. Materials and Services in the Enforcement Branch

Factually incorrect for FY 90-91. Materials & Services increased
from FY 90-91 to FY 91-92 by $27,517, which was mainly
repairs, postage and supplies increase.

Factually incorrect for FY 91-92. Materials & Services increased
from FY 91-92 to FY 92-93 by 201,075, which was increase in
revenue and payments to the City of Portland quarterly. Also
increase in postage.

The additional 1.5 positions are as follows:
* One position was added in 91-92 to accommodate the
increase in alarm permits and to act as a shift
supervisor.

* The .5 Alarm Information Officer was added in 92-93
as per agreement with all the jurisdictions to provide
correct and centralized information for potential and
current permit holders.

Q. Does Materials & Services reflect the Portland Police Bureau's
budgeted $125,000 revenue for its Alarm Ordinance Unit?

$92,800 is currently budgeted within the Sheriff’s Office for
revenue to the City of Portland. The Sheriff’s Office is unaware as
to how the City of Portland may budget their revenue for the
Alarm Unit.
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2. Enforcement Branch Budget (cont)

b. Materials and Services in the Enforcement Branch

Materials & Services of $199,365 are about 50% of the SEDE Unit
expenditures. This unit conducts narcotics investigations with apparently
2.0 stated FTE positions. -

0.

What items constitute these expenditures?

See Attachment C for a listing of all SEDE expenditures for the
1991-92 fiscal year.

We notice that the Special Investigations Unit (SIU) has an M & S
budget of one-half of SEDE while it has five times as many '
personnel (11.0 FTE). What is the difference in functions or
activities of these two units?

Operationally, the Special Investigations Unit and SEDE are the
same unit. SEDE is a dedicated fund in which all expenditures and
revenues are required to be budgeted and tracked independently.

¢. D.A.R.E. Program

The budget indicates the D.A.R.E. curriculum is being presented in 27
schools in seven school districts.

0.

We see no FTE positions allocated in the budget. Where are
personnel obtained for this program?

D.A.R.E. positions are former administrative positions that will be
funded under "D.A.R.E. Unit" in the next budget. The current
D.A.R.E. item is a dedicated fund for supplies used in the
program. It is funded by the various school districts. It does not
include personnel costs.
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2. Enforcement Branch Budget (cont)

d.

River Patrol | |

The Marine Board funds 43% of the River Patrol budget of $649,868 and
2.0 of the total 7.0 FTE positions. The balance comes from County
General Funds.

0.

What other Personal Services are covered by the $239,051

federal/state funds (Marine Board) besides the 2.0 FTE positions?

Funds for temporary workers to work during the summer ($40,352
+ fringe) and funds for overtime ($30,000 + fringe) are budgeted
in the Marine Board budget.

Other than the 595 Marine Violations reported in 1990, what are

the law enforcement functions of the River Patrol that reflected in
the 1990 OUCR statistics for the Sheriff’s Office?

Attachment D is the River Patrol FY 1991-92 Annual Statistical
Report, the Marine Board Provider Report, and general information
about this unit.

3. Dedicated Revenue Sources

Alarms Permits Fees/Fines Revenue

As indicated above, alarm permits increased by 4% and false
alarms decreased by 24% in 1991.

Are the Alarm Fees/Fines Revenue increases by about 3100,000
and $150,000, respectively, in the past two fiscal years, the result
of the $4 alarm permit increase or other costs?



Public Safety 2000

Finance Task Group

Budget Questions for Sheriff’s Office
Page 10

3.

Dedicated Revenue Sources (cont.)

Alarms Permits Fees/Fines Revenue

The increase is due to the Alarm Permit fee increase, plus an increase in
fine revenue.

Q. What are the specific procedures for prorated return to jurisdictions
of Alarm Permit revenue in excess of expenditures? Have there

been any returns? Are these funds audited?

Once the revenue and expenditures are reviewed and verified, the
profit is calculated. The profit is then disbursed back to the
jurisdictions based on the percent of alarm permits within their
jurisdiction. Yes, there has been profits disbursed back to the
agencies. The funds are audited as part of the annual county-wide

audit.

Asset Forfeiture Revenue

Adjudicated Asset Forfeiture Case Revenue is listed as $400,365.

Q. What is the current or FY 91-92 balance of revenues from asset
forfeitures?

The amount listed above is the operating amount budgeted for FY
92-93 for SEDE. The FY 91-92 revenue total was $674,928.

Q. Is there a process similar to ROCN for participating agencies in
SIU/SEDE to receive a share of the pool of asset forfeiture from

cases?
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3.

Dedicated Revenue Sources (cont)

Asset Forfeiture Revenue (cont)

Yes. The SIU/SEDE agreements with participating agencies
provides: " ... Sheriff’s Office shall transfer appropriate portion of
the proceeds to [participating] agency ..."

The budget of the SEDE Unit on p.16 shows budgeted expenditures of
$400,365 and notes that it is funded entirely by asset forfeiture revenue.

Q.  What other costs does the $176,295 support besides the 2.0 FIE
positions ? ’

Overtime.

Q.  What narcotics investigation activities does this unit perform that
are not performed by the Special Investigations Unit (SIU)?

None. As stated above, SIU and SEDE operationally are the same
unit.

Patrol Contracts
Annual Patrol contracts with Maywood Park ($13,749) and Wood Village
($13,517) require eight hours of patrol per week . . .

Q.  Where would costs for patrol car, fuel or other operational
expenses for direct support and overhead be captured?

The hourly rate for the contract is computed by adding $3.00 per
hour for the vehicle and $.74 per hour for overhead to the hourly
average Deputy Sheriff rate.
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4.

Patrol Contracts (cont.)

0.

Q.

The contracts stipulate reports on MCSO activity. Are copies of
these available?

Attachment E is a recent monthly report. These monthly reports
are available for your examination. However, due to the volume of

this material, I have not included more than one month’s worth.

How many MCSO criminal investigations were conducted in 1991

for OUCR reported incidents in Maywood Park and Wood Village?

This is not a statistic that is kept. The contracts with Wood Village
and Maywood Park are for enhanced patrol operations.

Fairview PD Support

Substantial support is provided to Fairview PD which has only a Chief
and 2 officers and is unable to provide 24 hr. patrol, . . .

0.

How many of the BOEC dispatched calls for service does Sheriff’s
Office respond to?

In 1991 the Sheriff’s Office responded to 46% of Fairview’s
dispatched calls for service. About 5% of the calls are taken by
agencies other than Fairview Police or the Sheriff.

Are the costs of supporting Fairview captured and reported to the
County Board of commissioners?

The BOEC charges that relate to Fairview are handled on the same
basis as those of Maywood Park and Wood Village.
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Fairview PD Support (cont.)

Has the Sheriff made any request to the Fairview City Council to
increase city police services or enter into a contract with the Sheriff
for enhanced service levels?

I have spoken with the City of Fairview Administration. Currently
no formal proposal has been made.

Does the Sheriff pay Fairview’s BOEC charges? If so, how much
is paid and where is this amount reflected in the Sheriff’s budget?

In the current allocation formula for BOEC, there are three police-
related charge categories: 911 call-taking, based on population;
Police Phones processing, based on number of calls dispatched;
Police Dispatch, based on the number of staff required for
dispatch. Since the dispatch staff cannot be reduced, the
assumption is that the charge for Police Dispatch can be
apportioned by number of calls dispatched.

These figures are from BOEC’s budget, not the Sheriff’s Office
budget, since the latter must be developed based on early BOEC
estimates rather than final figures.

911 Phone Answering: $10,706
Police Phone Processing: 5,183
Police Dispatch 14,138
Subtotal $30,027
Estimated 911 Telephone

Tax Offset ( 6,423)

TOTAL FAIRVIEW: - $23,604
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6.

Level of Support Staffing

We compiled spreadsheets comparing operatzonal support and support
functions to field operations unit.

We also compiled several spreadsheets to get a sense of resources to
overall crime and calls for service. . . .

Q.

It appears the Sheriff’ Office has twice many sworn officers than
Gresham to support fewer field officers. If this is correct, what are
the differences in operations requiring a higher level of support -

staffing.

If some positions are designated as "county-wide" investigations
and operations support activities, how are these distinguished from
support of unincorporated patrol? -

It is factually incorrect that the Sheriff’s Office has twice as many
sworn officers than Gresham to support fewer field officers. The.
table used to make this assumption was prepared incorrectly.

Using the document titled "Allocation of Multnomah County
Sheriff’s Office Budgeted Positions" (Attachment F), we have
revised your table to show positions associated with Unincorporated
Multnomah County functions only (Attachment G). The Sheriff
has 13.36 sworn support officers supporting 31.93 field officers.
The overall ratio of support to field personnel is .78
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7.

Consolidation Proposals

The Finance Task Group provided Larry Aab, with a copy of the Portland
Police Bureau and Gresham proposal to consolidate the Sheriff’s Law
Enforcement functions in their departments and save approximately 32.5
million.

0.

Qo

What is your response to that proposal?

The Sheriff’s Office made a proposal to the City of Gresham to
contract out police service that would save approximately $1
million.

What level of service would be provided under that proposal?
How would the $1 million in savings be achieved?

The proposal submitted by the Portland Police Bureau and Gresham
to consolidate Law Enforcement functions is one example of
savings which may be achieved through agency consolidation. The
contract proposal that the Sheriff’s Office made to Gresham is
another example (copy attached). I have no doubt that either one
could produce savings. Both emphasize economies of scale through

reduction of administration and combinations of similar functions.

I have consistently stated that we are missing a unique opportunity
to redesign law enforcement in Multnomah County, in a manner
which incorporates community values for policing and maximizes
savings through the economies of scale available through
consolidation.

As I testified before the Governor’s Committee on Local
Government Services, I see a need for a value based approach for
law enforcement. However, this value base cannot be economics
alone. The role of law enforcement must be examined at all value
levels. We must talk about values because outcomes flow from
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7. Consolidation Proposals (cont.)

values. Are the community’s values for law enforcement
considered in the way we do business? Do we recruit and hire
individuals who reflect the values of the community and are
sensitive to its needs? Are the values consistent throughout the
criminal justice system, both in service and economically? Do we
provide the best value for service through the most appropriate use
of resources such as police extenders, civilianization, and
consolidation of resources? These are the standards which must be
applied to any consolidation proposal. I hope Public Safety 2000
will re-examine their decision to eliminate full consolidation as an
option.

Budget Shortfalls

In the County’s July 1992 document, Revenue Shortfall in Multnomah
County, it notes that the reduction in the Federal Marshall leased jail -
beds creates an annual revenue loss to the General Fund of about $1.6
million in FY 92-93.

On July 30, 1992, the Tax Supervising & Conversation Commission
ruled certain uses of County Road Tax Fund . . .

Q. It appears there are three options: 1) the County can absorb the

shortfalls in the General Fund, 2) the Sheriff cuts back on jail
operations/beds and PUC enforcement activities, 3) a way is found
to provide the same level of services for less cost. Which option do
you intend to pursue? Do you have any other options?

The final analysis of the County’s general fund shortfall for FY 92-
93 is $2.1 million. Approximately $1.5 million was from a
reduction of jail beds leased by the U.S. Federal Marshal’s Office.
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8. Budget Shortfalls (cont.)

This shortfall was addressed in the Board of County Commissioners
meeting of September 17, 1992. In Board action taken September
17, 1992, the commissioners restored funding for the Court House
Jail for the last six months of FY 92-93. This was an increase in
our budget of $171,159. In addition, the Board determined that
cuts in the Inmate Work Crews and the Deputy Sheriff positions
were unacceptable and deferred action on all of our modifications.
We are now in the process of seeking other revenue sources which
will help defray the cost of these programs. A number of budget
cuts were made county wide to address this shortage. The status of
the Sheriff’s Office cuts are as follows:

Target Amount to cut = $546,000 (County wide across the board
proportion)

Proposed cuts by the Sheriff’s Office (Based on 3/4 Fiscal Year)

7 Inmate Work Crews 221,482

3 Deputy Sheriff Positions 103,954

5 vacant unfilled non-sworn positions 121,118
Subtotal 446,554

Increase Revenue from INS bookings 100,000
Total 546,554

sri e o
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8.  Budget Shortfalls (cont)

In July of 1992, the Tax Supervising and Conservation Commission
reviewed our PUC/HazMat activities. It was their opinion that the
PUC/ HazMat activities were an appropriate charge to the Road
Fund. However, other activities of the Unit, i.e. fatal accident
investigation and drug lab cleanups, performed on a call out basis
should be charged to a different fund. This is a very small portion
of the activities of the Unit. In Fiscal Year 1991-92, the road fund
paid $249,119 toward PUC-Haz. Mat. activities. In addition the
fund was supported by approximately $83,000 of general fund
revenue. I am confident that this general fund revenue portion was
more than adequate to cover any call outs for non-PUC related
activities. However, we are in the process of reviewing our
records to verify 91-92 and we have adjusted our accounting '
process for 92-93 to more readily capture this information.

Jraw et
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

Public Safety 2000 (the Committee) was charged by elected officials of local governments in
Multnomah County with identifying ways in which police services could be delivered more
effectively in Multnomah County. After several months of evaluations, which included: testimony
from all major police agencies and support groups; public opinion polls and surveys; a study of
police consolidations around the nation and in Canada; and in-depth assessments of local agency
operating practices and budgets, the Committee recommends:

(1) The consolidation of r.najor.non-patrol functions among the five city and Co‘unty
- police agencies and the establishment of a Council of Law Enforcement Officials
(CLEO) to provide initial and ongoing oversight;

(2) A realignment of patrol functions in the County which will facilitate more efficient
use of resources and more effective police coverage; ’

3) The civilianization and privatization of functions in specific areas within police
agencies in the County. :

In addition to the above, the Committee is making other recommendations for improving the

efficiency and effectiveness of police service delivery. All of these proposals will result in total net
savings of at least $3.7 million per year and will free up over 70 sworn officers for line police duty.
The Committee believes these resources can be reassigned to provide enhanced police service in the
County and has identified specific alternatives for achieving such an objective which the CLEO is
encouraged to consider.

The Committee considered recommendations to consolidate all law enforcement in Multnomah
County into a single agency. After considerable analysis, we concluded that a recommendation for
a single agency would not be supportable at the present time. The Committee believes that the
formation of a single agency would add to the costs of police service in Multnomah County by at
least $3.5 million per year. We also believe that potential savings and gains in effectiveness which
might be achieved by a single-agency solution can be captured in other ways without a major
restructuring and without incurring these costs. Thus, we could find no justification for proposing
formation of a single agency. Yet, we believe that the option of a single agency should be retained
for future consideration. The Committee has identified conditions under which consolidation into
a single agency might be appropriate. '

PUBLIC SAFETY 2000 - January 15, 1993 E-1



E-2 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Public Safety 2000 believes the recommendations in this report should be seen as near-term actions
directed toward a longer-term goal of improved delivery of police services in the entire urban
Portland area, which now includes portions of Washington and Clackamas Counties. This may take
the form of further functional consolidations in the manner recommended in this report, or,
ultimately, the consolidation of all police services into a single metropolitan-wide police agency.

The consolidation of services proposed by Public Safety 2000 will result in the law enforcement
agencies within Multnomah County being amongst the most integrated of any urban county in the
United States. The law enforcement functions that would then be totally integrated would include:
Information Data Systems, Records, Emergency Communications, Training, Domestic
Violence/Child Abuse, Mid and High-Level Narcotics Investigations, Personnel Recruitment,
Corrections (Community Corrections & Jails), River Patrol, Special Emergency Response Teams,
and Gang Enforcement Teams. :

1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 = BACKGROUND

In late 1991, the CITIZENS CRIME COMMISSION was asked by elected officials from the
public jurisdictions within Multnomah County to conduct an evaluation of Police Services and
identify methods to increase efficiency and effectiveness, with the goal of increasing the resources
available to provide street-level policing. Each jurisdiction identified three individuals who might
serve as potential members of a committee to conduct such astudy. Public Safety 2000 was formed
by the CITIZENS CRIME COMMISSION from this list of nominees. Fourteen members were
selected representing the incorporated and unincorporated areas of Multnomah County. The
Committee initiated its efforts in May 1992.

1.2  MISSION

Public Safety 2000 set as its mission to:

"...conduct an independent, private sector, 'outside of government' examination of the services and
structure of local police agencies; determine the efficiency of structure and services; and recommend

a preferred future for police agency structure and service delivery in Multnomah County, Oregon,
to ensure greater public safety for all citizens and businesses."

E-2 PUBLIC SAFETY 2000 - January 15, 1993
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1.3

METHODOLOGY

The Committee evaluated issues related to the delivery of police services from several perspectives:

0

Community input was gathered through TH Research public opinion polls, Barnes' &
Worth structured interviews with more than 40 key community leaders, and public
meetings. '

'Leaders from each of the law enforcement agencies in the County, representatives of police

unions/associations, and representatives of ancillary agencies (e.g., Portland School Police,
Portland Bureau of Emergency Communications, etc.) all appeared before the Committee
to testify, submit information, and respond to questions.

A review of major police consolidations throughout the United States and Canada, including
case studies, was conducted by Portland State University for the Committee.

Functional and financial analyses of current police agencies was conducted by
subcommittees of Public Safety 2000, with the assistance of staff resources provided by the

Gresham Police Department, Multnomah County Sheriff, and the Portland Police Bureau, .

Public Safety Strategies, a consulting firm, was retained to assist the Committee in its
analysis of issues and in the preparation of Committee reports.

Results of these evaluations were reviewed by the Committee at a two-day work session in late July.
A consensus-building process during the work session, which was facilitated by Richard Huneke
of Richard Huneke & Associates, identified a number of issues which led to the recommendations.-
put forth in this Executive Summary and in the full Draft Report. The Draft Report was circulated
for public comment and hearings. These final recommendations will be directed to a Council of Law
Enforcement Officials, made up of elected officials in Multnomah County, for their assessment and

action.

They will be asked to provide the CITIZENS CRIME COMMISSION with

implementation plans within 90 days. The CITIZENS CRIME COMMISSION intends to monitor
the implementation process following the release of Public Safety 2000's Final Report.

PUBLIC SAFETY 2000 - January 15, 1993 E-3
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20 SUMMARY OF PUBLIC INPUT
2.1 RESULTS OF PUBLIC OPINION SURVEY
Highlights of the public opinion survey (conducted by TH Research, Inc.) include the following:

o East County residents are more optimistic than residents of Portland about the general
direction of things in their area. In Gresham, Troutdale, and Fairview, 64-66% believed
things are moving in the right direction, whereas 47% of those in Portland felt this way.

o Crime continues to be the top priority concern of citizens throughout Multnomah County.

0 A strong majority (56%) felt that effectiveness and efficiency could be improved by
combining some services. While no specific proposal was offered by the survey, a similar
majority favored combining of police agencies, although only 36% felt that police services
would actually be improved by combining agencies.

o - Voters in East County (Gresham, Troutdale, and Fairview) felt that little money would be
saved by consolidation, and that local police forces should be kept to maintain local control,
service, and responsiveness. TH Research reported that "...local control issue weighs
heaviest as a concern to East County voters."

0 There is strong opposition (60%) to consolidating police agencies throughout the Tri-County
area, yet 61% supported consolidating jails in the three counties.

2.2 RESULTS OF COMMUNITY LEADER INTERVIEWS

In addition to the above opinion survéy, the Committee commissioned Bafney & Worth, Inc. to
conduct interviews with key community leaders throughout Multnomah County. Highlights of their
interviews include the following:

o The most important result of Public Safety 2000 should be improved effectiveness in the
delivery of police services in Multnomah County rather than actual dollar savings. Any
savings that might be achieved should be reallocated to improved police services.

0 "Community Policing" needs to be better defined.

0 ' There was unanimous belief that significant improvements in effectiveness are possible by
eliminating duplication and that savings can be achieved by privatization and civilianization.

E-4 PUBLIC SAFETY 2000 - January 15, 1993
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0 There was strong support for increasing efforts at cooperation between agencies and the
sharing of services.

o There was little consensus on what, if any, reorganization should occur, but there was some
consensus that forming a new special service government to deliver police services was not
desirable. The leaders concluded that "...a larger, consolidated law enforcement agency is

. not, in and of itself, an improvement."

0 The Committee was encouraged to propose changes that would be evolutionary, but in the
context of a long-term vision that is comprehensive.

2.3  PUBLIC HEARINGS
In general, the findings from the opinion survey and the community leader interyieWs were

consistent with the information received by the Committee during its public hearings. A major
theme throughout the hearings was the concern over possible loss of identity and local control.

Citizens, particularly in East County, expressed the concern that their department's values and

service style might get lost in a consolidated county-wide police agency and see the potential for
consolidated police resources gravitating toward inner-city problem areas.

24  STANDARDS & CRITERIA

.
P

The Committee identified six major Standards & Criteria against which the Committee's ultimate

recommendations should be measured:

o . Effectiveness of police services must be improved.

o Recommendatlons must be Economical - they should not increase overall costs of police
services.

0 Local Control of police service delivery must be achieved and maintained.

o - Savings gained through 1mproved Efficiency should be re-allocated to improving police
service delivery.

0 Police Responsiveness to reported incidents and citizen-identified problems should be
demonstrated..
0 Community Policing should be a guiding principle in police service delivery.

PUBLIC SAFETY 2000 - January 15, 1993 E-5
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3.0

CHANGES IN POLICE SERVICE DELIVERY FROM 1974 TO 1992

Much of the current thinking about consolidating law enforcement in Multnomah County derives
from a 1974 proposal and the extensive study which was done at that time to support it. The
anticipated benefits and cost savings were quite speculative. The proposal was ultimately rejected
by the votersin 1974, although many of the recommendations were implemented in the intervening
years. The Committee considered the relevance of the 1974 study to the situation today and found
that there have been many significant changes: \

o

Annexation and urban growth have changed County demographics and police service
delivery

While the County population grew by 52,000, annexations decreased the unincorporated
population of Multnomah County by nearly 100,000. This unincorporated population is the

‘primary law enforcement responsibility of the Sheriff. The result has been a significant shift |

in patrol responsibilities from the Sheriff to municipal police agencies - particularly those
of Portland and Gresham. Since 1974, Gresham has grown to become Oregon's 4th largest
city and police department. In 1974, the primary consolidation issues focused on the Portland
Police Bureau and the Multnomah County Sheriff's Office. Today, with Gresham and
Portland accounting for 92% of all calls for police service in the County, and 95% of all
reported index crimes (i.e., crime rate), consolidation of police services in Multnomah
County involves different agencies and, therefore, must consider different issues.

Much of the integration of services suggested by the 1974 study has already taken place

Since 1974, several important police functions have been integrated. These include:
communications and dispatch,which has been integrated under BOEC; High-level narcotics
and organized crime investigations, under ROCN; and, Gang Enforcement, under the State
Youth Gang Task Force. These integration efforts not only have addressed some of the
issues raised in 1974, but also have demonstrated the effectiveness of cooperative
approaches short of full consolidation of law enforcement agencies.

Significant civilianization within the law enforcement agencies has occurred

While the number of sworn police officers and deputies has increased about 40% since 1974,
there has been a 60% reduction in the number of sworn personnel in support functions, a
35% reduction in administrative functions, and a 50% reduction in special operations. This
has resulted in more officers on the street than the increase in numbers would indicate.

E-6
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In short, Public Safety 2000 concluded that conditions since 1974 have changed sufficiently to
require a fresh look at police service delivery and consideration of new approaches more appropriate
to today's conditions.

4.0 RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

Public Safety 2000 found no major deficiencies in the police service delivery in Multnomah
County. However, the Committee did conclude that effectiveness and efficiency could be improved
and believes that savings which would result could significantly enhance the current utilization of
resources within the County. These improvements would involve:

1) The consolidation of major non-patrol functions;
2) A realignment of patrol responsibilities within the County; and,
3)  The privatization and civilianization of several specific functions.

In addition, the Committee identified a number of specific actions which should be addressed.

The evaluation conducted by Public Safety 2000 was focused on police service within Multnomah
County. However, the broader issue is the delivery of urban police services in the Portland
Metropolitan area which includes Multnomah and portions of Clackamas and Washington counties.

The Committee developed its recommendations with a view toward how its proposals would permit-

a natural evolution to longer term approaches that might address this broader goal.

Although the issue of corrections was beyond the scope of this effort, Public Safety 2000 believes
the integration of corrections (community corrections & jails) in the Tri-County area should be
reviewed to identify further potential efficiencies that may be available.

The major recommendations of Public Safety 2000 are as follows:

4.1 IMPROVEMENTS IN EFFECTIVENESS AND EFFICIENCY CAN BEACHIEVED
BY INTEGRATING MAJOR SUPPORT F UNCTIONS THROUGHOUT THE
COUNTY.

There is wide agreement that improvement in the delivery of police services can be achieved by
eliminating duplication, particularly in support services. The proposal suggested most often has
been to eliminate these redundanmes by consolidating all police agencies in Multnomah County into
a single agency

PUBLIC SAFETY 2000 - January 15, 1993 E-7
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The Committee considered that alternative, along with several others. We concluded that desired
benefits from total consolidation can most effectively be achieved in the near term by integrating
the major support functions through cooperative efforts on the part of each police agency in the
County. This is the preferred approach, because it: ‘

0 Avoids the additional costs of total consolidation that the Committee identified
(especially the cost of wage equalization);

o Offers the greatest potential for gaining support from the major law enforcement
agencies in the County; ’

o Appears to have the poténtial of achieving all the major benefits of single agency
consolidation;

o ~ Lays the foundation for longer term integration of police services which the
Committee believes should include law enforcement outside Multnomah County;

o Is consistent with the findings from a study of police agency consolidations in North
America conducted for the Committee by Portland State University.

Public Safety 2000 identified at least eight major functional areas that can be integrated throughout
the County to improve the effectiveness and efficiency of police service delivery. The functions
suggested by the Committee are:

Information Data Systems

Records

Training

Personnel Recruitment

River Patrol

Special Emergency Response Teams (SERT)
Mid-level Narcotics Investigations

Gang Enforcement Teams

© 0 O 0 O 0 0O 0

To achieve this integration, we propose formation of a Council of Law Enforcement Officials
(CLEO) under Council of Governments Statutes, to oversee the integration of these functions under
existing law enforcement agencies. The Council would be comprised of the following elected
officials or the head law enforcement official who would serve as their designee: the Sheriff of
Multnomah County, the District Attorney of Multnomah County, the Mayor/or Council President
of each City within Multnomah County, and the County Executive of Multnomah County. It is

E-8 . PUBLIC SAFETY 2000 - January 15, 1993
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suggested that the Multnomah County District Attorney serve as the initial Chairperson of the

Council. :

We believe the Members of the Council and their technical staffs have the expertise and insight to
best plan for feasible implementation of the recommended functions for integration. The Council
will be charged with developing specific plans for implementing the recommended integration of
functions within 90 days of the Final Report of Public Safety 2000. The CITIZENS CRIME
COMMISSION will review the Council's implementation plan at the end of the 90-day period, and
suggest continuing oversight by the CITIZENS CRIME COMMISSION to ensure that
implementation achieves the desired outcomes.

4.2 CONSOLIDATION OF POLICE SERVICES INTO A SINGLE AGENCY SHOULD
REMAIN AN OPTION, BUT CONDITIONS NOT PRESENT TODAY NEED TO
EXIST.

Some leaders continue to believe that consolidation into a single agency is the most effective way
to achieve long term efficiency and effectiveness. The Governor's Task Force on Local Government

~ Services (GTFLGS) came to this conclusion. Public Safety 2000 considered the option of

consolidating all police service within Multnomah County into a single agency and concluded that
it would not be an appropriate recommendation at this time for several reasons: -

0 Formation of a single law enforcement agency involves added costs, both the cost

of bringing all agencies together, and the cost of wage equalization. The Committee*

has proposed an approach that will achieve the major benefits of consolidating
functions without incurring these costs.

o There must be value (either reduced costs or added police service) for each
jurisdiction, including those in East County, such as Gresham. With Gresham
receiving approximately 50% more Calls-For-Service than the Sheriff's Office,

- consolidation must include Gresham. No value for Gresham was identified in any
of the single agency proposals offered to the Committee.

0 With the cities of Portland and Gresham accounting for 92% of all dispatched Calls-

For-Service within the County, major benefits can be achieved by insuring the

inclusion of both of these agencies in any consolidation effort. The proposals
recommended by Public Safety 2000 have the greatest potential for capturing those
benefits in the near term.

PUBLIC SAFETY 2000 - January 15, 1993 _ E-9
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Just as important is the longer term vision for delivery of police services in the Portland
Metropolitan Area. Consolidating police services in Multnomah County alone ignores the broader
issue of integrating agencies that work closely with Portland, yet are located in Washington and
Clackamas Counties. Public Safety 2000 believes steps taken today should position the area for
longer-term consolidations that mightinclude such agencies. The proposal offered by Public Safety
2000 creates a framework that can involve agencies outside of Multnomah County in a service
consolidation effort, much as ROCN has already done. The ways in which this might be
accomplished should be addressed after experience has been gained with the recommendations
outlined in this study.

In the long term, evolution of these actions may, in fact, mean consolidation into a single police
agency. In that sense, the Committee believes consolidation into a single police agency should
remain an option for the future. But, if it is to be considered, we believe the following conditions
not present today need to be satisfied:

0 Experience needs to be gained from the implementation of the recommendations
outlined in this report. This experience will lay a foundation by: 1) providing lessons
learned; 2) documenting cost benefits achieved; and 3) establishing a framework of
trust which does not now exist.

o Issues raised by the Committee relating to budgeting and staffing of the Multnomah
County Sheriff's office need to be resolved.

o There must be demonstrated value to all jurisdictions, including high confidence that
benefits will not be neutralized by wage equalization.

Other conditions will also need to be satisfied, such as a provision for local control and
accomplishing these steps under a General Purpose Government.

4.3 PATROL FUNCTIONSPROVIDED BY THE SHERIFF SHOULD BE REALIGNED
- TO PROVIDE MORE EFFICIENT AND EFFECTIVE POLICE COVERAGE.

Public Safety 2000 believes some current patrol deployments of the Sheriff in Multnomah County
provide ineffective coverage and inefficient use of resources. This conclusion was reinforced by
testimony from Sheriff Robert G. "Bob" Skipper before the Committee in which he argued that
significant efficiencies could be gained by realigning patrol responsibilities. Therefore, we believe
the Sheriff's patrol functions should be re-assessed with the following factors in mind:

E-10 PUBLIC SAFETY 2000 - January 15, 1993
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o We do not believe it is effective for the Shenff to provide patrol services to the
unincorporated areas of West Multnomah County, e.g., Sauvie Island, Dunthorpe,
and Forest Park. We believe these areas can be more effectively serviced by the
Portland Police Bureau and/or other agencies in closer proximity.

o The unincorporated areas of Mid-County are expected to be annexed over the next
2-3 years by either Portland or Gresham. These annexations will eliminate the patrol
function of the Sheriff in these areas (4 patrol cars/20 deputies). We recommend that
the Sheriff and the Chiefs of Portland and Gresham anticipate these annexations and
begin planning now for transfer of patrol responsibilities.

0 The unincorporated areas of East County should continue to be patrolled by the
Sheriff. Incorporated communities in the County which now rely upon the Sheriff
for patrol services and other support should remain free to make whatever contract
arrangements for law enforcement they consider appropriate.

0 The Shenff should proceed with plans to increase patrol of Unincorporated East

County, east of the Sandy River, consistent with a "basic rural level" of law

enforcement. Patrol allocations should be based upon such factors as: population,
Calls-For-Service, response times, geographical area, recreational areas, and officer
safety.

4.4 OPPORTUNITIES FOR CIVILIANIZATION AND PRIVATIZATION COULD
FREE UP 70 SWORN OFFICERS FOR REASSIGNMENT AND RESULT IN
ANNUALIZED SAVINGS OF $2.4 MILLION

The opportunities to free up sworn personnel and to realize significant savings through
civilianization and privatization are not dependent upon any decision regarding integration or
consolidation of functions. Most could be initiated in the current FY 92-93. Opportunities were
identified in both the Sheriff's Office and the Portland Police Bureau.

Civilianization replaces police officers and deputies with non-sworn personnel (civilians or
Corrections Officers) in positions and job tasks not requiring full law enforcement authority, skills,
and training. Some examples include: precinct desk duties, property custody, facility safety, and
training instructors.

Privatization draws on experiences elsewhere with the private sector successfully contracting
functions at a lower unit cost. Some examples include: fleet maintenance, building security, court
security, and prisoner transportation.
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Both civilianization and privatization can free up sworn personnel for reassignment to critical law
enforcement duties.

4.5 SAVINGS RESULTING FROM IMPLEMENTATION OF THE ABOVE
RECOMMENDATIONS SHOULD BE RE-ALLOCATED TO PRIORITY CRIME

PROBLEMS IN MULTNOMAH COUNTY

The Committee is concerned that savings may be achieved in one agency while high priority needs
may exist in another. The Committee recommends that the Council of Law Enforcement Officials
(CLEO), with community input, make specific efforts to insure that police officers and deputies
made available by civilianization and privatization will be reallocated into areas where they will
have measurable and positive impacts on crime in the County. Examples which CLEO might

consider would include:

o  Filling the need for additional poli.ce officers required to implement community
policing in Portland. ’

o Assigning officers, through specially targeted "strike teams", to high priority crimes,
such as bias crime and car theft.

o Assigning officers to high crime areas under a community policing model, as has
been successfully done with Safety Action Teams in Columbia Villa.

o Providing additional pairol resources to East Multnomah County (East of the Sandy
River). .
o Increasing the deployment of Deputies to the River Patrol to provide more support

to local law enforcement agencies.

0 Assigning additional Deputies to the service of criminal warrants.
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5.0

OTHER CONCERNS

In addition to the major proposals listed above, the Committee identified other specific areas of
concern where recommendations have been made:

o

Community Policing

There is a need to develop common definitions of community policing and implement
effective evaluation systems, so the integrated functions under CLEO can effectively support
these efforts. :

Cultural Diversity and Affirmative Action

Efforts to recruit ethnic minorities, women and other protected classes to ensure adequate
and diverse representation of citizens on the area police agencies should continue to be
emphasized. Appropriate training should also be given in all agencies so that officers will
remain sensitive to cultural differences.

Portland Police Bureau Detectives

In future labor negotiations, the City of Portland should try to eliminate the permanent rank
of "Detective" and its pay differential (this was also recommended by the CITIZENS
CRIME COMMISSION in their 1989 organizational analysis of the Portland Police
Bureau). Detectives should be rotational assignments for officers to gain investigative
expertise.

Police Bureau Unfunded Pension Liability

The City of Portland should: 1) consider ways to pay down the unfunded lability of the Fire
and Police Disability and Retirement Fund; 2) cease adding new employees to this program;
and 3) shift to a funded program.

Portland Police Bureau Telephone Reporting Unit

All 14 Officer positions in this Unit should be used for Limited Duty/Disabled Police
Officers. '
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Organizational Analysis of the Sheriff's Office

Public Safety 2000 deliberations ratsed concerns about the Sheriff's Office budgeting
process and staffing practices (Subsections 2.3 & 3.2.2). To thoroughly evaluate these
issues, Sheriff Bob Skipper recommends an independent organizational analysis of the
Multnomah County Sheriff's Office to be commissioned by the CITIZENS CRIME
COMMISSION, similar in scope and purpose to their previous organizational analysis of
the Portland Police Bureau. Sheriff Bob Skipper agreed that he would cooperate fully with
such an analysis. '

E-14
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SECTION 1

BACKGROUND AND METHODOLOGY

1.1 BACKGROUND

In 1990, the passage of state Ballot Measure 5 limited the property taxes that non-school local
government can impose on any property to $10 per $1,000 of assessed value beginning in Fiscal
Year 91-92. The net effect is to restrict the revenue generating ability of local government and force
program and expenditure cuts in the state budget which will have a negative impact on local
revenues and services from the state.

Largely in response to the potential long term impacts of Measure 5, the City Councils and County
Board of Commissioners created a Joint Cities-County Task Force on Consolidations in 1991 to
explore potential areas for consolidation of government service in Multnomah County. A Law
Enforcement Group was created which eventually identified five options to the current system of
police service delivery in Multnomah County. A technical working group of the police agency
heads and their staffs evaluated the options. They recommended a sixth option as a "participative
study" by a citizen-based group as the "most effective way to approach a very complex and
politically sensitive issue."

The Elected Councilors/Commissioners on the Task Force accepted the recommendation and
requested that such an effort be organized under the auspices of the CITIZENS CRIME
COMMISSION, a private non-profit affiliate of the Portland Metropolitan Chamber of Commerce.
The CITIZENS CRIME COMMISSION accepted the offer and began organizing, staffing and
funding a broad-based community effort to analyze and reach consensus on the future of law
enforcement in Multnomah County.

Public Safety 2000 (the Committee) was created as a process by the CITIZENS CRIME
COMMISSION using citizens from throughout the County to take an "outside of government" look
at the effectiveness and efficiency of police services. It was charged with creating a plan that would
bring about coordination, consolidation, and merger of those services, where appropriate, to ensure
excellence in public safety for Multnomah County in the most effective and efficient manner.

- Each of the jurisdictions was asked to nominate three individuals to a list of potential members for

selection by the CITIZENS CRIME COMMISSION. As a citizen-based effort, government
employees and elected officials were excluded as nominees. Fourteen members were selected
representing the incorporated cities and unincorporated area of Multnomah County. Paul Lorenzini,
President of Pacific Power and Light, agreed to serve as Chairperson. :
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1.2 METHODOLOGY
The Committee evaluated issues related to the delivery of police services from several perspectives:

0 Community input was gathered through public opinion polls, conducted by TH Research,
Inc., and structured interviews with more than 40 key community leaders, conducted by
Barney & Worth, Inc., and public meetings.

0 Leaders from each of the law enforcement agencies in the County, representatives of police
unions/associations, and representatives of ancillary agencies (e.g., Portland School Police,
Portland Bureau of Emergency Communications, etc.) all appeared before the Committee
to testify, submit information, and respond to questions. '

o Areview of major police consolidations throughout the United States and Canada, including
case studies, was conducted by Portland State University for the Committee.

o Functional and financial analyses of current police agencies was conducted by
subcommittees of Public Safety 2000, with the assistance of staff resources provided by the
Gresham Police Department, Multnomah County Sheriff, and the Portland Police Bureau.

o Public Safety Strategies, a consulting firm, was retained to provide general assistance to
the Committee and the Task Groups in their analyses of issues and in the preparation of
Committee and Task Group reports.

Results of these evaluations were reviewed by the Committee at a two-day work session in late July.
A consensus-building process during the work session, which was facilitated by Richard Huneke
of Richard Huneke & Associates, identified anumber of issues which led to the recommendations
put forth in this Executive Summary and in the full Draft Report. The Draft Report was circulated
for public comment and hearings. These final recommendations will be directed to a Council of
Law Enforcement Officials, made up of elected officials in Multnomah County, for their assessment
and action. They will be asked to provide the CITIZENS CRIME COMMISSION with
implementation plans within 90 days. The CITIZENS CRIME COMMISSION intends to monitor
the implementation process following the release of Public Safety 2000's Final Report. The Final
Report will be prepared by Public Safety Strategies for transmittal to the CITIZENS CRIME
COMMISSION. : ’

Public Safety 2000 was organized into three Task Groups: Finance, Operations, and Standards &
Criteria. In addition to meetings in Task Groups, the Committee held numerous public sessions in
which public testimony was taken and the Committee members discussed their findings. Public
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testimony was received from the police ageﬁcy heads, union officials, and other police task forces
and programs in Multnomah County. Sessions were also reserved for testimony from the general
public. These sessions were held at the Portland Building and King Neighborhood Facility in

- Portland and in the Gresham City Council Chambers. Public perception was also sampled through

public opinion surveys and interviews with a broad base of community leaders.

" Patrick Donaldson, Executive Director, CITIZENS CRIME COMMISSION served as the Staff

Director. The Sheriff's Office, Portland Police Bureau, and Gresham Police Department each loaned
staff members to the project on a full-time basis for several months. A management consulting firm,
Public Safety Strategies, was hired to assist in technical research and analysis, and to prepare the
final report of the Committee. Together, they served as staff to the three Task Groups and the
Committee, and they developed numerous documents and position papers to assist the Committee
in its work. Budgets of the police agencies were reviewed and analyzed. Rian Hamby, a graduate
researcher at Portland State University School of Urban and Public Affairs, was contracted to
conduct a comparative analysis of police consolidation experiences in other areas.

PUBLIC SAFETY 2000 - January 15, 1993 3



BACKGROUND AND METHODOLOGY

PUBLIC SAFETY 2000 - January 15, 1993



ooz

SECTION II

CHANGES IN POLICE SERVICE DELIVERY: 1974 TO 1992

2.1 1974 POLICE CONSOLIDATION STUDY

Propelled by State enabling legislation in 1971, a City-County Charter Commission spent two years
drafting a charter for a consolidated government in Multnomah County. It was defeated when
submitted to the voters of Portland and Multnomah County in May 1974. '

During this period of time, city and county officials obtained Federal Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration (LEAA) grant funds for a Police Consolidation Project. The stated Project goal was:

...not merely to merge existing police agencies, but rather to develop an entirely new
police design which would be more responsive to community needs, cognizant of
citizens rights, considerate of employees needs, and efficient and effective, yet
flexible enough to adapt to changing priorities to meet the long-term police service
requirement of Multnomah County.!

Neither discouraged nor dissuaded by the defeat of the Charter Revision for consolidated
government, this effort published its final report a month later in which consolidation was

recommended for police agencies in Multnomah County.

The Police Consolidation Project collected extensive data from the police agencies and researched
current organizational theory and police practices. They concluded that the existing Multnomah
County police organizational practices were neither responsive to the public nor efficient, and, thus,
there was a "critical need" for a reorganization. Despite amassing several volumes of material, the
consolidation study largely was premised on "traditional wisdom and logic"* of public
administrators, practitioners and scholars who viewed consolidation as a "reform method for
reducing government overhead and increasing efficiency."? Police consolidation, then, wasin vogue

Police Consolidation Project, Staff Report,.June 1974, p. 2.
2Police Consolidation Project, op. cit., p. 45.

3Ibid. The project cited the 1967 President's Crime Commission, the 1972 National
Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, and the Oregon Law
Enforcement Council. Interestingly, the President's Crime Commission report led to the 1968

PUBLIC SAFETY 2000 - January 15, 1993 ' 5
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as a theoretical concept, and the Consolidation Project was quite speculative as to the benefits and
cost savings to be achieved.

The report was highly critical of traditional bureaucratic and hierarchical police organization and
staffing patterns. The preferred alternative was to establish a Public Safety Support Agency to 1)
consolidate the support functions (e.g., communications, records, data processing, criminalistics,
evidence and property control), and, 2) reorganize the line functions (e.g., patrol, investigations,
traffic) and administrative activities (e.g., personnel, training,). The report recommendations were
never implemented, although eventually county-wide communications and dispatch were integrated
into what is now the Bureau of Emergency Communications (BOEC).

2.2 MULTNOMAH COUNTY AND POLICE SERVICES IN 1974

At the time of the Police Consolidation Project, Multnomah County contained a population of
554,668, about 160,000 of which was u_nincorpbrated. The core City of Portland had 379,967
residents and to the east were several small towns. Gresham numbered 10,030 residents while the
cities of Troutdale, Fairview, Wood Village and Maywood Park had populations between 1,000 and
1,600 people.

The Portland Police Bureau was the largest police agency with 728 sworn and 248 non-sworn
personnel. Multnomah County restructured the Sheriff's Office into a Division of Public Safety in

- 1973 with an appointed Director (i.e., Sheriff) who oversaw a department with 229 sworn, 79
civilian, and 90 corrections personnel (civil process functions were deleted). The Sheriff's Office
patrolled an unincorporated population of approximately 160,000 county residents. Gresham had
a 26 person Police Department with a Chief and 17 sworn officers. Troutdale had recently converted
from a town marshall and employed one police officer. Fairview, Wood Village, and Maywood
Park were dependent upon the Sheriff’s Office for police services. There were also 43 Airport Police
officers, whose jurisdiction was restricted to the Portland International Airport. Table 2.1 shows
the changes in staffing of the current four municipal police agencies and Sheriff’'s Office between
1974 and 1992. :

Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act which created the LEAA funding to support the
Oregon Law Enforcement Council and the Police Consolidation Project.
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Table 2.1: Changes in Police Agencies in Multnomah County - 1974 to 1992

i

.‘.':'1;

I

AGENCY 1974 1992

Sheriff'S OFFICE
UNINCORPORATED POPULATION 160,000 64,570

SWORN DEPUTIES' 219 93

CORRECTIONS OFFICERS 90 354
CIVILIANS ' 79 191
SWORN DEPUTIES PER 1000 1.37 1.44
POPULATION

PORTLAND POLICE BUREAU
POPULATION ’ ' 379,967 453,065
SWORN OFFICERS 728 870
CIVILIANS 248 209
SWORN OFFICERS PER 1000 1.92 1.92
POPULATION

GRESHAM POLICE DEPARTMENT
POPULATION 10,000 71,225
SWORN OFFICERS 18 87
CIVILIANS 8 29
SWORN OFFICERS PER 1000 1.8 1.23
POPULATION

TROUTDALE POLICE DEPARTMENT
POPULATION 1,661 8,195
SWORN OFFICERS 1 12
CIVILIANS 0 2
SWORN OFFICERS PER 1000 5 1.46
POPULATION

FAIRVIEW POLICE DEPARTMENT
POPULATION 1,045 2,590
SWORN OFFICERS NONE 4
CIVILIANS 0
SWORN OFFICERS PER 1000 1.54
POPULATION

'Adjusted downward from 229(1974) and 143(1992) to reflect swom deputies assigned
to Corrections and Civil Functions. ’
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2.3 CHANGES AND CHALLENGES IN 1992

The intervening years between the 1974 Police Consolidation Project and Public Safety 2000 in
1992 produced many changes in demographics, economics and the delivery of police services in

Multnomah County.

o County population grew by 52,000

o Gresham became the state's 4th largest city

o} Annexations decreased unincorporated population by nearly 100,000

o Multﬁomah County transferred 60 Deputies to the Portland Police Bureau

o Gang-related crime and drugs became major problems

o Signiﬁcant police resources were allocated to regional task forces and specialized
units

o Police agencies rhoved toward community-based policing

o - Passage of Measure 5 impacted the financing of local government

23.1 Populatibn Grov?v;th and Annexation

Between 1974 and 1992, Multnomah County received an influx of about 52,000 new residents and
is expecting nearly another 60,000 by the year 2000. An increase of nearly 500,000 residents is
projected in the Portland-Vancouver metropolitan area over the next twenty years. Portland has
annexed significant areas of the county within its Urban Services Boundary.* Gresham has annexed
and grown in all directions to emerge as a large suburban city of 71,225. Troutdale also experienced

significant growth to 8,195.

“The Urban Growth Boundary is the designated geographic limits for urban growth. It is
established by METRO, the tri-county special service district, responsible for urban growth
boundary management. Urban Services Bouridaries are designated for jurisdictions to
delineate the patterns of their geographic growth.
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The remaining unincorporated population has been reduced from 160,000 to less than 60,000, with
about 47,000 within Portland's Urban Service Boundary, scheduled for annexation within the next
few years. Projections of continued annexation of existing population within the designated Urban
Growth Boundary would yield an unincorporated population of about 13,000 county people, largely
residing in the rural census tracts of Sauvie Island/Forest Park and east of Gresham and the Sandy
River. (Table 2.2 and Figure 2.1) '

Table 2.2: July 1992 Population Distribution in Multnomah County

TOTAL POPULATION _ 616,560
IN CITIES 556,434
UNINCORPORATED : 60,126

WITHIN PORTLAND'S URBAN
SERVICE BOUNDARY 47,042
WITHIN RURAL CENSUS TRACTS - | 10,335
OTHER URBAN UNINCORPORATED 2,749
BREAKDOWN OF RURAL CENSUS
TRACTS
GRESHAM TO SANDY RIVER
(#104.2) 3,152
SANDY RIVER EAST(#105) 4227
SAUVIE ISLAND/FOREST
PARK(#71) - 2,956

OURCE: Cenler for Population Research, PSU; Metro;
Portland Urban Services Program.

In 1983, faced with the prospects of a severe budget shortfall and an increasing urbanization of the
County, the Multhomah County Board of Commissioners adopted Resolution A which called for
the county to extract itself from providing an "urban" level of county services. This action and
subsequent mid-county annexation by Portland led to the transfer of 60 Deputies and Sergeants to
the Portland Police Bureau in 1984 and 1985 under an Intergovernmental Agreement.
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Table 2.3: 1991 Calls-For-Service Dispatched by BOEC*

MONTH PPB* MCSO** GPD TPD TOTAL
JAN 17658 1531 2124 214 21527
FEB 18250 1635 2132 200 22217
MAR 18673 1746 2294 177 22890
© APR 18463 1593 2128 194 22378
MAY 19655 1675 2486 216 24032
JUN 120223 1792 2467 240 24722
JUL 22714 1987 2757 303 27761
AUG 23196 1805 2849 248 28098
SEP 21987 1710 2680 276 26653
ocT 19022 1507 2539 214 23282
NOV 20513 1576 2593 235 24917
DEC 20280 1386 2426 204 24296
TOTALS 240634 19943 29475 2721 1292773
% OF 82.19% 6.81% 10.07% 0.93% 100.00%
CALLS

*DOES NOT INCLUDE >50,000 NON-EMERGENCY

CALLS REFERRED TO TELEPHONE REPORTING UNIT.

**INCLUDES CALLS FROM WOOD VILLAGE,
MAYWOOD PARK AND FAIRVIEW, AND SOME

CALLS FROM TROUTDALE.

SOURCE.: Portland Bureau of Emergency Communications

10
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Table 2.4: 1990 Index Crimes Reported to Law Enforcement Agencies in
Multnomah County

L

¥

st

INDEX CRIMES PPB MCSO* GPD TPD TOTAL
MURDER 32 5 2 3 42
RAPE 424 35 21 2 482
ROBBERY 2,556 63 81 9 2,709
PURSE 32 5 2 3 42
SNATCH

AGGRAVATED 4,838 272 117 43 5,270
ASSAULT ’

BURGLARY 9,027 855 755 67 10,704
LARCENY 26,045 1,729 2,200 139 30,113
AUTO THEFT 5,948 346 412 18 6,7.24
ARSON 556 28 12 1 597
TOTALS 49,573 3334 3,606 284 56,797
PERCENTAGES 87.28% 5.87% 6.35% 0.50% 100.00%

*INCLUDES FAIRVIEW, WOOD VILLAGE, AND
MAYWOOD PARK
SOURCE: OREGON UNIFORM CRIME REPORTS

(OUCR)
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2.3.2 Crime and Police Wbrkload_ Changes .

Multnomah County has generally followed the state and national trends in crime patterns and
increases. Several notable exceptions were the emergence of youth gangs and crack cocaine in the
inner city and suburbs and the concentration of drug dealing and street people in the revitalized Old
Town historic district in Portland. Table 2.3 shows the 1991 volume of calls-for-service dispatched
by the BOEC for the five police agencies. Table 2.4 shows the comparative volume of reported
major crime used to compute the FBI's Index Crime in 1990. A 1989 study of the Portland Police
Bureau funded by the CITIZENS CRIME COMMISSION® indicates the relative workload increase.
During the five year period of 1984 to 1988, the Portland Police Bureau experienced an increase of
about 20,000 serious crimes reported and 100,000 additional calls-for-service dispatched by BOEC.

Portland and Gresham police departments now account for 92% of all calls-for-service dispatched
by BOEC and 95% of the reported index crimes (i.e., crime rate). Since less than 10% of these
workload indicators represent workload outside of the jurisdiction of these two police agencies, there
is very little overlap or redundancy in service delivery.

2.3.3 Multnomah County Sheriff's Office Changes

In 1983, after a Home Rule Charter Amendment was approved in 1982, the Multnomah County
Sheriff reverted back to an elected position. The Sheriff also assumed responsibility for security of
the courts and the service of civil processes. Sworn deputies were assigned to court security and
prisoner transport, and civil deputies, who previously worked for the Courts, were brought into the
Sheriff's Office.

The Sheriff has countywide law enforcement jurisdiction. The Sheriff is mandated to provide law
enforcement services (patrol and investigations) to the unincorporated areas of the County and,
based on the judgement of the Sheriff, to incorporated municipalities which do not provide adequate
police services. On this basis, the BPST's annual Personnel and Budget Study for Fiscal Year 1991-
92° lists an "adjusted population” (i.e., Unincorporated Population) when comparing Sheriffs
departments. The BPST survey reports an adjusted population of 64,570 receiving police services

’CITIZENS CRIME COMMISSION, Organization Analysis of the Portland Police
Bureau, (Portland, Oregon), January 1990, pp. 2-12 & 2-28.

*Oregon Police Academy, Board of Police Standards and Training, BPST-Annual
Personnel and Budget Study: Fiscal Year 1991-92, July 1992. (19th Edition)
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from the Multnomah County Sheriff. In 1974, this figure was approximately 160,000. In 1974, the
Sheriff's Office had 219 sworn Deputies(plus 10 assigned to Corrections), or 1.37 Deputies per 1000
unincorporated population. In 1991, the Sheriff's Office had 93 sworn Deputies (plus 50 assigned
to Corrections and Civil Functions), or 1.44 per thousand.

In 1974, the Multnomah County Sheriff's Office was the largest Sheriff's Office in the State, served
the largest unincorporated population, and had the highest ratio of sworn officers to unincorporated
population. Based on the 1992 BPST survey, of the six counties with more than 100,000 population,
Multnomah County is fifth in the size of its unincorporated population, and third in the number of
sworn Deputies assigned to law enforcement in its Sheriff's Office. The ratio of sworn Deputies to
unincorporated population in all other counties is less than .90 per thousand. In Multnomah County,
the ratio is 1.44 per thousand, after adjusting downward. This figure may be higher than other

" counties because it includes 49 sworn Deputies who are assigned to county-wide law enforcement

functions. In addition, the Multnomah Sheriff's law enforcement budget (excluding corrections) is
$184.68 per capita unincorporated population. The average for the six counties was $86.86, with
Marion County Sheriff's Office being the next highest, with a cost of $81.58 per capita.

=
B

The Multnomah County Sheriff distinguishes between "Unincorporated Patrol", "Countywide Law
Enforcement”, Corrections, Civil Process, and Sheriff's Office Management (Reference 10). For
example: seven detectives are allocated to support Patrol and six are assigned to "Countywide";
Safety Action Teams and Special Investigations Unit are designated as "Countywide". Under his
criteria, the Sheriff in FY 91-92 allocated his 143 sworn Deputies in the following way:

o 50 (35%) to Corrections, Civil, and Other Functions
0 44 (31%) to Unincorporated Patrol
0 49 (34%) to Countywide Law Enforcement

The annual surveys by the Board on Police Standards and Training (BPST) do not use the Sheriff's
categorization in their reporting of comparative statistics for Sheriffs Offices throughout the State.
Therefore we have adjusted the MCSO numbers downward to exclude Deputies allocated to non-law
enforcement functions. Neither Washington County nor Clackamas County Sheriffs use sworn
Deputies in Corrections. -

2.3.4 Portland Police Bureau Changes

* During the period between 1974 and today, the number Portland Police Bureau sworn personnel

fluctuated, and actually decreased for a few years, despite increasing calls-for- service and reported
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crime. Overall, however, the Bureau's number of sworn officers has kept pace with population
growth. In 1974, the Portland Police Bureau had 728 sworn officers. The transfer of 60 Sheriff's
- sworn officers to the Bureau in 1985, as a result of annexations, temporarily increased the number
of sworn personnel to 751. However, subsequent layoffs and planned attrition reduced the ranks to
726 by 1988, below the 1974 level. Recent hiring and authorized hiring in FY 92-93 could bring
the total number of sworn officers up to 870, or a net increase of 142 sworn officers since 1974.

In 1974, the population of the City of Portland was 379,967. Thus, the ratio of sworn officers per
thousand was 1.92. In 1992, with a certified population of 455,525, the ratio is 1.91. Among the
five cities with over 50,000 population, the average officers per 1000 was 1.56, with the next highest
being Salem, with a ratio of 1.27. Since 1974, the Portland Police Bureau has shifted more of its
sworn personnel into field operations, primarily Uniformed Patrol. In 1974, 415 of the 728 (57%)
sworn officers were assigned to field operations. In 1992, 609 of 870 (70%) sworn officers were
assigned to field operations. In FY 91-92, Portland had the highest per capita police budget in the
‘State at $155.23. The average of the five cities with over 50,000 population was $124.17, with the
next highest ratio, Salem, being $134.93.7

2.3.5 Gresham Police Department Changes

The Gresham Police Department expanded nearly as rapidly as the city's population growth. The
Department now has 87 sworn officers and 29 non-sworn personnel, and is the fourth largest police
department in the state. The Gresham Police have the second largest patrol workload in Multnomah
County, measured by BOEC dispatched calls-for-service (Table 2.3).

In 1974, Gresham was a city with a population of 10,030 and a Police Department with 18 sworn
officers, or 1.8 per thousand. In 1992, Gresham has a population of 71,225 and a Police Department
of 87 sworn officers, or 1.22 per thousand.

2.3.6 - Troutdale Police Department Changes

In 1974, Troutdale had a population of 1,661 and had just hired its first police officer.
Today,Troutdale has a Police Department with a Chief and 11 sworn officers serving a population
of 8,195, or 1.46 officers per thousand. |

"The actual cost of the Portland Police Bureau's sworn officers is significantly higher than
shown by BPST, because the cost of the Police Pension and Disability benefits is not mcluded
in the Portland Police Bureau's Budget.
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2.3.6 Fairview Police Department Changes

The City of Fairview did not have a police department in 1974, when its population was 1,045.
Today, with a population of 2,590, it has a police department with a Chief and 3 sworn officers. The
Sheriff provides significant direct and indirect support to the City, covering at least the equivalent
of one full patrol shift daily, when Fairview has no officers on duty.

2.3.7 Maywood Park and Wood Village

The cities of Maywood Park and Wood Village do not have their own police departments. The
population of Maywood Park has actually declined since 1974 from 1,305 to 850, due largely to the
demolition of the Rocky Butte Jail which was located within the city limits. Wood Village had a
population of 1,533 in 1974 and today has a population of 2,930. Each of these small municipalities
contracts with the Sheriff's Office for eight hours of patrol service per week.

'2.3.8 Distribution of Sworn Personnel in Police Agencies

Reference 6 is a Functional Profile of Police Agencies in Multnomah County in 1992, prepared by
the police staff temporarily assigned to Public Safety 2000 by the agencies. The profile briefly
describes all of the functions performed to which agencies assign sworn police personnel. A
comparative listing is then made of functions by the rank of sworn personnel (e.g., Officer, Sergeant)
in each police agency. Generally, there is greater use of specialization and dedicated units in the
larger agencies. ' '

Most citizens associate police service delivery with the uniformed officers in field operational units.
The Tables in Reference 7 show the distribution of sworn and non-sworn personnel in the three
largest police agencies by comparing field operations with all other resources. While the number
of sworn police officers and deputies has increased about 40 percent since 1974, there has been a
60 percent reduction in the number of sworn personnel in support functions, a 35 percent reduction
in administrative functions, and a 50 percent reduction in special operations. The net result has been
more officers on the street than the increase in total numbers of authorized sworn personnel might
indicate.

The functional profile of police agencies does not include three other certified police agencies
operating in Multnomah County--Portland School Police, Port of Portland Police and the Oregon
State Police. The Portland School Police became an independent agency in 1975. Its 20 sworn

~ officers and 7 non-sworn personnel protect the 55,000 students, 7,000 staff members and 143

buildings and property of the Portland School District. Tri-Met, the regional bus and light rail
transportation agency, disbanded its police unit and briefly contracted with the Oregon State Police;
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" Tri-Met now contracts with the Portland Police Bureau for a dedicated Tri-Met detail.

Within Multnomah County, the Oregon State Police operate a single 24-hour patrol of Interstate 84
and have five sworn officers assigned to fish and wildlife enforcement. In addition, the OSP has
over 20 investigative personnel assigned to cooperative investigative task forces in the Portland area.
OSP also provides general investigative support in multi-jurisdictional cases.

Table 2.5 compares the distribution of Supervisory and Non-Supervisory sworn personnel in the
three largest law enforcement agencies in Multnomah County, using BPST Annual Survey data. The
data for the Multnomah County Sheriff's Ofﬂce has been adjusted using the MCSO method of
allocating personnel resources.

2.3.9 Cooperative Efforts

The Four-County area® police agencies have coordinated resources across local, state and federal
jurisdictions to create task forces aimed at specific multi-jurisdictional problems. Examples of such
cooperative efforts include: State Youth Gang Strike Force, Multi-Disciplinary Team on Child
Abuse (MDT), Regional Organized Crime and Narcotics (ROCN), ATF Armed Career Criminal
Task Force, FBI Drug Task Force, Portland Airport Interagency Narcotics Team (PAINT) and a
Regional Auto Theft Team.

The communications and dispatch functions integrated under the Bureau of Emergency
Communications are now undergoing a significant upgrade. A serial levy in Portland is funding
enhanced 9-1-1 response (address prompter with call-in), an 800 MHZ radio trunk system, a new
computer aided dispatch system, and mobile digital terminals in patrol cars.

2.3.10 Community Policing

A significant departure in police service delivery in 1992 from 1974 is the shift of policing style
from a legalistic to a problem-oriented or community-based policing, i.e., community policing. All
of the police agency heads in their public testimony before Public Safety 2000 emphasized
community policing as the operating philosophy or style for pollce service delivery in their agency.

Traditionally, police resources have been al'lOcated and deployed in response to reported crime
volume and patterns and primarily emphasized police arrests, investigations and rapid response
times to calls-for-service, i.e., a legalistic style. Research projects funded by the U. S. Justice

*Multnomah, Washington, Clackamas, Clark County(WA).
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Department's National Institute of Justice over the past 15 years noted that certain crimes had a low

probability of clearance and only a few types of reported incidents were affected by rapid police
patrol car response and resulted in apprehension of a perpetrator. The research also showed that
attention to underlying causes of repeated criminal incidents and disorder could resolve these
ongoing problem locations where police resources were frequently dispatched.

The three largest police agencies have made major resource commitments to community policing.
Community policing places emphasis on greater citizen responsibility and involvement with the
police in proactive problem solving. It creates partnerships with citizen groups and public and
private service providers to increase the amount of resources to focus on crime problems and areas.
The public has greater input to police priorities and use of resources.

The Sheriff's Office, ﬁnder contract to the Housing Authority of Pdrtland, established a Safety
Action Team in 1989 at Columbia Villa which had serious crime problems. The Safety Action
Team (SAT) focuses on proactive problem-solving with residents and develops close working

~ relationships with social service providers. The program's success led to expansion of three
p Y p

additional SAT's, in Rockwood, Brentwood-Darlington and David Douglas which are snmllarly
concentrated in areas with large clusters of public housing units.

Gresham has participated with the Sheriff's Office in a SAT in the Rockwood area. Gresham Police

- Department developed a community policing strategic plan approved by the City Council in 1992

for decentralization of police service into three zones and community wide expansion of community
policing concepts. A Police Lieutenant is responsible for delivery of all police services in the zone
and working directly with citizen and business groups.

A community-based strategic planning process in 1989 developed a five-year Transition Plan to
implement community policing agency wide in the Portland Police Bureau. The plan was adopted
by the City Council and outlined changes in the entire organization to support goals of service
delivery based upon partnership, empowerment, service orientation, problem solving, and
accountability. A new Chief was subsequently appointed who has made the community policing
transition his highest priority. Two years into their transition, the Portland Police Bureau recently
hosted a national conference to showcase its successes.
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Table 2.5: FY91-92 Sworn Personnel Staffing Levels of Sheriff's Office,
Portland Police Bureau, and Gresham Police Dept.'

MCSO
BPST!

MCSO
L.E.
BRANCH®

MCSO
UNINCORP
PATROL'

MCSO
COUNTY
WIDE®

Portland
Police
Bureau?

Gresham
Police
Dept

Sworn Officers by Rank -
Supervisory:
Sheriff/Chief
UnderSheriff/Asst.Chief
Chief Dep./Dep. Chief
Major
Captain
Lieutenant .
Public Safety Manager
Sergeant '

TOTAL SUPERVISORY
SWORN

b e L) e

39

5.79
20.72

26.51

1.64
9.93

11.57

4.15
10.79

14.94

0O O W o

N =

130

(P R e i e Y e

19

Swom Officers by Rank -
Non-Supervisory:
Detective
Sr. Dep./Sr. Officer
Deputy/Officer
Recruit

TOTAL NON-
SUPERVISORY SWORN

104

66.48

104

31.93

31.93

34.55

34.55

86

(=]

697

10

58

Supervisory Sworn as a
Percentage of all Swomn

27.3%

28.5%

26.6%

30.2%

15.7%

21.8%

T Based on dala published by Oregon Board of Pohice Standards and Traming (BPST).
*Numbers in this column are those from the BPST Tables.
*Numbers in this column are from SheriffPs spreadsheet for Swom personnel assigned to "Enforcement” Function. Next two

columns are breakdowns of this column.

*Numbers in this column are from Sheriffs spreadsheet for Swom personnel assigned 1o "Unincorporated Patrol" Function.

*Numbers in this column are from Sheriff's spreadsheet for Swom personnel assigned to "Countywide Law Enforcement” Function.
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2.3.11 Measure S Property Tax Limitation

The passage of Measure 5, limiting property tax revenue for local government, casts a long shadow
over police service delivery in Multnomah County. Its immediate effects will result in service and
facility cuts in state government criminal justice resources such as the State Police, probation and
parole services, and correctional facilities. It will have trickle down effects on county and city law
enforcement resources. Most likely there will be fewer overall state funds flowing into city and
county general government. Dedicated senal levies for such items as the new computer aided

- dispatch system at BOEC, the Portland Fire and Police Disability and Retirement Fund, and the
" Inverness County Jail Facility have been "compressed" with other property tax dependent revenue.

2.3.12 The Challenge

Ensuring efficient and effective use of police resources is not just an exercise in civics, cost
accounting, or management analysis. Public safety and crime have consistently been major concerns
for the residents of Multnomah County. Public opinion surveys and community leader interviews
conducted for Public Safety 2000 have confirmed its importance to residents throughout the county.
Well managed and responsive police service delivery is essential for maintaining the livability and
vitality of neighborhoods and business districts and ensuring continued economic development and
growth for Multnomah County.

This is the challenge that has been undertaken by Public Safety 2000--laying a solid foundation for

 the future of policing in Multnomah County and the region. The general approach of this effort has

been to recognize the changes since 1974, build on what is working successfully, address resource
needs and citizen concerns, and facilitate new opportunities for improved police service delivery.
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SECTION 111

ASSESSMENT OF POLICE SERVICE DELIVERY

3.1 PUBLIC PERCEPTION

3.1.1 Asking the Public

In the end, if policing in Multhomah County is to be effective it must impact crime problems and
enhance the level of security and safety for residents. Police agencies must be doing the right jobs
with their resources and citizens must support their efforts. The police must be responsive to citizen
concerns. Efficiency is an issue of being cost conscious and expedient in the use of those police
resources.

Thus, it is important to know citizen concerns. Although a diverse and representative citizen group,
Public Safety 2000 is acutely aware that it does not directly speak for a broad constituency of
Multnomah County residents. We know that some residents have strongly held and vocalized
opinions while others have viewpoints that are not expressed. Regardless of their positions, each
has a framework for viewing the crime problem and the police. These perceptions become their
reality. '

Accordingly, Public Safety 2000 determined early in its process that public perception should be
representatively sampled. This was accomplished through public opinion surveys and interviews -
with a broad base of community leaders.

Representative samples for telephone surveys were drawn from each jurisdiction and the
unincorporated areas of Multnomah County. There was an over sampling of the East County
Jjurisdictions and Oregon House District 18 in Portland's inner city to ensure adequate representation
from the smaller communities and African-American population.

Structured interviews of community leaders were conducted in person or by telephone of
approximately 45 persons. This very diverse cross section of acknowledged leaders were drawn
from such areas as law enforcement, criminal justice, neighborhood, community, government,
business and the media. Significantly, these community leaders emphatically stated that public
perception should play a lead role in attempting to define effective law enforcement.
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3.1.2 The Crime Problem and the Police Response

The survey started off by asking voters in Multnomah County if they felt things in the area were
headed in the right direction or were off on the wrong track. By a very slim margin of 45% to 42%,
voters overall felt that things were headed in the right direction, some 13% were undecided. This
equivocal response was consistent throughout the county.

The discussion of Uniform Crime Report and BOEC data in Section Il noted the significant increase
in reported crimes and police workload since the mid-1980's. Virtually all public opinion surveys
from that point forward have indicated the general topic of crime as a top 1ssue of citizen concern.
The public opinion surveys conducted for Public Safety 2000 confirm that crime problems are still
the top issue of citizens, despite other pressing concerns since passage of Measure 5. Concerns
about crime, gangs, drugs, hate crimes and law enforcement were the most frequently cited
problems. At the top of the list, it accounted for 18% of the respondents' concerns. Concerns about
taxes and schools each drew the attention of 10% of those surveyed. Property taxes and funding of
schools, of course, are directly impacted by the effects of Measure 5. Citizens of the smaller towns
were almost as likely to mention crime as Portland residents.

Overall, there was a sense by 53% that the crime problem is getting worse, while 37% felt it was
about the same. Significantly, 57% of Portland residents and 62% of Gresham citizens saw the
crime problem worsening. Overall, 45% of citizens feel the police do not have the crime problem
"under control". These feelings are much stronger in Portland (54%) and among African-Americans
and District 18 (60%). Generally, those who do not feel the crime problem is under control also do
not like the general direction of things in there area. Despite seeing the crime problem as getting
worse, the residents of Gresham and Troutdale believed the police had the problem under control.

3.1.3 Community Policing Perceptions

Many of the community leaders interviewed were involved in various aspects of policy, funding,
decision-making, or interaction with the police agencies. These leaders see the public shaping their
perceptions of crime and the police based upon the amount of crime in their immediate area and their
amount of contact or exposure to the police. They believe the public is most interested in prompt,
effective law enforcement service than in any specific cost savings that might possibly be achieved.
At the same time, these leaders see the public as often having unrealistic expectations about the
police, expecting their police officers "to do everything".

Accessibility and responsiveness of the police were cited in the interviews as fundamental
expectations of the public for police service. When a crisis situation occurs, citizens want an officer
to promptly respond to their calls. Ideally, they want to know their police and have them
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consistently assignéd to an area, somewhat reminiscent of a return to the "beat cop".

These are many of the characteristics embraced by community policing which was widely supported
by the community leaders interviewed. They view community policing as a promising approach to
delivering the kind of law enforcement service the public seek and believe the public generally
supports the concept. While different definitions of community policing emerged, the commonly
articulated components included:

(o]

Getting the officer out of his or her car
Interacting between police and community residents

Providing officers opportunities to hear input from citizens and interact with non-
criminals

' Establishiﬂg a beat cbp relatidnship with neighborhoods

Attending community functions, such as neighborhood and busmess district
association meetmg, in a liaison role :

Focusing on the means of preventing crime, using officers as early warning detectors
to pull in other, non-law enforcement resources.

Community leaders believe in expanding the scope of community policing, but first believe it needs
to be better defined and better understood by the public. With a clear understanding of how
community policing works, residents can make it work to their benefit and participate more
effectively in its implementation.

3.1.4 Public Priorities

Public Safety 2000 held several meetings to specifically obtain public input on the issues of police
service delivery effectiveness and efficiency. There were no real complaints about deficiencies and
no consistent set of recommendations for improvement. However, several major themes emerged
in the public testimony and the community leaders' sense of public concerns. These issues also
surfaced in the Task Group and Committee discussions of Public Safety 2000 members.

As noted above, a key concemn is having a police department that is responsive, accessible, and
highly visible and interactive in their presence in the community. To the extent that the public has
gotten a sampler or tasting of community policing concepts, they like the experience. However,

re
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general ’concepts to practical examples they can get their arms around. As noted above in the
community leader interviews, the police agencies need to develop some commonly understood
definitions of community policing and be able to coherently communicate them to the public.

We are concerned with the perception that community policing takes a great deal more police
resources to effectively implement. Part of this impression is derived from the identification of
"Community Policing" with such specific programs as the Safety Action Teams which have been
established in Columbia Villa and other high crime, public housing locations. The SATs involve
an intensive use of police resources (three times normal patrol staffing per 1,000 ), as well as a
number of non-police social service providers. While clearly examples of community policing, the
~ SATs are not an approach which can be widely used, because of their resource-intensive nature.

Neither the police agencies nor the public should have to stand idly by awaiting additional resources
to move ahead with community policing. The greatest asset of community policing is getting
officers out of patrol cars and involved with an informed public that shares responsibility with the
police to solve problems with them rather than being merely served by them.

If community policing truly works and is more than just public relations, it must demonstrate a
measurable impact on crime and fear of crime. Effective measurement and evaluation systems
should be in place that go far beyond anecdotal experiences and testimonies to its benefits. The
public needs to see tangible outcomes that justify requisite resource needs. In the end, community
policing must be able to contribute to enhanced livability and vitality for communities throughout
Multnomah County. '

0 Cultural Diversity and Affirmative Action

With the emphasis of Public Safety 2000 on effectiveness and efficiency, the Committee members
were also concerned that efforts being made in cultural diversity and affirmative action hiring not
be sacrificed as an efficiency measure. The Portland area has significant African-American, Asian,
and Hispanic ethnic minorities. Efforts should continue to recruit these minorities, women and other
protected classes to ensure adequate and diverse representation of citizens on the area police
agencies. Appropriate training in the agencies should also be given so that officers will remain
sensitive to the cultural differences that are so vital to the fabric of a community.

o Portland's Unfunded Pension Liability
In 1986 a task force was created to address disparities between Portland's disability and pension

benefits for police officers and firefighters and the benefits under the Public Employees Retirement
System (PERS). All police and fire employees, by state law, must have benefits "equal to or better
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than" PERS. The disability provisions and administrative procedures for eligibility determination
were also viewed by many as needing reform. In 1989, prior to passage of Measure 5, a tax levy was
submitted to and approved by the voters of Portland and which authorizes the City to perpetually
levy up to $2.80/$1,000 of assessed valuation, this raised about $32 million in Fiscal Year 1991-92
for pension and disability payments. This was split approximately 55% fire and 45% polnce This
is a dedicated fund and comes under the Measure 5 total levy cap.

The current rate of about $1.90/$1,000 is forecast to drop to $1.82/$1,000 because assessed property
values are projected to increase higher than yearly payouts from the fund. The Portland Fire and
Police Disability and Retirement Fund is an "unfunded" liability because payments are only made
for those currently or projected to be retired or disabled in the current fiscal year. Essentially, all
other employees and new hires do not have funds set aside for them until they actually retire or
become disabled. The total unfunded liability is approximately $704 million.

There has been no "trust” funding of this liability. The ability to pay for the liability of retiring
police officers is based upon the cash flow generated by current property taxes. This means that all
police officers employed today will be dependent upon future property tax revenue to fund their
retirement. This liability can continue to be met only if property tax assessments increase by 5%

or more annually.

The yearly payments into the fund represent about 39% of gross payroll, but this amount does not
appear in the Portland Police Bureau budget. Thus, the true cost of police protection is dxstorted or
understated, and makes cost comparisons difficult with other police agencies.

Public Safety 2000 believes the property tax levy in effect, represents a dedicated revenue source,
and there is considerable room between the current rate and the $2.80/$1,000 for paying down the
"unfunded” liability. The City of Portland should consider ways to pay down the unfunded liability.
by increasing collection and placing the monies in an imprest fund to be used only for these
purposes. Beyond that, the City should take action to cease adding new employees to the current
Portland Fire and Police Disability and Retirement Fund program and shift to a funded program.

~ The Finance Task Group expressed a general concern that overall percentages for police and pubkic

employee benefit packages, in general, are much greater than those of the private sector. In
particular, they noted that the practice of "defined" benefits packages is not the trend in corporate
America. Companies are eliminating most defined benefit programs so as to be able to control and
budget the cost. Defined benefit programs are being replaced by a fixed percentage of compensation
that employees may then apply to a "menu" of benefits that best suit their individual requirements.
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0 Multnomah County Sheriff's Budgeting and Staffing Practices

The Finance Task Group of Public Safety 2000 was charged with identifying areas of efficiency
improvements and potential cost savings from a total consolidation of police agencies in Multnomah
County. The Finance Group reviewed the budgets of the police agencies and held meetings with the
budget officers of the three largest agencies (Sheriff, Portland, Gresham) in order to gain a better
understanding of the budgets. Spreadsheets were constructed to aggregate comparable expenditure
data for law enforcement functions and budget categories, e.g., materials and supplies, capital,
personnel.

The comparative review of the budgets and interaction with the budget officers raised many
questions concerning the budgeting and staffing practices of the Sheriff's Office. At the Sheriff's
request, a detailed list of questions (Reference 9) was forwarded to the Sheriff on September 18,
1992 in order to gain a better understanding of the Department Budget. A response to the questions,
along with supporting material, was received on September 29, 1992 (Reference 10). The Finance

Group held two subsequent meetings to review the Sheriff's response (Reference 15). . '

After analysis of the data provided, the Finance Task Group made the following observations:

1. Multnomah County's budgeting system, used by the Sheriff, is significantly different from
the budgeting and accounting systems used by the other jurisdictions in Multnomah County.

2. The Sheriff has exercised considerable flexibility in moving budgeted funds and personnel
among the three branches of the Shenff's Office, i.e., Law Enforcement, Services, and
Corrections.

3. The Finance Task Group's analysis of the current County budgeting system and the

flexibility and discretion exercised by the Sheriff, raised concerns that they do not readily

accommodate accountability. Although there are reports generated on expenditures against

budget allocations, the Task Group could not readily comprehend the true costs of law

enforcement and corrections. Public budgeting systems, generally speaking, should assist in
. performing this important function.

4. Multnomah County and Mhlmomah County Sheriff's Office budgeting practices made it
difficult for the Task Group to account for countywide services provided for other police
agencies and jurisdictions, e.g., the Alarm Ordinance Unit.

5. The Sheriff has a legal responsibility to provide law enforcement to the unincorporated areas
of the county and to cities which do not have their own police departments. The Cities of
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Maywood Park and Wood Village contract for an enhanced level of service at a cost that, in
the view of the Finance Task Group, appears to be far less than the actual costs. In addition,
the City of Fairview Police Department receives Sheriff's Office services with no formal
agreement in place. The Shenff's Office responds to 46% of Fairview's BOEC dispatched
calls, conducts follow-up investigations, supplies their records systems, and pays Fairview's
BOEC charges (approx. $24-30 thousand per year).

6. By several different indicators, the Shenff's Office seems to have a greater number of
resources than necessary to meet its primary law enforcement responsibilities. Compared
with other agencies in the region, a significantly higher proportion of the Sheriff's sworn
personnel are in supervisory and management positions. Also, unlike neighboring counties
which tend to use sworn deputies only in law enforcement functions, rather than in
Corrections and Civil Functions, 50 of the Sheriff's 143 sworn officers are assigned to the
Corrections Branch and others are involved in basically Civil functions. The Committee
engaged in a dialogue with the Sheriff and the Sheriff's Office provided responses to
questions concerning these points. However the Committee believes further analysxs 1s
required.

We believe there should be further discussion of these budget and staffing issues, but the additional
time and effort necessary for a thorough analysis s currently beyond our resources and the charge
we have from the local governments. Sheriff Bob Skipper recommends that an organizational
analysis of the Multnomah County Sheriff's Office be commissioned by the CITIZENS CRIME
COMMISSION. This in-depth process would be similar in scope and purpose to the organizational
analysis of the Portland Police Bureau performed by the Crime Commission in 1989. This analysis
should address the budget process, staffing ratios, and other matters of significance in determining
the condition of the agency. Sheriff Bob Skipper agreed that he would cooperate fully with such
an analysis.

3.2.3 Overall Assessment of Police Service Delivery
Strengths
Professionalism and Integrity

-All police agencies in Multnomah County exhibit a high degree of professionalism ‘and
integrity in their approaches to service delivery.
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Community Support

The random opinion polls conducted for Public Safety 2000 indicated in most areas of the
cities and county sampled that citizens have a generally high level of support for the police
in their area and have confidence the police have the crime problem under control.

Cooperation

Police agencies have generally displayed a high level of cooperation in addressing common
crime problems and police issues that has led to several highly beneficial and effective joint
task forces and operations.

Community Policing ‘
All police agencies support community-based policing which emphasizes customer service
and citizen involvement in problem solving and setting police priorities.

Integration of Services

Several important police functions have already been functionally integrated which
otherwise might be redundant or overlapping, e.g., communications and dispatch in BOEC,
high level narcotics and organized crime in ROCN, Youth Gang Task Force, Multi-
Disciplinary Task Force on Child Abuse, identification services and Automated Fingerprint
Identification System (AFIS).

Integration Mechanisms

The general spint of cooperatlon and task force mechanism for mtegratlon has been a
positive and successful experience for the police agencies in the integration of police
services to date.

Areas of Concern

Definition of Community Policing
Community policing has varying definitions in its application and implementation among
the police agencies which has implications for resources, relationships with the community
and accountability. A common definition should be developed which can guide police
functions designated for integration.

Training Facilities
The police agencies have need of training facilities for outdoor firearms practice, mock field
tactics, driving skills, and SERT simulations.

32
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Competing Resources

Gang enforcement and emergency and tactical response units have been examples of parallel
operating units established in response to perceptions of inadequate service by existing units.
Drug investigations at the "mid-level" of distribution have overlapped or competed for
resources, 1.e., investigators, informants and expenditures.

Functional Integration

Benefits in efficiency and effectiveness could be gained from further integration of law
enforcement functions that provide direct and indirect support to field operations, e.g.,
records and data systems, training, criminal intelligence, narcotics, etc.

BOEC Accountability

Costs for BOEC have increased significantly and the User Board has little fiscal and
technical oversight for management of costs and new system improvements being funded
by a serial tax levy in Portland. » S -

3.2.4 Multnomah County Sheriff's Office
Strengths
Hiring Standards

The Sheriff's Office was one of the first police agencies in the U.S. to require a four-year
college degree and maintains this requisite in its recruitment and hiring of sworn deputies.

Service Orientation
The Sheriff's Office has historically maintained a high level of involvement with the public

in its programs and services.

Safety Action Teams , ’

The Safety Action Team concept in Columbia Villa, Rockwood and Brentwood-Darlington
has been successful in multi-disciplinary approaches to crime problems and integrating
social service needs of residents in targeted areas.

" Rotational Assignment of Detectives

Rotating sergeants and deputies through investigative assignments is cost effective and
enhances deputy skills when returning to patrol assignments.
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Areas of Concern

~ Minority Hiring

The Sheriff must emphasize cultural diversity and affirmative action in the recruitment,
hiring, and retention of sworn personnel. There are currently only two identified minority
personnel among the 143 sworn law enforcement personnel in the Sheriff's Office.

Current Revenue Shortfall

Reduction in Federal Marshall jail bed rentals and disallowance of County Road Tax Funds
for PUC enforcement creates a $2.1 million General Fund shortfall in the County Budget,
which impacts the Sheriff's FY 92-93 Budget. The Committee consulted the County Budget
Director, who indicated that the potential shortfall may be more or less than the $2.1 million
and that the problem is not yet fully resolved.

Patrols in Unmcorporated East County »

There are currently two patrol cars assigned to patrol districts 55 & 56 which mclude rural
East County and the unincorporated urban areas east of 242nd. Since the majority of Calls-
For-Service come from the urban area, these patrols tend to be deployed more in the area just
east of 242nd. Thus, the response time for a vehicle responding to Corbett or Bridal Veil
from 242nd could be as much as 30 minutes, effectively reducing service levels for response
to serious incidents.

3.2.5 Portland Police Bureau

Strengths

Openness and Accessibility

The Chief's Advisory Forum, Precinct Advisory Councils, and Liaison Officers to
Neighborhood Associations and Business Districts have provided direct accountabxhty to
citizens for police services.

Management of Change
A strategic plan is in place and being implemented department-wide for mfrastructure
changes in the organization to reinforce community policing values.

Problem-Solving Models
The Bureau has developed and catalogued a number of successful mechamsms for increased
involvement of citizens and non-police resources in problem solving, including an

information and referral service.

34

PUBLIC SAFETY 2000 - January 15, 1993



o

1

£Arny

ASSESSMENT OF POLICE SERVICE DELIVERY 35

Training

The Bureau has significantly increased its commitment to in-service training of officers (40

hours annually) and non-sworn employees in content and duration.

Organizational Analysis Response

The Bureau has implemented many of the recommendations from the 1989 organizational

analysis funded by the CITIZENS CRIME COMMISSION.

Minority Recruiting and Cultural Diversity

The Bureau has: added full-time recruiters for minority recruiting, hired increased numbers
of minorities and women, adopted a human rights policy, implemented cultural sensitivity
training, and established a bias/hate crimes investigative unit.

Areas of Concern

Field Officer Stl;ength

.The Portland Police Bureau contmues to be understaffed despite increased hiring in the

current fiscal year.

Funds for Police Hmng
The ability of the Police to hire sufficient new officers is constrained by the City's mabxhty

to identify a funding source.

Internal Investigations Accountability
A perception exists in some parts of the community that the current Police Internal
Investigations Audit Committee (PIIAC) does not provide sufficient citizen oversxght and

accountability.

Measure S Limitations
The City of Portland property tax rate is at the "cap” and any increased revenue from this

source can only come from increases in assessed values.

Police Pension Fund

City costs for the police pension fund are not reflected in the police budget and thus distort
actual costs for police service and make civilianization appear more expensive. While there
is a dedicated property tax levy to fund the pension costs, it is dependent upon assessed
valuation increasing at 5% annually over the next 20 years.
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3.2.6 Gresham Police Department

Strengths

Strategic Plan
In a collaborative process with the community and City Council the Department has recently
developed and adopted a 5-year strategic plan for transition to community-based policing.

Traihing
Police officers receive 80 hours of annual in-service training--the highest of any agency.

Proactive Youth Programs
For its size, Gresham has a high commitment to staffing of proactive youth programs in its
two school districts with the assigned DARE and School Resource Officers.

Civilianization
Gresham has a high usage of non-sworn positions in functlons supporting field operations.
The civilian-staffed Crime Prevention Unit is widely recognized throughout the state. -

Measure S Impact
Gresham property tax revenues over the next five years are not antlclpated to be adversely»
impacted by Measure 5 limitations, and, thus provide stable or addmonal police revenues

in the foreseeable future

"Areas of Concern

Facilities ‘ . ,
Police facilities are currently at full capacity. Continued growth would require facilities
expansion.

'3.2.7 Troutdale Police Department

Strengths

Officer Proficiency .
Officers have a high level of skills, training and service orientation to the community.

Resource Management » . :
The Chief maintains a high level of proactive police service with limited resources. The

36
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Troutdale Police Department makes effective use of the Sheriff's Office for spec1allzed
services such as major mvestlgatxons and narcotics enforcement.

Areas of Concern

Wox kforce Continuity
The higher pay of larger departments attracts good officers away and the City loses the

benefit of thetr expenence and training.

Department Expansnon
The ability of the Department to expand is limited by the Cxty s revenue generatmg ablllty

3.2.8 Fairview Police Department
Strengths

)

Personalized Service

Police officers spend significant amounts of time mteractmg with residents and developing

relationships. -~

33 RECOMMEND_ATIONS :

3.3.1 Continue |mplementat|on of Community Policing in all agencies, but develop common .

defimtlons and effective measurement and evaluation systems.

The police agencies in Multnomah County should continue their implementation of community
policing concepts. The police agencies need to develop some commonly understood definitions of
community policing, so the integrated functions under CLEO can effectively support these efforts.
Community policing concepts should be coherently communicated to the public. Police agencies
and communities should not wait for additional resources to continue with community policing
implementation. They should find ways to get more officers out of patrol cars and involved with

an informed public. Effective measurement and evaluation systems should be in place to measure

impact of community policing practices on crime and fear of crime.

o 3.3.2 Eliminate collective bargammg provnsmns that preclude extended officer assngnment

to neighborhoods.

The jurisdictions should review collective bargaining agreements for' seniority and working
condition provisions that restrict the ability of the police agencies to facilitate the community
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policing objective of assigning sworn personnel to areas for extended periods of time. This includes
provisions which preclude squad or team assignments of supervisors and officers as an integral unit.

3.3.3 Recommit to cultural diversity and affirmative action hiring and training.

Cultural diversity and affirmative action hiring should not be sacrificed as an efficiency measure.
Efforts should continue to recruit ethnic minorities, women, and other protected classes to ensure
adequate and diverse representation of citizens on the area police agencies. Appropriate training
should also be given in all agencies so that officers will remain sensitive to cultural differences.

3.3.4 The City of Portland should: 1) consider ways to pay down the unfunded liability of the
Fire and Police Disability and Retirement Fund, 2) cease adding new employees to this
program, and, 3) shift to a funded program.

3.‘3.54 The CITIZENS CRIME COMMISSION should commission an independent
* organizational analysis of the Multnomah County Sheriff's Office, similar in scope and
purpose to that performed by the Commission for the Portland Police Bureau.

In the course of the Public Safety 2000 deliberations, questions have been raised concerning both
the budgeting process and staffing ratios within the Multnomah County Sheriff's Office. Public
Safety 2000 has had discussions with the Sheriff and engaged in some ongoing correspondence
concerning these issues. We believe that further discussion should be pursued, but the additional
time and effort necessary to thoroughly evaluate these issues is currently beyond our abilities and
charge from local governments.  To thoroughly evaluate these issues, Sheriff Bob Skipper
recommends an independent organizational analysis of the Multnomah County Sheriff's Office to
be commissioned by the CITIZENS CRIME COMMISSION, similar in scope and purpose to their
previous organizational analysis of the Portland Police Bureau. Sheriff Bob Skipper agreed that he
would cooperate fully with such an analysis. This analysis should address the budget process,
staffing ratios, and other matters of significance in determining the condition of the agency.
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SECTION IV

STANDARDS & CRITERIA FOR POLICE SERVICE DELIVERY

Any recommendations developed should ideally meet an agreed upon set of standards and criteria.
A Task Group was created to develop standards and criteria to guide recommendations of Public
Safety 2000 and which also outline a general, ongoing framework for evaluating police service
delivery. The full Committee discussed the draft and finalized the following list.

Six major standards and criteria were identified: effectiveness, economy, local control, efficiency,
responsiveness, and community policing. Several dimensions or aspects were identified and
described for each major area.

Effectiveness

0 Mission
* What citizens want the police to be doing.

0 Level of Service
' Citizen pnormzatxon and expectations about the type, amount, and dxstnbutlon of
police services. Levels of service should stay the same or ;mprove

o Crime Impact
Demonstrated impact on crime with dedlcated resources, .g., ROCN, MDT apphed .

to specific targets.

o Performance Measurement
The ability to determine if the policies, programs, and activities are accompllshmg

the police mission. N

o Community Interdependence

‘Communities recognize the impact of certain criminal actmty on each other's
livability and vitality.
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Economy

(o

Lower or Equal Cost
Overall costs for police service should remain the same or be lower Any reduction
of costs would be reapplied to police effectiveness.

Funding Stability
Sufficient funding or dedicated revenue sources can be found. Police services should
not be subject to the vagaries of the annual budget process.

Local Control

Fiscal Accountabilitv‘

0
Who and how assurance is given that expenditures are used for mtended approved
or authorized purposes.

o Political Accountability ‘
Someone can be held directly responsible for expenditures and programs.
o Program Accountability
Police ensure involvement of and feedback to affected stakeholders in development
and delivery of programs.
o Existing Police Service
Ensure existing police service delivery is not compromised.
o Empowerment for Change
- Citizens and officials have the ability and authority to effect desired changes.
Efficiency
o Coordination _
Improved coordination of available resources.
o Resource Allocation

Appropriate tasks and distribution of sworn and non-sworn personnel.

40
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0 Reduced Duplication
Elimination of redundancies, increased sharing of resources and integration of

common functions.

0 Technology Enhancement
Application of technology to increase productivity.

Responsiveness

0 Response Time
How quickly officers arrive at the scene of an mcndent reported to police.

0 Response Protocols . .
' Officer response priorities for types of citizen calls-for-service.

0 Citizen Response
Police response to citizen identified problems and concerns in an efficient and timely

manner.

Community Policing

ov - Operating Stvle
A style of police service delivery that emphasmes citizen and pohce partnerships in
problem solving.

o Citizen Interaction
Citizens have a higher degree of trust and confidence in the police when they have
non-enforcement contacts with officers and becomes familiar with them.

o Officer Assignments
Assignment to neighborhoods and areas for sufficient periods of time enhances

familiarity and positive citizen contacts.
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SECTION V

ANALYSIS OF POLICE AGENCY CONSOLIDATION

51 SCOPE OF ANALYSIS

The mission of Public Safety 2000 included a charge to look at the consolidation or integration of
police services in order to attain increased effectiveness and efficiency. In light of the issues raised
concerning loss of identity and local control & accountability, the basic premise of the Committee
was that consolidation or integration would clearly have to demonstrate 1mproved and cost-effectwe
police service delivery.

Several methods were used to analyze police agency consolidation alternatives. The public opinion
surveys and community leader interviews addressed the issue of single agency consolidation or
consolidation of some services. The Operations Task Group worked through several iterations of
possible consolidation options. The Finance Task Group conducted an analysis of cost savings from
total comnsolidation of police agencies in Multnomah County. A review was conducted of various
attempts and implementation of police service consolidation in North America.

5.2 | ' CONSOLIDATION ALTERNATIVES

5.2.1 Joint Cmes-County Task Force on Consolidations

A broad range of alternative policing structures was brought before Pubhc Safety 2000 and

comments were received in general and on specific proposals. The starting point was the
alternatives developed by the Law Enforcement Group of the Joint Cities-County Task Force on
Consolidations (Reference 13) which asked the CITIZENS CRIME COMMISSION to convene
Public Safety 2000 for an objective, outside of government look at police service delivery. These
options included:

i) Two Agency | |
.Portland and Gresham absorbing the Sheriff's law enforcement functions and the
-unincorporated areas - o

o Single Agency
All agencies contract wnth a single existing Jurlsdlctxon or service district
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0 Redistribution of Services
Redistribution of different services among the agencies

o Purchase of Services
Jurisdictions would contract for services at their discretion

0 Mid-County _
‘Multnomah County contracts with Portland for the mid-county area to be eventually
annexed within Portland's Urban Services Boundary.

5.2.2 - Public Safety 2000 Operations Task Group

The Operations Task Group reviewed these options and then initially developed an exhaustive list
of 15 alternatives. In developing this list, the Task Group tried to move through the whole range of
theoretical possibilities, starting with maintaining the existing five agencies in some form and ending
with a single, consolidated agency (Reference 14).

The Task Group's general sense of issues and concerns raised during the agency testimony and
community leader interviews was that 1) the existing police services delivery system is less efficient
and effective than it potentially could be (although no major deficiencies), and, 2) a number of areas
or function for potential integration or consolidation were frequently identified. A reduced list of
alternative organizing arrangements was then developed which recognized steps that could be taken
“immediately, short term, and intermediately to achieve integration short of a total consolidation.

o Exchange of Resources [Immediate]

Sheriff's Office and Portland Police Bureau “swap patrol territories using 122nd
Avenue NE/SE dividing line. ‘

o Specialization of Functions [Short Term] }
Specialization of functions among current agenc:es based upon most
efficient/effective provider of services.

-0 Purchase of Enhanced Service Levels [Short Term]

- Incorporated cities contract with a larger agencylv for an enhanced level of police
service, as desired. :

o Functional Consolidation [Intermediate] '
Selected administrative, support, and non-patrol (field services) would be
consolidated for all agencies to achieve gains in efficiency and/or effectiveness.

44 _' , PUBLIC SAFETY 2000 - January 15, 1993



L.—'d,'.x.;

'ANALYSIS OF POLICE AGENCY CONSOLIDATION - 45

0 Merger of Sheriff Patrol Function and Gresham PD [Intermediate]
' Elimination of the Sheriff's patrol functions (including support and ancillary
functions) through absorption into the Gresham PD, or merger of the Gresham PD
-into the Sher_iff‘s Office.

o Single Agency [Long Term]
All existing agencies would be absorbed by the Sheriff's Office or be replaced by a
new agency.

5.2.3 Chief Tom Potter Mddel

Chief Tom Potter of the Portland Police Bureau presented a conceptual mode! to Public Safety 2000
(Reference 16). The model would generally integrate certain administrative and support functions
under a council of governments format as a Public Safety Commission with an appointed Director.
Patrol functions would be retained in each current jurisdiction under an Area Commander who
would receive policy direction and priorities from a community policy board(s).

A Police Area Commander would be selected to administer police services within each designated
"Community Policy Board" area. These Area Commanders could be the current police chiefs.
These area commanders would be accountable to their Community Policy Boards, to the -
neighborhood organizations, and to the Public Safety Director. The Area Commanders would be
appointed by the Public Safety Director in consultation with the Community Policy Boards.
"Suppressible crime" investigations would be decentralized, i.e., those crimes which can be analyzed’
by time, location, and other variables to develop targeted responses.

5.2.4 Sheriff Bob Skipper Models

Sheriff Bob Skipper, in three separate appearances before the full Committee, presented several
options to Public Safety 2000 (References 17, 18, 19).

In his first appearance, Sheriff Skipper proposed that law enforcement services in the County be
consolidated in the Sheriff's Office, which would then provide Contract Law Enforcement to the
Cities, using the Los Angeles County Sheriff's program as a model. At the same time, the Sheriff
opposed creation of a single "Metropolitan Police Agency", because of concern for loss of local
control, loss of city identity, and the possibility that "suburban" needs would not be addressed.
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In his second appearance, Sheriff Skipper offered four options:

1. Dividing the County East and West between two agencies - The Sherniff's Office

(East of 1-205) and the Portland Police Bureau (West of I-205).

2. Putting all "county-wide" funétions, including Investigations and Support, under the
Sheriff, and leaving "pure patrol” functions with local police agencies, including the
Sheriff's Office.

3. Merging the Portland Police Bureau with the Sheriff's Office into one agency under
the Sheniff, leaving other agencies in place.

4. Consolidate all law enforcement and corrections functions into one agency under the
elected Sheriff.

The Sheriff's third appearance came after Public Safety 2000 had issued a draft of its Finai Report
to the agency heads. In this appearance, Sheriff Skipper proposed merging the Portland Police

" Bureau and the Sheriff's Office into one agency, which would serve the City of Portland and the

Unincorporated Area. The Sheriff did not recommend who would head the new merged agency, but
did include the corrections and civil functions of the Sheriff's Office in the merger. The other law
enforcement agencies would be invited to join, but this was left to those jurisdictions.

5.2.5 Contracting Proposals

During the effort of the Joint Cities-County Task force on Consolidations, Portland and Gresham
developed a proposal for Multnomah County to contract with them for the Sheriff's law enforcement
functions (Reference 21). The Portland/Gresham proposal projected annual savings of $2.5 million.
The Sheriff's Office also developed a proposal to contract police services for the City of Gresham.

. The Sheriff's Office claimed annual savings of $1 million (Reference 20).

5.2.6 Task Force on Local Government Services

In response to anticipated revenue shortfalls from the impact of Measure 5, Governor Roberts
appointed a Task Force on Local Government Service to "scrutinize local services" in the Portland
Tri-County area for "overlapping functions and duplications".” A Task Force Committee on
Metropolitan Law Enforcement met over a two-month period during the study and analysis by

Public Safety 2000.
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The Committee on Metropolitan Law Enforcement recommended legislation to create a single
metropolitan county from the three counties, consolidate into a "common public safety and justice
system", and have the State take the lead on records, information and inter-jurisdictional
communications (Reference 27). The anticipated impacts of their recommended police
consolidation were savings of a "substantial amount of tax dollars” after the first two years. How
and where these savings would be achieved were not identified, although legislation was proposed
to revise ORS 236.610 which is broadly interpreted to require equalization of pay and beneﬁts to
the highest prevailing standard during a consolidation.

5.2.7 Collective Bargaining Issues

The various collective bargaining units representing sworn and non-sworn personnel offered public
testimony to Public Safety 2000. Most of their testimony dealt with legal and logistical issues and
potential costs surrounding bargainable items under their existing collective bargaining agreements
and city charters and state statutes, e.g., pay and benefits, seniority, shift and work assignments, job
security, pension benefits, etc. While two unions took specific positions on a consolidation
alternative, for the most part the police agency employees were interested in doing thelr jobs and '
maintaining rights, working conditions, and benefits. :

5.2.8 Public Opinion Surveys

Although, as noted in Section III, the public opinion surveys conducted for Public Szifety 2000

" (Reference 11) showed 56% in favor of both combining some police services and also combining

all police agencies in Multnomah County, only 36% felt that police services would actually be
improved by creating a single police agency. ‘

There were also important subgroup differences between inner city Portland support and East

County. Troutdale, Fairview and Gresham citizens only slightly favored a single agency, and had = .

concerns that police service would get worse rather than better. These East County residents also
felt that little money would be saved by consolidation, and that local police forces should be kept
to maintain local control, service, and responsiveness. TH Research reported that "...local control
issue weighs heaviest as a concern to East County voters." (Reference 11)

The survey respondents were also asked if they favored consolidation of all police agencies and jails
in the tri-county area. A majority of 61% to 25% would favor a regional jail system. However, the
citizens responded against tri-county police agency consolidation by a similar two to one margin,
60% to 31%. If all agencies were consolidated into a single agency, the respondents preferred an
elected over an appointed police chief by a margin of 71% to 24%.

PUBLIC SAFETY 2000 - January 15, 1993 47



48 ~ ANALYSIS OF POLICE AGENCY CONSOLIDATION

5.2.9 Community Leader Interviews

According to the community leaders interviewed for the Committee (Reference 12), the most
important result of Public Safety 2000 should be improved effectiveness in the delivery of police
services in Multnomah County, rather than actual dollar savings. Any savings that might be
achieved should be reallocated to improved police services.

There was little consensus on what, if any, reorganization should occur, but there was some
consensus that forming a new special service government to deliver police services was not
desirable. The leaders concluded that "...a larger, consolidated law enforcement agency is not, in
and of itself, an improvement." (Reference 12) Some expressed a concern that a larger,
consolidated agency might be overly bureaucratic and less responsive to the needs of the
community. ' .

Whatever changes are made in police service delivery, the community leaders felt the net cost of
public service should not rise if they are to be acceptable. There was unanimous belief that
significant improvements in effectiveness and efficiency are possible by eliminating duplication, by
privatization and civilianization of some functions, and by increasing inter-agency cooperation in
sharing expertise and resources. They also felt that any change from the current system will be most
effectively implemented if it is evolutionary, within the context of a comprehensive, long-term
vision. Several formulas for a phased-in approach were offered, usually involving an initial
coordination and sharing of services among jurisdictions, and then moving toward structural change.

Community Policing was seen as a promising approach to delivering the kind of law enforcement
service the public seeks, but it needs to be better defined and understood by the public. The
community leaders interviewed emphasized the importance of local delivery of patrol services in
a manner that keeps uniformed officers close to the residents.

53 SURVEY OF POLICE CONSOLIDATION MODELS

531 Methodology - N

A literature search was conducted to assess general issues and find pertinent examples of police
services consolidation. An analysis was made of the variables involved in combining different

segments and levels of police service delivery. A comparison was then made of the identified -

variables for selected case studies.

Case studies were selected on the basis of: 1) consolidation in a sizable urban area, 2) areas that had
or are experiencing rapid growth, and, 3) a wide variety of organizational structures for
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consolidation. Six areas were then selected for case studies:

1)

.

3)

1)

3)

6)

Las Vegas-Clark County, Nevada

An example of law enforcement only consolidation.

_Néshville—Davidson County, Tennessee

An example of police consolidation with retentioh of a limited Sheriff's department.
Jacksonville-Duvall County, Florida
An exzimple of a complete merger of police functions under an elected Sheriff.

Torbnto, Canada

An example of a total government consolidation that is now being re-evaluated to |
make the department more responsive to community inputs and community policing.

Metro-Dade, Florida

An example of an urban county which has consolidated some functions (records,
forms, communications, training) and coordinated others. Separate police agencies
were retained and further attempts at consolidation of functions have been resisted.

Los Angeles County Sheriff's Office, California

An example of consolidation by contracting for police services of incorporated cities.

All available material on these consolidations was compiled, including relevant newspaper accounts.
This material was supplemented by telephone interviews with key personnel in the affected
agencies. This data was then consolidated and condensed into a case study format. (Reference 22)
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5.3.2 Conclusions
General Findings
0 No empirical evidence was available to support a conclusion that consolidation
results in a cost savings. :
0 Considerable problems were common during the transition period.
o The highest wage and best benefit packages were always awarded.
o ~ Toronto was the only example found which totally consolidated all police functions
and services.
0 In every éase, éxcept Toronto, there were smaller cities that chose not to participate
in the consolidation regardless of the perceived cost savings.
0 Political problems were inherent in all of the cases reviewed.
o New funding structures were necessary to address tax equity issues.
o The lack of a large central facility to accommodate the operations of the new
- consolidated agency created additional internal transition problems.
o The lack of standard operating procedures and ordinances for officers to follow
created confusion in the years immediately following consolidation. :
o} There have been no major metropolitan police consolidations since 1974.
Lessons Learned
o - Start-up costs to standardize weapons, uniforms, badges, cars, etc. must be
anticipated to reduce transition problems and minimize criticism of expénditures.
0. Wages and benefits would rise to the highest existing agency compensation
schedules and benefits packages. ' '
o Transition teams, with equal representation from the participating agencies, would
help reduce problems associated with an attempted consolidation. :
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o Contingency plans should be developed in the event a city later desires to opt out of
a consolidation.

o Careful planning could address most of the loglstlcal and 1mplementatlon lssues
addressed in the general findings above.

o Transition teams, oversight committees and funding mechanisms are essential to
insuring a smooth transition:

Key Results

o Citizens served by the consolidated agencies generally felt they received better
police service. :

o Intemally and externally, there was an increased sense of professionalism about the
new agency. : ’

o Regional cooperation improved.

o There was a higher level of public acceptance of law enforcement in general.

54 FINANCIAL ANALYSIS OF SINGLE AGENCY OPTION

As noted above, the Finance Task Group prepared an aggregated spreadsheet of all police agency
budgets in Multnomah County. Interviews were conducted of the primary person responsible for.
the budget in the three largest agencies. The collective observations and experiences of the Task
Group were used to project estimated cost savings through consolidation. The Task Group included
among others management consultants, law enforcement consultants, public policy analysts, a
banker and the CPA head of a large public accounting firm. Estimates of cost savings were focused
primarily on "redundant” services, i.e., each agency had similar expenditures for these items.

- Since personnel is the largest single expenditure in police budgets, one of the best opportunities for
savings is negated by the perceived desire of the citizens of Multnomah County to have no reduction
in current levels of service. Offsetting any cost savings is the finding from our case study review
of other police agency consolidations and union testimony to Public Safety 2000 that salaries and
benefits would rise to.the highest prevailing level. However, if a new single agency were created,
there might be an opportunity to reduce the overall benefits package to be more in line with the
private sector trends. Salaries would likely stay at the highest level through collective bargaining.
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- Inits report to the Committee (Reference 22), the Finance Task Group concluded that, on an annual
‘operating basis compared to the current expenditures for police services, the mandated increase in
wages and benefits to the highest prevailing standard would be at least $3.5 million. This would
negate most of the estimated cost savings. The Task Group did not include in their estimates the
additional one time changeover or transitional costs of standardization associated with consolidation
into a single agency, e.g., uniforms, badges, cars, weapons, etc. :

5.5. CONCLUSIONS ON SINGLE AGENCY CONSOLIDATION

Our review of the case studies of police consolidation elsewhere showed no empirical evidence of
cost savings. Our financial analysis likewise showed no annualized cost savings. It is also
significant that none of the consolidations in our case studies occurred after 1974. Federal LEAA
funds were used in most instances to fund capital and system development costs of such items as
records and communications systems. Most of these agencies were woefully behind the emerging
technology curve of computers and communications systems. Implementation- of these
improvements in part was responsible for perceptions of increased service and professionalism .

Most of the consolidations in our case studies involved two primary law enforcement agencies of .
large size, i.e., a core city police department and a Sheriff's department. As noted in Section II,
compared to 1974, the demographics of population growth and annexation have significantly altered
the configuration of police agencies providing police service in Multnomah County in 1992. In
terms of law enforcement functions, the Portland Police Bureau has 870 sworn officers compared
to the Sheriff's 143 sworn personnel. The Gresham Police Department responds to 50% more BOEC -
dispatched calls-for-service than the Sheriff's Department, and has 87 sworn law enforcement
personnel.

Another significant change since 1974 noted in Section 1I is the increased amount of cooperation

and coordination in specialized units and functions. In a functional sense, a lot of consolidation has

already occurred, e.g., dispatch and communications in BOEC, high level narcotics in ROCN; child

abuse investigations in MDT, regional Explosive Disposal Unit, regional auto theft task force, etc.

These are many of the same functions which the consolidations in our case studies sought to
integrate for increased effectiveness and efficiency of operations.

Both the public opinion polls and community leader interviews conducted for Public Safety 2000 -
questioned whether a single agency would improve the effectiveness of police service delivery in
Multnomah County. The single agency consolidation proposals presented to the Commuittee could
not provide tangible, substantive evidence of increased effectiveness nor significant cost savings.
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Single agency consolidation in Multnomah County is not supported by the following lessons learned
from a Public Safety 2000 review of law enforcement consolidation experience in other urbanized
metropolitan areas of the United States and Canada (Reference 25):

1) Offsetting cost increases limited savings in each case.

2) Highest pay and benefits prevailed or were adoptéd in virtually every case. In the
case of Multnomah County, this is estimated to be at least a $3.5 million per year
increase in costs.

3) Some smaller cities did not participate or pulled out of the consolidated agency in
all but one case (Toronto Canada), i.e., none of the U.S. cases resulted in 100
percent consolidation.

4) Most consolidations did not go much beyond functional areas already integrated in

Multnomah County, e.g., communications (BOEC), crime labs (OSP), narcotlcs
investigations (ROCN).
5) No major metropolitan law enforcement consolidations into a single agency have

occurred since 1974,
56 RECOMMENDATIONS

5.6.1 Improvements in Effectiveness and Efficiency Can Be Achieved by INTEGRATING
Major Support Functions Throughout the County.

There is wide agreement that improvement in the delivery of police services can be achieved by
eliminating duplication, particularly in support services. The proposal suggested most often has

" been to eliminate these redundancres by consolidating all police agencies in Multnomah County mto

a single agency.

The Committee considered that alternative, along with several others. We concluded that desired
benefits from total consolidation can most effectively be achieved in the near term by integrating
the major support functions through cooperative efforts on the part of each police agency in the
County (discussed in Section VI). This is the preferred approach, because it:

o "~ Avoids the additional costs of total consolidation that the Committee identified
(especrally the cost of wage equalization);
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o Offers the greatest potential for gaining support from the major law enforcement
agencies in the County;

o Appears to have the potential of achieving all the major benefits of single agehcy
consolidation;

o Lays the foundation for longer term integration of police services which the -
Committee believes should include law enforcement outside Multnomah County;

o Is consistent with the findings from a study of police agency consolidations
conducted for the Committee by Portland State University.

5.6.2 Consolidation of police servicesinto a smgle agency should remain an option, but isnot
the most desir able option at the present time. '

While we believe there are benefits to consolidating police functions in Multnomah County, creating
asingle agency carries with it considerable offsetting costs. Most of the benefits that were identified
for a single agency can be achieved in other ways, thereby avoiding such costs. Many, in fact, are
not even dependent upon restructuring police agencies. Therefore, the Committee believes the
greatest value can be achieved by seeking ways to improve police service without the costs and
complications of a major restructuring of police services.

Several leaders continue to believe that consolidation into a single agency is the most effective way
to achieve long term efficiency and effectiveness. The Governor's Task Force on Local Government
Services came to this conclusion. Public Safety 2000 considered the option of consolidating all
police service within Multnomah County into a single agency and concluded that it would not be
an appropriate recommendation at this time for several reasons:

o Consolidation involves added costs, both the cost of bringing all agencies together,
and the cost of wage equalization. The Committee has proposed an approach that
will achieve the major benefits without incurring these costs.

o There must be value (either reduced costs or added police service) for each
jurisdiction, including those in East County, such as Gresham. With Gresham
receiving approximately 50% more calls-for-service than the Shenff's Office,
consolidation must include Gresham. No value for Gresham was 1dent|ﬁed 1n any
of the single agency proposals offered to the Committee.
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0 With the cities of Portland and Gresham accounting for 92% of all dispatched Calls-
For-Service within the County, major benefits can be achieved by insuring the
“inclusion of both of these agencies in a consolidation effort. The proposals
recommended by Public Safety 2000 have the greatest potential for capturing those
benefits in the near term. : '

Just as important is the longer term vision for delivery of police services in the Portland
Metropolitan Area. Consolidating police services in Multnomah County alone ignores the broader

“issue of integrating agencies that work closely with Portland. Several of these agencies are located

in Washington and Clackamas Counties. Public Safety 2000 believes steps taken today should
position the area for longer-term consolidations that might include such agencies. The proposal
offered by Public Safety 2000 creates a framework that can involve agencies outside of Multnomah
County in a service consolidation effort, much as ROCN has already done. The ways in which this
might be accomplished should be addressed after experience has been gained with the
recommendations outlined in this study.

_In the long term, evolution of these actions may, in fact, mean consolidation into a single police

agency. In that sense, the Committee believes consolidation into a single police agency should
remain an option for the future. But, if it is to be considered, we believe the following condmons
not present today need to be satisfied: :

o Experience needs to be gained from the implementation of the recommendations
outlined in this report. This experience will lay a foundation by: 1) providing lessons
learned; 2) documenting cost benefits achieved; and 3) establishing a framework of
trust which does not now exist.

o Issues raised by the Committee relating to budgeting and stafﬁng of the Multnomah
County Sheriff's office need to be resolved.

o There must be demonstrated value to all jurisdictibns, including high conﬁdence that
benefits will not be neutralized by wage equalization. :

Other conditions will also need to be satlsﬁed, such as a provision for local control and
‘accomplishing these steps under a General Purpose Government.

- PUBLIC SAFETY 2000 - January 15, 1993 s 55




R b ol MR ol e RARE o0 B LS TRR AL TIPS .

56 ANALYSIS OF POLICE AGENCY CONSOLIDATION

5.6.3 Patrol Functions Provided by the Sheriff's Department Need to be Re-aligned

While we do not propose to consolidate police patrol functions into a single agency, we believe the

" Sheriffs patrol functions should be re-aligned with the following factors in mind:

1. " The Sheriff has one patrol car assigned to West County; back up and support must
' -come from mid-county units (122nd - 182nd). We do not believe it is effective for
the Sheriff to provide patrol services to the unincorporated areas of West Multnomah
County, e.g., Sauvie Island, Dunthorpe, and Forest Park. We believe these areas can
be more effectively served by the Portland Police Bureau and/or other agencies in

closer proximity.

2. The unincorporated areas of Mid-County are expected to be annexed over the next
2-3 years by either Portland or Gresham. These annexations will eliminate the patrol
function of the Sheriff in these areas (4 patrol cars/20 deputies). We recommend that
the Sheriff and the Chiefs of Portland and Gresham anticipate these annexations and
begin planning now for transfer of patrol responsibilities. Under no conditions
should the transfer of patrol responsibilities result in a reduced level of service to

* these areas. ' ' -

3. We believe that the unincorporated areas of East-County should continue to be
patrolled by the Sheriff. We also believe that it should remain the prerogative of
Maywood Park and Wood Village to contract for police services with anyone of their
choosing. - Also, Troutdale and Fairview, which now receive supplemental support
from the Sheriff without formal agreements, should remain free to make whatever
contract arrangements for law enforcement they consider appropriate.

4, Virtually all areas within the Multnomah County Urban Growth Boundary will be
annexed over the next 2-3 years. The remaining unincorporated areas will be 1)
Sauvie Island/West County (3,000 population), and, 2) East of Gresham and
Troutdale (7,500 population and 50% of the county's land area) - see Table 2.2. The
Sheriff should proceed with his plans to increase patrols of Unincorporated East
County consistent with a basic rural level of law enforcement. Variables to consider
in defining this "basic rural level" should include population, Calls-For-Service
(Table S5.1), response times, geographical area, and officer safety. East County
response times for Priority 1 Calls dispatched by BOEC, for example, range from
5.57 minutes to 38.25 minutes in Sheriff's Patrol District 55 and 10.88 to 56.37
minutes in District 56. One option might be establishing a Sheriff's sub-station
and/or resident Deputy in the Corbett area. The Sheriff should also plan for staffing
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of other patrol responsibilities which might include: contract patrol, search and
rescue, county roads and recreational facilities, and activity associated with the
emerging Columbia Gorge National Scenic Area which require additional patrol

presence during peak tourism usage.
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Table 5.1: BOEC Dispatched Calls-For-Service for
Sheriff's Units - January - June 1992'

. NUMBER
DISTRICT/ OF
COMMUNITY CALLS-
‘ FOR-
SERVICE!?
FAIRVIEW 357 | Count includes Fairview
Police Dept. Units
CONTRACT CITIES )
WOOD VILLAGE 450 ]
MAYWOOD PARK 52 | SUBTOTAL = 502
WEST-COUNTY
DISTRICT #11 . 402
DISTRICT #12 211 | SUBTOTAL = 613
MID-COUNTY All Districts are within the
DISTRICT #34 276 | Portland Urban Services
DISTRICT #36 1,100 { Boundary
- DISTRICT #44 773
DISTRICT #45 1,954
DISTRICT #53 600
DISTRICT #54 955 § SUBTOTAL = 5,648
EAST-COUNTY
DISTRICT #55 - 472
DISTRICT #56 ' 328 | SUBTOTAL = 800

'Figures supplied by Bureau of Emergency Communications.
*Figures for Fairview, Wood Village, and Maywood Park were supplied
by the Sheriff's Office. '
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SECTION VI

FUNCTIONAL INTEGRATION OF POLICE SERVICES

6.1 DESIGNATED FUNCTIONS FOR INTEGRATION

Public Safety 2000 identified eleven candidate areas where they believed functional integration
might improve the delivery of police service in Multhomah County. Specific proposals were

~ developed in an August 28, 1992 Public Safety 2000 paper as to how these would be accomplished.

These were discussed and refined further at a September 1, 1992 Public Safety 2000 meeting.

1In individual meetings with the Sheriff and Chiefs they were asked to make comments on each of

the candidate functions for integration. On the basis of this feedback it appears there is still strong
rationale for moving ahead on at least eight major functional areas listed below. Subsection 6.3
presents specific proposals and implementation plans for these integrated functions. While the
primary purpose of integrating these functions is to improve the effectiveness of police service
delivery, the Committee estimates that these functional consolidations w1ll also result in cost

~ savings of at least $1.3 million annually.

Functional Integration

Records
Data Systems.
Training :
- Recruitment and Hiring
Gang Enforcement :
Special Emergency Response Team
Narcotics
River Patrol

© 00 000 0O

6.2 PROPOSED MODELS FOR ACHIEVING INTEGRATION

6.2.1 Three Organizational Models Considered

* The Committee considered three Organizational Models under which the eight Integrated Functions

might be managed
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MODEL A - Bringing all nine Integrated Functions under the Sheriff; with funding and
legislative oversight by the Multnomah County Board of Commissioners, and
with strong operational oversight of the integrated functions by a Council of
Law Enforcement Officials of agencies served. -

MODEL B - Creating a new governmental entity which would appoint an Administrator
for all nine Integrated Functions and which would provide funding for the

functions.

MODEL C - Forming a Council of Law Enforcement Officials, under a Council of
Governments Agreement, which would be responsible for implementing the
recommendations of Public Safety 2000 for mtegratmg specific functions
under exnstmg police agencies.

. The Models deplcted in graphic form show only the Integrated Functlons Patrol and other

functions would continue under each agency.

In reviewing the arguments for and against each mode! the Committee kept in mind the potential of
the model to be a basis for eventual consolidation or integration of polnce services in the Tri-County
Area, e.g., integrating SERT or GET. : '

6.2.2 MODEL A: Consohdatlon Under the Sheriff

Model A would place the eight Integrated Law Enforcement Functions under the Sheriff. The
Sheriff would continue to be an Elected Countywide Official. The County Board of Commissioners
would be the General Purpose Government Authority over the Sheriff's Budget and the channel for
revenue to finance the Integrated Functions. Also above the Sheriff would be a Council of Law
Enforcement Officials, representing the other Law Enforcement Agencies who would be served by
the Integrated Functions. This Council would exercise sufficient oversight of the Sheriff's
management of these functions so as to ensure that the services are effectively and fairly provided
Countywide. This Council would not be an "Advisory Committee", but would have to have some
"real" oversight over the Sheniff. This authority would, however, be limited to the Integrated
Functions and not over the normal functions performed by the Sheriff under the County Home Rule
Charter. :

The graphic depiction of Model A shows two separate lines of authority coming out of the Sheriff.
The line on the left represents the various functions which the Sheriff now manages and would
continue to manage in his traditional role. The dark line on the right is the new authority which
would be given to the Sheriff over the Integrated Functions. The dotted line indicates Coordination
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and Liaison with functions already integrated, e.g., ROCN and BOEC.

For this Model to operate, the resources would need to be transferred to the Sheriff's Office. PPB
Officers would be reluctant to transfer to the Sheriff's Office, whose scaled down Patrol and Support
Functions (after completed annexations) would offer limited career development or advancement
opportunities. If the resources were left in the Portland Police Bureau, then you would have the
problem of the Sheriff exercising operational line authority over officers in another agency, thus
bypassing the PPB command structure. ~

Ai'guments in favor of Model A:

1. The Sheriff's Office is the only "police" agency with a Countywide jurisdiction and

which is funded by a Countywide General Purpose Government, i1.e., Multnomah
County.
2. With the County as the funding agency, the services of the new Integrated Functions

become essentially "free" to the other agencies. Thus, a decision "not to go along"
would mean unnecessary local expenditures. '

Arguments aguinst Model A:

1. This would result in management of key support functions by iabLaw Enforcement
official (the Sheriff) who w1ll have a relatively small Patrol functlon in the County
within a few years.

2. The ability to make an elected official accountable to the user agencies for support
functions is uncertain.

3. . This model does not migrate well to the Tri- County or Reglonal Model, because it
1is based on a County Structure.

4. Transferring a large number of sworn personnel (Investigators, GET) to the Sheriff's

Office would be very disadvantageous to the personnel involved, because of the
Sheriff's limited patrol responsibilities.
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BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

{ MULTNOMAH COUNTY

MODEL A

~

COUNCIL OF

LAW ENFORCEMENT
OVERSIGHT OF OFFICIALS
INTEGRATED

rS_HERIFF FnCTIONS

SHERIFF'S NON-LAW ENFORCEMENT
FUNCTIONS

CORRECTIONS
CTVIL PROCESS
COURT SECURITY
ALARM PERMITS
EXTRADITIONS

.0 o © ©

© SHERIFF'S LAW ENFORCEMENT
FIELD OPERATIONS FUNCTIONS

o UNINCORPORATED PATROL

© CONTRACT LAW ENFORCEMENT
PUC/DUIVSAT

}

SHERIFF'S LAW ENFORCEMENT
OPERATIONAL SUPPORT FUNCTIONS

o DETECTIVES

SHERIFF'S LAW ENFORCEMENT
PURE SUPPORT FUNCTIONS
o FISCAL SERVICES
o ASSET FORFEITURE
o PROPERTY & EVIDENCE
o PERSONNEL
o CRIMINAL WARRANTS CONTROL .

INTEGRATED FIELD OPERATIONS
FUNCTIONS

o OQET.
o RIVER PATROL

INTEGRATED OPERATIONS SUPPORT
FUNCTIONS

o SERT.
o MID-LEVEL NARCOTICS

INTEGRATED PURE SUPPORT FUNCTIONS

o INFORMATION DATA SYSTEMS
o POLICE RECORDS
o POLICE TRAINING
o POLICE PERSONNEL RECRUITMENT

REGIONALLY INTEGRATED FUNCTIONS

RO.CN.
STATE YOUTH GANG TASK FORCE

MULTL-DISCIPLINE INTEGRATED
FUNCTIONS

B.OEC.
M.D.T. ON CHILD ABUSE

© ©
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6.2.3 MODEL B: Consolidation Under a New Special Purpose Government Agency

Model B would require the establishment of a new governmental entity to manage and operate the
Integrated Law Enforcement Functions identified. State Legislation would probably be required to
establish the agency and to give it jurisdiction Countywide. The new agency would need the ability
to get sufficient funds to operate the Integrated Functions.

The Council of Law Enforcement Officials, under Council of Government Statutes, would appoint
an Administrator, who would be Accountable for managing the Integrated Functions. Some
resources might be transferred. However, since most resources for some functions already reside
in a given agency, the resources could remain in the existing agency while CLEO provided funding
to enhance the level of service to other agencies in the County.

Arguments in Favor of Model B

It provides stronger Accountability to the Agencies being served.

It offers a dedicated funding source for supporting the services.

It 1s a solution which can migrate into a Tri-County or Regional Agency.

The agency would have the option of giving one of the existing agencies
~ responsibility for carrying out one or more of the Integrated Functions, thus

minimizing the number of personnel transfers.

el

Arguments Against Model B

1. It i1s a new special purpose government entity, separate from a General Purpose
County Government. .

2. It would require State Legislation in order to be given Law Enforcement authority
Countywide. c

3. It would conflict with the Sheriff's Countywide Law Enforcement jurisdiction.

4, It would compete with other local governments for a share of the taxes which are
subject to Measure 5 limitations. o

5. For all the above reasons, it will be much more difficult, politically, to implement.
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LAW ENFORCEMENT

1 COUNCIL OF
MODEL B GOVERNMENTS
APPOINTED ‘
ADMINISTRATOR
INTEGRATED FIELD OPERATIONS
FUNCTIONS

o QGET.
o RIVER PATROL

INTEGRATED OPERATIONS SUPPORT
FUNCTIONS
o SERT.

o MID-LEVEL NARCOTICS

—

INTREGCRATED PURE SUPPORT FUNCTIONS

INFORMATION DATA SYSTEMS

o

o POLICE RECORDS

o POLICE TRAINING )
to POLICE PERSONNEL RECRUITMENT

( REGIONALLY INTEGRATED FUNCTIONS 1

o ROCN.
b o STATE YOUTH GANG TASK FORCE
1
i _J
] o
: MULTI-DISCIPLINE INTEGRATED 1
] FUNCTIONS
! o BOEC.

o —m amd

L o MD.T. ON CHILD ABUSE
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6.2.4 MODELC: ‘ Consolidation Under a Council of Law Enforcement Officials

Model C would assign integrated functions to existing agencies, i.e., each integrated function would
be assigned to a single agency, but different functions would be assigned to different agencies. To
accomplish this, a Council of Law Enforcement Officials (CLEO) will be created, based on Inter-
Governmental Agreements under the Council of Government statutes. CLEO would be comprised

- of the following elected officials or the head law enforcement official who would serve as their
- designee: the Sheriff of Multnomah County, the District Attorney of Multnomah County, the Mayor

or Council President of each City within Multnomah County, and the County Executive of
Multnomah County. Itis suggested that the Multhomah County District Attorney serve as the initial
Chairperson of CLEO. CLEO will be charged with developing specific plans for implementing
Model C, including the Inter-Governmental Agreements which will be necessary to form a
permanent Council and to carry out the Integration of Functions.

As envisioned by Public Safety 2000, the permanent Council of Law Enforcement Officials, by
Inter-Governmental Agreement, would be given a strong oversight function over all of the Integrated
Functions, including regular management and financial audits of those functions. CLEO would be
given the power to arbitrate service issues involving the Integrated Functions, e.g., unresolved issues
concerning availability of GET services in suburban areas. CLEO would have authority limited by
Inter-Governmental Agreement. It is envisioned to be primarily a facilitating organization where
issues can be developed and solutions worked out. The permanent Council might also be expanded
to include other Tri-County jurisdictions/departments who might desire to be participants or
beneficiaries of some or all of the integrated functions.

To begin this process, Public Safety 2000 would specify outcomes to be achieved in each
functional area. We believe the Members of CLEO and their technical staffs have the expertise and
insight to best plan for feasible implementation of the recommended functions for integration.
CLEO will be charged with developing specific plans for implementing the recommended
integration of functions within 90 days of the Final Report of Public Safety 2000. The CITIZENS

- CRIME COMMISSION will review CLEQ's implementation plan at the end of the 90-day period,

and suggest continuing oversight by the CITIZENS CRIME COMMISSION to ensure that
implementation achieves the desired outcomes. A workable integration plan for the eight functions
which would: '

1) Define the permanent workings of CLEO,

2) Determine how each function can best be integrated,

3) Idenﬁfy and resolve issues of command authority and accountability,
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4) Address and propose resolution for funding and budgeting issues,

5) Desigﬁat.e a lead agency and single point of accountability for each functidn,
6) Process for track;ng and monitoring implementation,

7) Method for resolving conflicts between agencies,

8) A timetable for implementation.

CLEO should focus on how these functions should be integrated, however, they might identify other
functions for integration. For each function, only one agency can be given responsibility.
Whomever is given responsibility for one of the Integrated Functions under the eventual organizing
arrangements will be accountable to all the other agencies for performance. :

Since some of these integrations may offer value to other law enforcement agencies in the tri-county
area, they should be given the opportunity to participate.

While these recommendations are premised on the commitment of each agency to the delivery of
services for their mutual benefit. Public Safety 2000 will review CLEO's implementation plan at
the end of the 90-day period, and intends to provide contmumg oversight to ensure that
implementation achieves the desired outcomes. ‘

Arguments in Favor of Model C

1. It does not involve establishing a special purpose government entity.
It has the ability to easily expand to include a wider set of jurisdictions, e.g., other
cities and counties, thus enhancing the migration to a more regional solution.

3. It retains the oversight of the various local general purpose governments over the
Integrated Functions, making them more accountable and more responsive to local
needs and desires.

4. It achieves integration with the least disruption of existing processes and agencnes

5. It provides a more reasonable allocation of responsibilities based on experience,
resources, and need. '

6. It leaves the door open to expand participation of other agencies in the Region.

7. It allows the plans for integrating services to be developed by the personnel with the

greatest interest in and knowledge of the operational requirements.
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Arguments Against Model C

1. It depends heavily on the various governments and agencies cooperating in
. addressing the funding and accountability issues.
2. It requires some agencies to expand their responsnbxlmes CountyWIde and to be
accountable to other agencies for performance.
3. It will rely heavily on Leadershlp rather than Authority to maintain Commltment and
Accountability.

6.2.5 Public Safety 2000 Recommendations

6.3

The Public Safety 2000 Committee recommends that the functions of Information Data
Systems, Records, Training, Personnel Recruitment, River Patrol, Special Emergency
Response Team (SERT), Gang Enforcement Team (GET), and Mid-Level Narcotics
Investigations be integrated under a Council of Law Enforcement Officials. We believe this
option provides the best opportunity to integrate police functions while ensuring
accountability, control, and responsiveness to the agencies and jurisdictions served.

We believe CLEO and their technical staffs have the expertise and insight to best plan for
feasible implementation of the recommended functions for integration. CLEO will be
charged with developing specific plans for implementing the recommended integration of
functions within 90 days of the Final Report of Public Safety 2000. We will review CLEO's
implementation plan at the end of the 90-day period, and suggest continuing oversight by
Public Safety 2000 and the Citizen's Crime Commission to ensure that implementation
achieves the desired outcomes.

IMPLEMENTATION OF FUNCTIONAL INTEGRATION

In this section, specific proposals are presented for each of the eight service areas suggested for
integration. Included is a suggested allocation of responsibility and specific implementation plans.
Public Safety 2000 antlclpates that CLEO will review these proposals and suggest alternative
arrangements, if appropriate.
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MODEL C

COUNCIL OF
LAW ENFORCEMENT

OFFICIALS

f

AGENCIES WORK OUT METHODS
FOR INTEGRATING FUNCTIONS

INTEGRATED FIELD OPERATIONS
FUNCTIONS

o OET.
o RIVER PATROL

INTEGRATED OPERATIONS SUPPORT
FUNCTIONS

o SERT.
o -MID-LEVEL NARCOTICS

—

INTEGRATED PURE BUPPORT FUNCTIONS

o INFORMATION DATA SYSTEMS
o POLICE RECORDS

o POLICE TRAINING
o POLICE PERSONNEL RECRUITMENT

\

REGIONALLY INTEGRATED FUNCTIONS

o ROCN.
o STATE YOUTH GANG TASK FORCE

MULTI-DISCIPLINE INTEGRATED
FUNCTIONS

o BOEC.
Lo M.D.T. ON CHILD ABUSE
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6.3.1

Integration of Information Data Systems
Suggested Agency: Multnomah County Sheriff's Office

Rationale: The transfer of PPDS to the County Mainframe opens the possibility of further
integrating the Police Data System with other law enforcement and criminal justice data
systems which are already running on the County Mainframe. These include the Sheriff's
Corrections System and Criminal Warrants System, the District Attorney's Case
Management System, and the Tri-County Juvenile Information System. As a County
Official with Countywide Law Enforcement jurisdiction, the Sheriff is in a good
position to undertake management responsibility for this functnon on behalf of the other

‘agencies.

Optlonal Agency:

New Regional Entity. A new reglonal entity, which would report to CLEO, could be
established to manage a regional information and records center on behalf of all Law
Enforcement Agencnes and others, in the Tri-County region.

Personnel Transfers/Changes: The Portland Police Data System (PPDS) Software and
Database will be moved to the County Information Services Division Mainframe. The Data
Processing Division of the Portland Police Bureau will be eliminated. Current PPDS

' Programmer Analysts and Database Administrator will be given the opportunity to transfer - |

to the Sheriff's Office to continue maintenance of the PPDS Applications Software.

Funding: The One-Time-Only costs of moving PPDS to the County Mainframe, and the

on-going operating cost of the service will be allocated to all user agencies on the basis of

formulas developed by CLEO. These funds will ﬂow into the Sheriff's Budget as Inter-

‘ Agency Fund Transfers.

Benefits: Movmg PPDS to the County Mamframe will allow the Portland Pohce Bureau
to close down its Data Processing Division entirely, with a savings of approximately $500
thousand in recurring expenditures. Additional annual savings in the range of $200-$300
thousand will be realized through reduced costs of networks and other technical support,
including interfaces with the new BOEC CAD System. In addition, the effectiveness of the
system in support of Field Operations should be significantly improved. '

Gresham will experience some added costs to move to the integrated Information Data

- System from its newly acquired Records Management System. However, these costs should

be more than offset by the significantly greater capabilities which will be provided them by
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the integrated system.

Records and Data Systems are very closely related. Integrating both of these key support
functions under one authority will significantly improve both effectiveness and efficiency

~ of the total information service to the user agencies and the community.

Agency Comments

MCSO )
Concur it's an area that should be studied

PPB :

DP manager questioned cost savings, but acknowledged that IBM 4300 used by department
is virtually maxed out for capacity and the County Amdahl mainframe was a bigger machine
with more capacity. City and County have hired a consultant to assess consolidation of City
and County computers with report due in October. ’

GPD

. Agrees. First choice is to link existing data bases. Second choice is a single county-wide

data base; has prior successful experience with this in San Diego County.

. TPD

Generally agree.

FPD ‘
No LEDS terminal now; dependent upon Sheriff.

. Staff Comment}s

6.3.2

. City/county computer study is lookin g'only attotal usage capacity, not the applications being

run. Key issue is that all other criminal justice systems police must interface with are
running on County Amdahl computer. Most estimated costs savings would still be there, for
example, 2 FTE systems analysts in PPB budget reside in city's computer department. '

Integration of Police Records

Suggested Agency: Multnomah County Sheriff's Office

70
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Rationale: Police Records and Police Information Data Systems are very closely related
and interdependent. Therefore, the rationale for placing the Integrated Law Enforcement
Data System under the Sheriff is, in large part, applicable to Police Records as well.

Optional Agency:
New Regional Entity.- A new regxonal entity, which reports to CLEO, could be established

to manage Information Data Systems and Records for all Law Enforcement Agencxes and
others, in the Tri-County area.

Personnel Transfers/Changes: It is anticipated that the Records Function will remain

civilianized under the Sheriff. With consolidation, there should be some efficiencies gained,

_particularly in the area of data entry. Therefore, the specific number of personnel to be

transferred to the Sheriff's Office will have to be determined after more analysis. However,
all "Records" positions should be under Sheriff. The Portland Police Bureau's Records
Division employs 75 FTE non-sworn employees and has a budget of $1.7 million for
personnel only (excluding overtime and benefits). Many of these personnel are engaged in
data entry into the Portland Police Data System (PPDS). The Sheriff's Records Function
serves both Law Enforcement and Corrections activities. The Sheriff allocates
approximately 15 FTE non-sworn employees to Law Enforcement Records, with a budget
of $0.5 million for personnel only (excluding overtime and benefits). The Gresham Police
Department's Records Division performs several non-records-related functions, e.g.,
handling walk-in requests and access control. The GPD Records Division has 16 FTE non-
sworn employees and a budget of $0.38 million. Troutdale and Fairview Police Departments
are very small and Records are part of general clerical support.

In the case of Gresham, because its Records staff do perform several other functions along
with their purely "Records” function, an efficient division of responsibilities will have to
worked out before making permanent personnel changes. No transfers of personnel are
anticipated from Troutdale or Fairview.

Funding: Any One-Time-Only costs of Integrating Records, and the on-going operating
cost of the service will be allocated to all user agencies on the basis of formulas developed
by CLEO. These funds will flow into the Sheriff's Budget as Inter-Agency Fund Transfers.

Benefits: The major benefits of an Integrated Police Records Function are: 1) It will allow
standardization of forms and coding for Police Records; 2) It will greatly enhance the
feasibility of integrating the Police Information Data Systems; 3) It will reduce the cost of
technical improvements in the future, e.g., use of Imaging Technology, Mobile Data

~ Terminals; 4) It will allow a single common Document Identification System, e.g., Case
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Numbering, which will enhance the ability of BOEC 'Dispatch Information to be tied to
Reports; 5) It will allow Integrated Training on the use and preparation of Police Reports.

Agency Comments

MCSO
Concur it's an area that should be studied.

PPB :
Agree PPDS should be the single county-wide system. Concern for non-data entry, public
interaction and other functions that still need to be performed.

GPD .

Agree, but concern for Gresham system just installed and user charges under PPDS not being
greater then their costs. Similar concerns as PPB about non-data entry and public interaction
functions. ‘

TPD
Agree, but has own system just purchased running on City's VAX computer.

FPD :
No comment; current records provided by MCSO.

N}

Staff Comments

6.3.3

Integration proposal suggests a standardized report form and record system with optical disk
storage medium. Departments can still create hard copy reports as needed. The actual files
and staffs would be not necessarily be centralized; this would be an issue for CLEO and -
technical staffs to resolve.

Integration of Police Training
Suggested Agency: Gresham Police Dépanment.

Rationale: While the Portland Police Bureau, with over 80% of all sworn personnel in the
County, has by far the greatest vested interest in Officer Training of all of the Law

~ Enforcement Agencies, the Gresham Police Department has taken the lead in getting the

various police agencies in the region together to begin working on establishing a regional

72
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training capability. Other agencies appear to accept this leadership and it should continue.

Optlonal Agency:

Portland Police Bureau. Largest Police Agency in the region.

Sheriff. Sheriff is a Countywide Official.

New Regional Entity. The desired new Reglonal Police Training Center, encompassmg all
common training needs, would become an entity reporting to CLEO, distinct from PPB.

- Personnel Transfers/Changes: The PPB has a budget of $1.5 million and 15 FTE

positions in training which develops and administers a 40-hour in-service training program
for all sworn officers as well as supervisory training, the coaches for recruit officers, and
specialized training. The PPB training unit also serves as an ex-officio research and testing
unit for new police equipment. The Sheriff's Office allocates one Sergeant and one Deputy
position to training. Gresham has one full-time officer who coordinates their 80-hour in-
service training and other training. Eventually, all resources would be consolidated,
depending on how agencies choose to address training needs specnﬁc to their jurisdictions,
e.g., city ordinances, policies & procedures

The Public Safety 2000 concept for Integrating Police Training is, in several ways, a radical
departure from the current decgntralized configuration. Itincludes establishing new training
facilities in the region for not only generic police skills training, but also special training,
e.g., SERT Training, tactical driving training, tactical weapons training. Therefore, while
we can say that all training resources should be under the responsible agency, exactly what
resources will be needed requires further analysis and planning.

Funding: Each agency will continue to budget for the training of its sworn personnel, but
the delivery of training will be centralized. To this extent, the Training Function will be
funded from the Training Budgets of each participating agency. In addition, however, CLEO
will have to determine a formula for allocating the "Fixed Costs" of the Integrated Training
Function to the participating jurisdictions. These funds would flow through one agency's
Budget as Inter-Agency Fund Transfers, or eventually to the new Reglonal Trammg entity
created..

Benefits: All agencies are in need of facilities for weapons training (Camp Withycomb is
closing), field operations and tactics, SERT training and tactical driving training. Combining
training units and creating a single regional BPST training facility would avoid future
duplication of costs and effort in training activities and facilities. All agencies benefit from
more frequent offerings of training and sufficient number to hold specialized training.
Common training experiences promote sharing of ideas and problem-solving strategies
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ddring and after training. Thereis a core content of skills and knowledge required for police
officer, regardiess ofjurisdiction size and demographics. Standardization of this core training
content ensures all citizens of high proficiency of police personnel. '

Agency Comments

MCSO
Reasonable i1dea, but there are unanswered questlons (not specified). Further study
encouraged.

PPB

Strongly in favor. Agencies would need flexibility to customize some training to their
particular needs and de51res Suggests Gresham lead agency in planning for new regional
facility.

GPD
Agrees. Has already convened meetings in this area. Short term integration steps can be
taken while planning for a new regional facility.

TPD .
Agrees. Lack of firearms and driving training is approaching a crisis stage.

FPD
Concept good. Hope it would evolve to a BPST satellite facxhty ‘with mix of BPST and
agency sworn personnel as instructors. .

Staff Comments

6.3.4

Most agenéies very strongly endorsed this area.

Integration of Police Personnel Recruitment
Suggested Agency: Portland Police Bureau

Rationale: The Portland Police Bureau has a personnel budget of about $550,000 with a
Capt.,, Lt, Sgt, 4 officers, and 3 clerical assistants involved in recruiting, background
investigation of applicants, and the overall hiring process. None of the other agencies have
resources dedicated to the recruitment function. Less than 3 FTE positions are "allocated”
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to the Enforcement Branch in the Sheriffs Personnel unit (75% of total department allocated
positions are in corrections). Gresham has no full-time employees in personnel.

Personnel Transfers/Changes: Additional PPB resources might be required if additional
background investigations are conducted for other agencies. Other agencies would be
dependent upon PPB's pool of applicants which is tied to Portland's Civil Service, City Code
and Bureau of Personnel rules.

Funding: CLEO would have to determine a level of additional funding to the Portland

- Police Bureau to support any additional costs of recruitment for other agencies.

Benefits: A sufficient pool of applicants is not always available during the cyclical nature
of police hiring which hires through attrition replacements and new authorized positions.
A combined recruitment and hiring process. would ensure an ongoing pool of qualified
applicants and enhance opportunities for recruitment of minority and women candidates to
adequately reflect their representation in the general population. Primary benefits do not
accrue to Portland, since they would be sharing their applicant pool with the other agencies.

Agency Comments

MCSO

Concern over who decides which values and desirable knowledge, skills, abilities and
characteristics are sought. Concern about length of Portland hiring process. Currently tied
to County Personnel Department. Sheriff's decision will be based upon cost effectxveness
and responsiveness.

PPB

Agrees. Agency's different criteria would have to be worked out. Concerned pbol has

sufficient number of minority applicants.

GPD :

Agrees. Benefits would be a bigger pool of applicants, especially for minorities; and
elimination of duplication on applicant screening and background investigations. Currently
tied to city personnel department.

TPD _

Would not work well for them. Entire selection process and screening/assessment tools
tailored to Troutdale's needs. Infrequent turnover; can advertise and complete hmng with
6 months elapsed time.
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FPD
Not sure of benefit. Primarily concerned with candidates who will fit into community and
desire a small department. Not clear they would surface in a larger pool primarily meeting
larger agency needs.

Staff Comments

| Clearly an area where the issues would have to be worked through by CLEQ, but a proposal
- that still has many potential benefits to support their further analysis.

6.3.5 Integration of River Patrol

Suggested Agency: Multnomah County. Sheriff's Office

Rationale: The Sheriff has traditionally and successfully provided this service and
maintains a fleet of boats and specially trained deputies. Additional staffing would allow
the unit to focus increased attention on criminal activity on rivers, marinas, and adj acent land
areas.

Personnel Transfers/Changes: Increase staffing of River Patrol to 2 Sergeants and 10
Deputies, when additional sworn posmons are freed up by patrol reductlons and/or
civilianization/privatization.

Funding: Need to renegotiate contract with State Marine Board to increase subsidy.
Otherwise, funding remains with the County. That part of the funding which is not covered
by the State Marine Board will be allocated equitably among all the jurisdictions served.
CLEO will determine the allocation formula. The funds will flow into the Sheriff's Office
Budget as Inter-Agency fund transfers.

Benefits: Sheriff will be able to increase River Patrol role in Law Enforcement, expanding
active patrol beyond daylight hours in support of land-based police uniis. Thisshould negate
any rationale for other police agencies to form their own River Patrol units. :

Agency Comments

Agencies generally support this concept. MCSO is only agency now with a river patrol;
Sheriff did not specifically endorse or reject proposal as a function under CLEO.
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Staff Comments

6.3.6

- Intent of proposal is to preclude establishment of additional river patrols. 1f some agencies
~ have concerns about amount of law enforcement vs. boater safety & marine navigation
.emphasis by River Patrol, then placmg it under CLEO would allow those issues to be

addressed.
Integration of Special Emergency Response Team (S.E.R.T.)
Suggested Agency: Portland Police Bureau

Rationale: PPB has 20 trained SERT officers available for call-outs who train 4 days per
month. PPB has extensive call-out experience which includes live hostage rescue, deadly
penmeter security, entry, and counter sniper intelligence and threat resolutlon PPB has
full-time staff support and logistics in place with an assigned Lt., Sgt., and ofﬁcer Umt also
coordinates the metro area explosnves disposal team. :

Optional Agency

Sheriff. Sheriff is a county-wide law enforcement agency.

Gresham. Gresham has experience operating a SERT Unit and will be prov1ded asignificant
SERT contingent.

Personnel Transfers/Changes: No permanent transfers of personnel are required. SERT
is not a full-time function. Portland will continue to have 1 Sergeant and 1 Officer
permanently assigned to coordinate this function. There is a need to increase the number of
officers in the County who are SERT-Qualified, so that there can be at least 5-6 SERT-
Qualified Officers on duty in the County at any time of day. These Officers can and should
be drawn from all departments, to ensure that there are SERT-Qualified Officers in all five -
police agencies. The coordination that will be required to ensure Countywide scheduling of
SERT members may require the addition of a non-sworn coordinator.

Funding: The primary costs of a SERT are associated with Training and Equipment.
Funding of this training ‘and equipment will be allocated equitably among all the
jurisdictions served. CLEO will determine the allocation formula. The funds will flow into
the Portland Police Budget as Inter-Agency fund transfers.

Benefits: In addition to better coordination and effectiveness, the primary benefits of a
larger and integrated SERT capability will be: 1) amore rapid mobilization and deployment
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of SERT Teams when the need arises; 2) common and cost effectwe training; and, 3) broader
call-out experience for officer in other agencies. :

Agency Comments

MCSO
Satisfied with current SERT arrangement with Gresham PD; PPB, OSP and Clackamas

County serve as back-ups. Sees no need for a full-time SERT team. Believes SERT team
should reflect the shoot/no shoot policy of the agency they represent.

PPB -
Generally agree with benefit of standardized training and ablllty to support one another.

Have recently added additional personnel to their SERT.

GPD :

Planned operations such as high risk search warrant entries should remain responsibility of
current agencies. Benefit to be gained from common training and increased availability of
on-duty officers call-outs to developing hostage and barricaded situations. A combined
SERT unit on call-out should follow protocols of that jurisdiction.

TPD
Generally agree with stated benefits.

FPD :
Generally a good idea, but could become unwieldy. Perhaps could expand concept to

‘provide some general level of SERT tactic training to broader range of officers.

Staff Comments

General agreement on concept by all but Sheriff. Primary intent of proposal is to increase

the number of SERT trained officers across all departments on each shift to ensure rapid

mobilization for rapidly developing hostage and barricaded situations.
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6.3.7 Expansion of ROCN Mission

Suggested Agency: ROCN

Rationale: Portland and the Sheriff maintain drug and vice units. Sworn officers in
narcotics are: 31 in Portland, 10 in MCSO, and 2 in Gresham. PPB also has an investigative
accountant. Each agency also hasassigned resources to ROCN. There is some competition

~ between units to make cases on "mid-level" drug dealers and to seize drugs and assets. The

effort can overlap with ROCN.

Given the small population of the Unincorporated Area patrolled by the Sheriff, the Sheriff
has a relatively large DVD Unit (Special Investigations Unit). Portland, with more than 10
times the population, has only 4 times as many officers in this function. It is therefore very
likely that the Sheriff's personnel are often operating within the Cities of Portland and
Gresham, overlapping the jurisdiction of the narcotics investigations in those cities.

ROCN has proven to be an effective and efficient regional narcotics enforcement unit.
Given additional investigative resources, ROCN could establish a special unit to focus on -
Mid-Level Drug Traffickers, complimenting their existing focus on High-Level Dealers.

Personnél Transfers/changes: An additional 10 Officers and 1 Investigative Accountant
will be assigned to ROCN to allow ROCN to expand its investigations to create a Mid-Level

- Dealers Unit. Five of the Officers and 1 Investigative Accountant will come from the

Portland Police Bureau Drugs and Vice Division and the rest from the Sheriff's Office
Special Investigations Unit (SIU). Gresham will reassign its 2 SIU officers to ROCN.

* This would allow ROCN to focus on the mid- and upper-level channels of drug distribution

which require a different set of skills, experience, tactics and strategies. The remaining drug
investigation resources should be reallocated within each agency to assist the precincts and
other agencies in disruption of street-level drug trafficking, closing drug houses, and
responding to community/neighborhood complaints of visible illegal drug activity. When
potential large quantity cases develop, the initiating officers would be able to attach to
ROCN to assist in completion of the investigation.

Benefits: Strengthening ROCN's capabilities to investigate Mid-Level as well as High-
Level Drug Dealers on a regional basis will allow the Drugs and Vice Diviston and Special
Investigations Unit to focus on drug houses and the high-visibility Street-Level drug
problems in all the participating Jurisdictions. It will greatly improve coordination and
effectiveness of investigations. The differentiation of responsibilities and integration of
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resources mitigates against the possibility of different drug investigating units competing for
informants, cases, seizures, and asset forfeitures.

Agency Comments

MCSO

Opposes. ROCN high-level investigation focus would be diluted. Sheriff will not
discontinue MCSO Special Investigations Unit (SIU). Hesitant to endorse any proposal that
would diminish effectiveness of this unit. . '

PPB .
Agrees but should match Regional Drug Initiative (RDI), Law Enforcement Committee's
evolving policy statement.

GPD - 4
Agrees, but feels recommendation should go further to put all narcotics resources under
ROCN. Disband agency units and create distinct units for inner city, transportation, and rest
of county.

TPD _
Agrees. Too much emphasis on getting larger cases and not supporting lower level problems
that create eyesores and affect quality of life in neighborhoods.

FPD
Agrees. Better coordination of investigations and central mtelllgence data base would
eliminate any tendencies for competition.

Staff Comments '

Proposal does not disband units nor dilute ROCN mission. A distinct mid-level dealer unit
would be created in ROCN by transferring some officers and an investigative accountant
from DVD and SIU. We believe ROCN Director, Board and key. staff could support
proposal. Proposal is very consistent with draft enforcement policy statement discussed at
9-11-92 meeting of RDI Law Enforcement Committee.
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6.3.8 Integration of Gang Enforcement Team
Suggested Agency: Portland Police Bureau

Rationale: PPB currently has 29 sworn officers and 5 non-sworn personnel assigned to
GET and has experience running a multi-agency unit which includes a State Police

~ supervisor and detective. The PPB GET Unit is co-located with the State Youth Gang Task
Force; maintains a Tri-County area gang member data base; has established gang
intelligence relationships with other regional and national law enforcement agencies; and has
developed specialized resources for each of the four major gang types, 1.e., black, Hispanic,
Asian, white supremacist.

Personnel Transfers/Changes: No Permanent Transfers. Gresham would assign 2 Officers
to GET; Sheriff would assign 2 Deputies to GET.

Funding: Personnel assigned to GET would be funded by their respective parent agencies.

Benefits: -Increased Gang Enforcement Effectiveness through better coordmatlon of
information and action, more resources, Countywide perspective.

Agency Comments

MCSO
No specific comment. Noted MCSO performs gang enforcement activities in a different
form with their Safety Action Teams.

" PPB
Agree.

GPD

Favors cooperation and continues to participate in Youth Gang Task Force monthly meetings

and intelligence exchange. Additional protocols could probably clear up confusion and
-provide better cooperation. Wants to retain proactive role of gang officers in Gresham with

the DARE and school resource officers. | .

TPD :
Believes Gresham approach is correct and will see long term benefit.
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FPD

An officer assigned to attend Youth Gang Task Force Briefings.
Staff Comments

Gresham resources away, but ensure that there is a
that the more specialized resources of PPB are
d that new units are not established. It
ted by Gresham, but should probably

Integration Proposal is not to take
common intelligence data base and sharing,
available as needed to assist other departments, an
may simply require more explicit protocols as sugges
be discussed by CLEO.
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SECTION VI

CIVILIANIZATION AND PRIVATIZATION -

7.1 CIVILIANIZATION AND PRIVATIZATION OPPORTUNITiES

The Public Safety 2000 Committee hasidentified opportuniﬁes for civilianization and privatization
that: ' :

1. Are not dependent upon any decision regarding integration or consolidation of
functions;
2. Could potentially free up 70 sworn officers for street duty or other assignments

requiring sworn officers;
3. Could potentially result in annualized savings of $2.4 million; and,
4. Could be initiated in the current FY 92-93. |
Civilianization savings are based on freeing up sworn officers from positions and job tasks that do
not require the sworn authority, skills, and training of police officers. Privatization involves outside

contracting to lower unit costs, e.g., Fleet Maintenance and Building Security.

The Committee recognizes that positions need to be available for limited-duty/injured officers, but
these officers should not be placed in permanent positions, e.g., Precinct Desk Officers.

‘The Committee strongly recommends that these opportunities for civilianization and privatization

be vigorously analyzed and implemented as appropriate by the respective agencies, and that the
resulting dollar savings and sworn personnel availability be applied to increasing the number of
sworn officers on the street. Subsection 7.3 addresses potential areas for reallocation of resources.

7.1.1 Sheriff's Office
In the interview with the Sheriff and Chief Deputy they believed the department had a good history

of civlianization and agree with the concept; they just did not agree with the positions/areas
identified by Public Safety 2000.
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Recommend

Civilianize civil process manager (Lt.)

Civilianize eqpt./evidence/property Supervisor (Sgt.)
Corrections Sgt. for prop./commissary/laundry (Sgt.)
Corrections Capt. for Support Div. Corrections (Lt.)
Civilianize criminalists (2 Deputies)

Privatize facility security (1 Sgt., 24 security guards)
Privatize court security (19 Deputies) :
Privatize prisoner transport (11 Deputies)

Privatize fleet service

©o0o00o0o00O0oO0

Swom Positions Freed Up

3 Lts.
3 Sgts.
32 Deputies

Estimated Annual Savings: $1,047.000

7.1.2 Portland Police Bureau

The general position of the Portland Police Bureau was threefold: 1) a new Bureau of Personnel
Services study would create higher salaries/benefits for civilianized positions, 2) officer pension -
costs can not be counted as savings since the Police Pension Fund costs are not in the actual police
budget, and, 3) equal pay laws would keep them from mixing police officers with nonsworn
personnel in the same positions. They were open to civilianizing some positions in the future. Staff
consultants prepared a spreadsheet using the Portland Police Bureau's estlmates of a civilianized
classnﬁcatlon and still came up with substantial savings.

It is interesting to note that faced with the budget constraints of Measure 5, the Oregon State Police
(similar in size to the Portland Police Bureau) have been able to downwardly reclassify 56
management positions and civilianize 49 trooper positions. They were able to attain projected
savings despite a state personnel system equally as cumbersome as the Bureau of Personnel in
Portland. These reclassified positions were identified in a State Police internally conducted
efficiency study with the goal of increasing their performance, efficiency and effectiveness.
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Recommend

Civilianize facility safety coordinator (Lt.)
Civilianize neighborhood resource specialist (Ofc.)
Partially civilianize training (1 Sgt., 3 Ofc.)
Civilianize crime prevention supervisor (Sgt.)
Civilianize precinct desk officers (20 Ofc.)
Civilianize asset forfeiture (1 Sgt., 1 Ofc.)
Civilianize criminalist (11 at Sgt. pay)
Eliminate Detective differential pay

Privatize fleet service

Privatize mayor's security (1 Ofc.)

©C 00 0 0 O C O O O

Sworn Positions Freed Up

1 Capt.
2 Lts.
3 Sgts.
26 Ofcs.

Estimated Annual Savings: $1.373,910

| 72 CIVILIANIZATION AND PRIVATIZATION SAVINGS

7.2.1 Sheriff's Office

CIVILIANIZATION
Rationale:
1) | Freeing up sworn deputy positions for use in other law enforcement functions

requiring their sworn authority, skills, and training.

2) Using corrections deputies and supervisors in the-corrections branch rather than
sworn Law enforcement functions. Maintaining a clear delineation of functions.

3) Lower cost.
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Cost Basis: .

1) Assumption of 30% savings in saléfy and benefits replacing sworn deputy with
civilian '

2) Péy differential for corrections deputies is only abouf 5% but sworn deputy gets
freed up

Positions Identified:

Position/Function Rank Annual Savings

Mgr., Civil Process Unit ... 1Lt ~.$20,000
Enforcement Branch ' : o

Position manages the civil deputies who serve civil process papers throughout the county
J

Agency Comments:

This position also manages the Police Records Function, and directs and assists Civil Deputies in
incidents as a sworn Deputy. ‘

Staff Comments:

The issue is whether a sworn officer is required to supervise non-sworn personnel. Incidents
involving Civil Deputies are responded to by Deputies or Police Officers in the field. Both Civil
Process and Police Records Units have civilian supervisors (Operations Supervisor Il and
Program Supervisor, respectively). This position should be civilianized or eliminated as
redundant.

: Mgr.,'A'sset Forfeiture Unit ' 1Lt. . $20,000

Enforcement Branch

Position manages the asset forfeiture function which generates the paperwork and takes physical
custody of assets being seized as part of illegal profits and physical assets from criminal
operations. ' '
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Agency Comments:

Factually incorrect. This Lieutenant is the manager of the entire Specxal Investngatlons Unit and
the Detectives.

Staff Comments:

Lieutenant is apparently not the immediate manager of this unit. The Sheriff's budget does show
2 sworn positions (Deputies) in this unit, but their actual functions seems to be more
investigative than administering asset forfeitures, which can be civilianized.

" Crime Prevention Unit _ 1 Sgt. $58,000
“Enforcement Branch ‘ 2 Dep.

Unit provides a public information and marketing effort for citizens and businesses on personal
protection (rape awareress, etc.), target hardening of premises (locks, lighting, security devices),
and organizing/liaison with neighborhood watch groups. Also performs some crime analysns
functlons and has civilian management analyst.

Agency Comments: '

Factually incorrect. After the budget process, the Sergeant was transferred to Detectives to fill a
vacancy in Sex Crimes. The Deputies ar the members of the D.AR.E. Unit.

" Staff Comments:

Apparently the Sheriff is no longer staffing this unit with sworn personnel and has reduced thé :
total staffing from 5 to 2 FTE's. We agree with this change.

Supv,, Equ:p/Property/vadence : 1 Sgt. $7,000
Services Branch

Position supervises procuring, storing, maintaining & distributing equipment, supplies and
vehlcles storage of selzed & evidence property; procuring uniforms & accessories.

Cost savings based on at least using a corrections position.
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Agency Comments:

‘A Corrections Sergeant is also part of this unit. management of the unit requires someone
familiar with police operations to guide equipment testing, selection, patrol car setup, facility key
control, etc. :

Staff Comments:

The actlvmes described above do not indicate the need for a sworn supervisor who otherwise
could be assigned to law enforcement duties.

Supv., Property/Equnpment/Laundry : 1 Sgt. I $7,000
Corrections Branch .
Position supervises inmate property control, laundry & commissary services for the inmates.

Agency Comments:

This position supervises a number of functions, but is also responsible for conducting criminal
investigations inside the correctional facilities to prosecute inmates who damage or steal jail

property.

Staff Comments:

This position supervises a support (not enforcement) functions in the Corrections Branch. We
believe that the volume and severity of incidents of petty theft and property damage caused by
inmates do not Justnfy the full-time assignment of a sworn Sergeant to supervise these support
functions.

Megr., Support Division 1 Capt. or Lt. $3,000
Corrections Branch

Policy and operational direction for Corrections Branch support units, i.e., property control,
laundry & commissary, court room and facility security, prisoner transportation.

Cost savings based on at least using a corrections Lt.

88 | PUBLIC SAFETY 2000 - January 15, 1993



[

'CIVILIANIZATION AND PRIVATIZATION = 89

Agency Comments:

Manages Court services and transport activities. Sworn deputies are assigned, and sworn
management is necessary.’ Other functlons are assigned as logical places in the organization for
them to reside.

Staff Comments:

This is one of three division administrator positions in the Corrections Branch. It also oversees
Food Service, Commissary, Laundry, Corrections Records, Facility Security, and Inmate
Welfare. These are Corrections Functions requiring a Correctlons Manager, not a sworn law

" enforcement Captain or Lieutenant.

Criminalists | 2Dep. $36,000
These positions do crime scene processing, latent fingerprints and evidence analysis.

Agency Comments:

Believes these positions require sworn deputies.

‘Staff Comments:

Oregon State Police, for example, are now civilianizing all new hires in these positions because

it primarily requires technical and scientific skills.

" PRIVATIZATION
Rationale:
1)  Freeing up sworn deputy positions for use in other law enforcement functions

requiring their sworn authority, skills, and training.
2) Lower cost

3) " Precedent in other governments and agencxes Contract specifications on trammg,
skills, and service performance can serve as the quality control.
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4) Public Safety 2000 recognizes that positions need to be available for limited-
duty/injured officer, but maintains that these officers should not be placed in
permanent positions, e.g., court security, prisoner transport. Rather, they should
be used to job load, overfill or supplement positions or units needing operational
support for limited periods of time.

Cost Basis:

Aséumption of 30% savings in salary and benefits replacing sworn deputy with
civilian/private contract.

Cost Estimates:
Cost estimates provide an upper range of savings for civilianization of the entire function.

In some cases there may be a sound basis for maintaining some of the sworn positions -
interacting with civilians/contracted employees.

Position/Function , “Rank Annual Savings
FACILITY SECURITY o . _ 1 Sgt. $280,000

24 Security Officers

Unit provides general building security and access control in County-owned buildings and
facilities: County Detention Center (MCDC), County Courthouse, Justice Center, old J.K. Gill
Building (county social services), Library Main Branch. Most positions are "security guards."-
Contract Revenue of $84,633 from library and MCDC. Security Officers are paid $21,165.

Agency Comments:

Private guards have been tried before and it doesn't work because of poor quality personnel and ‘
turnover. '

Staff’Comnients:

State and City of Portland office buildings, banks and corporations largely use contracted private
security guards for these functions. Quality and background of personnel can be stipulated in
contract language. Security officers are being paid the same as armed court facility guards at
Federal Courthouse in Portland who all have minimum 3 yrs. law enforcement experience.
Savings estimated at 30%.
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COURT SECURITY 19 Dep. B $421,000
Unit provides courtroom security by guarding prisoners and transporting them to Counfy
Courthouse and Juvenile Court from custody. Sergeants could supervise privately contracted

court security personnel and oversee selection and training.

Agency Comments:

The vast majority of persons escorted, arrested, extradited and transported by these units (Court
Security and Prisoner Transport) are dangerous repeat offenders. The presence of skilled, armed
police officers is the major deterrent to potential incidents, and helps to ensure coordination,
vigilance and exact plan execution. The Sheriff is responsible and liable for prisoner movement.
Previously, court security was provided by private security, but problems with qualifications and
turnover. More deputies are needed in court security, since judges have requested more security. -

Staff Comments: -

Sheriff's comments address both court security and prisoner transport. U.S. Marshall's Service
has privatized all or parts of these functions. Federal Courthouse security in Portland is entirely
privatized using largely former and retired law enforcement personnel. Beginning on a trial
basis in 1983, the U.S. Marshall's Service has successfully privatized court security in all federal
court circuits throughout the country. All personnel are armed and deputized U.S. Marshals for-
the limited functions of their assignment. In Portland, the majority of contracted personnel are
retired officers from the Oregon State Police, Portland Police Bureau and other area departments.
Background of personnel are stipulated in the contract. Another example is Harris County's -
(Houston, Texas) County Court buildings security (Reference 26).

PRISONER TRANSPORT 11 Dep. $235,000

Provide transport of prisoners throughout local jail system, state correctional facilities, other

_ counties on warrants, extradition from other states; transport to medical appointments, state

hospital, etc. Two Sergeants could supervise privately contracted prisoner transport personnel.

Agency Comments:

See comments under court security.
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Staff Comments:

The U.S.Federal Marshall's Service uses part-time and private contract deputized positions to
supplement U.S. Marshall's in prisoner transport. Nationally, 135,000 prisoner movements are
scheduled on an annual basis. In Portland, all cell block and inner courthouse prisoner
movement is handled by part-time deputized positions. These positions also assist on external
prisoner movements. Paid at a GSA 5 pay scale as opposed to full-time Deputy Marshals at
GSA 9,10 & 11 pay scales, the savings are over 50%.

There are seven private national security companies that provide deputized or commissioned
officers for contracted police and sheriff functions. The Wackenhut Corporation, for example,
has been providing corrections facility management and prisoner transport services since 1986.

Currently, these services are provided for local and county facilities in Texas, New York,

Colorado, and California. In San Diego, California, there have been no prisoner escapes or
major incidents at the Wackenhut-managed City Jail, and the City estimates savings in annual = -
operating costs approaching 40% over using City police or corrections personnel.

FLEET SERVICE $138,000
Maintenance and repair costs for enforcement and corrections branch vehicles of deputies, civil-
deputies, and prisoner transportation. Savings estimated at 15%. National studies reflect

average privatization savings of 25%.

Agency Comments:

As recently as last year, Sheriff investigated this possibility and found that costs were greater,
and timeliness could not be assured to their satisfaction.

Staff Comments:.

Investigating the possibility is different from developing specific contract performance
specification and conducting a bid process to determine if savmgs are in fact achieved. Data
elsewhere suggests savings are achieved.

ALARM PERMITS ’ » $259,000

Unit processes burglar alarm permits for county, issues false alarm warning letter and fines, false
alarm education/reduction. Supported by alarm permit fees and fines under county ordinance;
excess funds beyond costs to be returned to jurisdictions. Total budget of $648,000; $322,764
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personal services and $307,237 materials & supplies. Permit fees also fund PPB Officer in alarm
reduction education (on civilianization list for PPB). Proposal of $150,000 has been offered by a
California firm for the permit processing, warning letters, and file management aspects.

"~ Agency Comments

There are unanswered questions about the legality of a private organization obtaining the BOEC
information that is used to regulate alarms.

Staff Comments

Civilians are currently using the BOEC data; it is not highly confidential information. The unit
budget comes from alarm users (permits and fines). If a $150,000 private contract would cover
admuinistrative/clerical function costs, $239,000 would be available to local departments for
alarm reduction programs, while pro-rated savings of $259,000 could be returned to the
departments as provided by the alarm ordinance.

7.2.2 Portland Police Bureau

CIVILIANIZATION
Rationale:
1) Freeing up sworn police officer positions for use in other in patrol and other law

enforcement functions requiring their sworn authority, skills, and training.
2) Lower cost

3) Public Safety 2000 recognizes that positions need to be available for limited-
duty/injured officer, but maintains that these officers should not be placed in -
permanent positions, e.g., Precinct Desk Officer. Rather, they should be used to
job load, overfill or supplement positions or units needing operational support for
limited periods of time. . ‘

Cost Basis:
1) Savings in salary and benefits by replacing officers with civilians are in Table

7.1, using Police Bureau estimates of civlianized position equivalent under the
city Bureau of Personnel Services. Except where footnoted, the above SALARY
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and OTHER BENEFITS figures were derived from the Approved FY92-93
Budget of the Portland Police Bureau. The estimates of Civilianization Costs,
except where footnoted, are those of the Portland Police Bureau. Because the

PPB used a future compensation table, rather than current civilian rates, we
believe that their estimates are generally high. We also found that the PPB, in
commenting on the PS2000 estimates of savings, had generally used pay rates for -

. sworn positions which were lower than those shown in their FY92-93 Budget for

these positions.

This table adds an estimated cost of 39% of salary for Retirement Benefits, which
do not appear in the PPB Budget, but which is a real cost to the City of sworn
personnel. This estimate is based on information presented to the PS2000
Finance Task Force by the administrators of the Fire and Police Disability and

. Retirement Fund, which indicated that ..."The current yearly payment represents

approximately 39% of gross payroll."

On paper in PPB budget, civlianization can look the same or more expensive due
to peculiarity of budgeting system. Police Pension and Disability Fund debt
service is shown only in the overall City budget but not in the Portland Police
Bureau budget, thus distorting or understating actual costs. The actual benefit
costs are benefits (12% of salary) and the Police Pension and Disability Fund
(39% of salary). Annual savings have been calculated on base + 51% total

benefits. , ‘

Positions Identified:

SHORT TERM (CAN INITIATE IN FY 92-93)

Position/Function ~ Rank } Annual Savings
Personnel Division Manager ‘ 1 Capt. $20,658

Position provides overall management direction for the recruitment and hiring, minority
recruiting, and development of a performance evaluation system. Suggested by ILJ.

94
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Table 7.1: Calculation of Cosf/Saving’s from Civilianization of Functions in the Portland Police
Bureau

FY92-93 COSTS
PPB EST.
OF CIVIL-
39% IANIZA- EST.
OTHER RETIR'MT TION . SAVINGS\

POSITION RANK | SALARY BENEFITS BENEFIT |~ TOTAL COSTS (COSTS)
PERSONNEL DIVISION CAPT $61,680 $4,898 $24,055 $90.633 $69.975 $20,658
MANAGER . .
FACILITY\SAFETY LT $53,662 $6,483 . 820,928 $81.073 $59.819 $21,254
COORD. ‘ .
NEIGHBORHOOD - | OFFR $61,680 $5,072 $24,055 $90,807 $69,183 | .$21.624
RESOURCE SPEC. i
TRAINING DIVISION SGT $48,024 -$6,038 $18,729 $72.791 $66,492 $6.299
TRAINING DIVISION (3) OFFRS $125,406 $24,280 $48,908 $198,594 $129,357 $69.237
SUPERVISOR\CRIME SGT $48,024 $6,038 $18,729 $72.791 $48,631 $24,160
PREVENTION . ’ :
PRECINCT DESK’ OFFRS $836,040 $157,600 | $326,056 $1.319.696 $778.692 $541,004
OFFICERS (20)**
ASSET FORFEITURE SGT $48,024 . $6,038 $18,729 $72,791 $66,492 $6,299
ASSET FORFEI"I'URE' OFFR $41,802 $7,880 $16303 |  $65.985 $60.428 $5,557
CRIMINALISTS (11)*** "SGTS" $528.264 $66,418 $206,023 $800,705 $680,130 | $120.575
TOTALS $1,832,684 $293,553 -$714,764 $2.841,045 $2,003,135 $ 837,910
Number increased by 6 on basis of PPB information.

** Number increased by 9 on basis of PPB information.
**¢+ Cost of Civilian estimated by PS2000 on basis of Police Identification Technician II salary & benefits.
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Agency Comments:

Necessary to have someone occupying positioﬁ that will balance the personnel issues and the
needs of the Portland Police Bureau in meeting diversity and afﬁrmatlve action goals. There are
plans to replace the Lt. with a civilian manager.

Staff Comments:

Concur. Key issue is to inject a professional human resources manager.
Facility/Safety Coordinator 1Lt $21,254

Recommended by ILJ

- Agency Comments:

Bureau is looking at possibly civilianizing this position.

Staff Comments:

Equivalent positioh is building maintenance supervisor.
Neighborhood Resource Specialist 1 Officer '$22,866

Agency Comments:
This position assists in mapping for Neighborhood Deployment Program which also helps Ofﬁce
of Neighborhood Associations. Current officer has invaluable street experience and expertise in

program.

Staff Comments:

While current assigned officer may be invaluable to momentum of program, as stated, these job
skills could be performed by a management or statistical analyst.

Training 18gt. $75,536
3 Officers

Civilianization based upon those sworn positions involved in training logistics of scheduling,
some curriculum development, and firearms training that could be replaced by outside training
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coordinators and firearms experts (ex-law enforcement/military).

Agency Comments:

Police Bureau is evaluating the introduction of civilian instructors into the Training Division
through a gradual phase-in process that could complement and/or replace some of the sworn

personnel.

- Staff Comments:

Essentially, they are agreeing with the recommendation.

Supv., Crime Prevention _ ' 1 Sgt. $24,160

Position supervises a Unit of civilians involved in providing a public information and
marketing effort for citizens and businesses on personal protection (rape awareness, etc.),
target hardening of premises (locks, lighting, security dev1ces) and organizing/liaison
with neighborhood watch groups.

Agency Comments:

Position is incorrectly stated in budget. This is the single supervisory position in the Planning
and Support Division. :

Staff Comments:

Supervisory posttion is probably needed. But should have civilian if it is merely overseeing .
crime prevention.

Precinct Desk Officers - 20 Ofﬁcers o $541,004

Answer direct calls to precinct, walk-ins, general receptlon and other mlscellaneous duties.
Recommended by ILJ.

Agency Comments:

Limited-duty and short-term disability officers used to staff these positions. During evening
hours they are often the only police personnel at the precinct to accommodate walk-ins.
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Staff C.omments:.

Positions could be filled by civilians. Limited-duty and short-term disability officers could be
used to reduce workload of other officers, e.g., witness recontacts and paper work in detective’
division, background investigations in personnel, etc.

Asset Forfeiture 1 Sgt. » $11,856
1 Officer

Position manages the asset forfeiture function which generates the paperwork and takes physical
custody of assets being seized as part of illegal profits and physxcal assets from cnmmal
operations. Balance of unit is already c1v1llamzed

Agencv Comments:

Bureau is not considering further civilianization in this unit.

- Staff Comments:

All other positions in the unit are c1v1l|amzed No basis is provided for sworn supervision of
these positions.

" LONG TERM (SUBJECT TO LABOR NEGOTIATIONS)
Civilianize Criminalists 11 "Sgt" Pay ' $120,575
These positions do crime scene processing, latent fingerprints and evidence analysis.

Agency Comments:

36% of position incumbents are females and/or minorities. Posmon is viewed as an alternative
career path for sworn officers. :

Staff Comments:

Oregon State Police, for example, are now civilianizing all new hires in these positions because
it primarily requires technical and scientific skills.
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" Drop Differential Pay for Detectives ' $600,000

ILJ recommended this change and PS2000 concurs. This change is subject to Labor
Negotiations and is therefore seen as a Long-Term recommendation rather than one to be
implemented immediately. This change would eliminate "Detective" as a permanent rank. It
would allow the adoption of a "rotation" policy, similar to that of the Sheriff, which gives more
Officers the experience of working in the Investigative Function. PS2000 again agrees with ILJ, -
that "rotation” would be a very useful way to increase the ability of all officers to engage in
investigations and be more effective in a "Community Policing" environment.

Asency Comments:

Chief Potter opposes declassification of Detectives. He is has been assigning some Detectives to
the Precincts to support community policing.

Staff Coxﬁments:

Cost savings on an annual basis are substantial. Chief's increased assignment of detectives to
Precincts doe not address issue of rotational assignment to increase investigative skill levels of
officers. '

PRIVATIZATION
Annual Savings

FLEET SERVICE : $517,000

Maintenance and repair costs for police vehicles. Savings conservatively estimated at 15%.
National studies of privatization reflect average savings of 25%.

Agency Comments:

Bureau is open to a detailed cost comparison, but Police are part of overall city fleet services.
They are aware of no other major West Coast police department with privatized fleet service.

Staff Comments:

The greatest savings would likely occur with city- -wide pnvatxzatlon of fleet services. A detalled
study or bid would provide the answers.
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‘MAYOR'S SECURITY $19,000
Position monitors activities in reception area of Mayor's Office, answers police procedure
questions for walk-ins, "sergeant-at-arms" for boisterous persons at city councii

. meetings/hearings. No driver or bodyguard functions for Mayor.

Agency Comments:

Assigned job duties vary from Mayor to Mayor; would be presumptuous to cnvnhamze since next
Mayor might mandate services of a police officer.

Staff Comments:

Private contract language could specify an ex-Portland Police Ofﬁcer for the posmon who could
maintain any requnred liaison with Police Bureau personnel.

7.3 SAVINGS FROM CIVILIANIZATION AND PRIVATIZATION SHOULD BE
REALLOCATED TO PRIORITY CRIME PROBLEMS IN MULTNOMAH
COUNTY

The sworn officers and deputies freed up from privatization and civilianization are a valuable
resource which should be reallocated to priority law enforcement problems and service needs in
Multnomah County. It is important to remember that the "savings" are annualized cost ,
differences between civilian or contracted labor and swom personnel. Funds must be secured to
reallocated these positions. However, these officers and deputies are a highly trained and
experienced labor pool that is far less expensive than the recruiting, training and probationary
cycle for new police hires.

We believe it is essential that these resources be reallocated into areas that will have measurable
and positive impacts on crime in Multnomah County. The following list of potential areas are
offered as a starting point for deliberations by CLEO. This list is not intended to prescribe or
limit what CLEO must decide. Rather, the list indicates areas which, at this time, probably
should be considered by CLEO and the public. The Committee expects that additions to and

- .deletions from this initial list will result from further study and deliberations of CLEO.

0 Community Policing
The Portland Police Bureau is currently seeking additional officers to complete a five-
year transition plan to implement community policing. Some of the savings achieved can
be deployed to meet these needs.
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Increased Police Service in High Crimé Areas

The Multnomah County Sheriff's Safety Action Team concept has been highly successful
in Columbia Villa an other areas of the county. The Committee suggests that the heads
of police agencies consider ways in which additional police resources might be directed
to specific high crime areas using a community policing model such as this with
integrated forces from the county.

Specially Targeted "Strike Forces"

Certain areas of criminal activity, such as car theft, are currently receiving inadequate
attention. To the extent additional officers can be committed to specific areas of criminal
activity such as this, measurable improvement in police delivery will be realized.

East Multnomah County Patrol Service

Patrol service currently provided to East Multnomah County is frequently diverted to
unincorporated areas in Mid-County where increased Calls-For-Service occur. Asa
result, citizens in East County have been concerned about the adequacy of committed
patrol officers. Additional service could be provided to East County by establishing a.
sub-station and increasing deployment in this area.

River Patrol

Concerns currently exist as to the adequacy of River Patrol in Portland areas. This
involves both the size of the police presence and its focus. Much of the concern is that
too much attention is being given to licensing and minor infractions, with too little focus
on actual criminal conduct. Additional resources may be appropriately committed to this
area.
Service of Warrants

There remain outstanding a large number of unserved warrant. While these generally do
not involve major offenders, the failure to serve outstanding warrants reflects on the '
credibility of orders from the bench. Some service of warrants with a minimal
commitment of additional resources might provide major improvements in this area.
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GLOSSARY OF ACRONYMS
Federal Bureau of Alcohol, Tax,Aand Firearms.
Bureau of Emergency Communications. On a contractual basis, this City of
Portland Bureau provides the E-9-1-1 emergency dispatch for police, fire, and

emergency medical assistance services in Multnomah County.

Board of Police Standards and Training. State of Oregon agency responsnble for
certification and training of sworn law enforcement personnel.

Computer Aided Dispatch. A technology used to enhance the dispatch of
emergency units.

Clackamas County Shenff's Office
Council of Law Enforcement Officials. Council is proposed by Public Safety
2000 to oversee functional integration of major police support services within

Multnomah County.

Drug Abuse Resistance Education. Drug abuse prevention education program
which places police officers and deputies in elementary and secondary schools.

Federal Bureau of Investigations.

Full Time Equivalent. A standard measure of personnel representing the
equivalent of one full-time employee.

Gang Enforcement Team. A specialized unit of the Portland Police Bure‘au,

closely related to the State Youth Gang Task Force. Team includes members of

other police agencies, including the Oregon State Police.
Gresham Police Department.
General Services Administration. Federal agency which administers support

services, including transportation, buildings, office equipment, for Federal
agencies. :

PUBLIC SAFETY 2000 - January 15, 1993 | 105




106 GLOSSARY OF ACRONYMS

ILJ Institute for Law and Justice. A national non-profit organization.

LEAA Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. A Federal program, since replaced
by several new programs, to fund a broad range of efforts to improve law
enforcement and criminal justice nationwide.

LEDS Law Enforcement Data System. State of Oregon Data System supporting police
functions throughout the State

MCDC Multnomah County Detention Center. Central Jail facility operated by MCSO.

MCH Multnomah County Inverness Jail. -Jail facility operated by MCSO.

MCSO Multnomah County Sheriff's Ofﬂée.

MDT Multi-Discipline Task Force on Child Abuse. A regional muiti-agency task force
for establishing and enforcing adopted protocols on handling of child abuse cases.

METRO ~ Metropolitan Service District. Special Service District responsible for several

- Tni-County service functions including: Planning, Urban Growth Boundary
Management, Solid Waste Disposal, and other functions. .

OSp Oregon State Police.

OUCR Oregon Uniform Crime Reports. State-run mechanism for reporting and
analyzing crime statistics Statewide.

PAINT Portland Airport Inter-Agency Narcotics Team. An inter- -agency team
concentrating on narcotics trafficking and smuggling. -

PERS ‘ . Public Empioyees Retirement System.

‘PHAC ‘Police Internal Investigations Audit Committee.- Citizens committee charged with

: reviewing internal investigations conducted by the Portland Police Bureau.

PPDS Portland Police Data System. Automated police records and information system
of the Portland Police Bureau.

PPB Portland Police Bureau.
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RDI Regional Drug Initiative. A multi-discipline public and private agency
organization which is developing and coordinating efforts to reduce the illegal use
of drugs and associated problems.

ROCN Regional Organized Crime and Narcotics Task Force

SAT . Safety Action Team. A form of multi-disciplinary community policing program
combining law enforcement officers with social service providers and other
disciplines to focus on law and order problems is specific defined areas of the
community, e.g., large multi-family housing areas.

SERT Special Emergency Response Team. Special units trained to respond to such
emergencies as: hostage situations, high risk entries, etc. Sometimes known as
"SWAT" Teams.

S1U . Special Investigations Unit. Drugs and Vice unit of the Multnomah Cou‘nt'y

Sheriff. Includes members of other law enforcement agencies.
TPD Troutdale Police Department

TRI-MET Tri-County Metropolitan Transportétion District of Oregon. A special services
district which manages and provides public transit services to the Tri-County

region.

TRU Telephone Reporting Unit. A unit of the Portland Police Bureau which receives
incident reports by telephone directly from citizens and which also handles mail-
in reporting. ' '

UCR " Uniform Crime Reports. Federal function managed by the FBI for reporting and

analyzing crime statistics Nationwide.

WCSO Washington County Sheriff's Office
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Refugee Health Services

(REEP Agreement)
BCC informal 2-2-93

Presented by: Ron Spendal, State Refugee Coordinator
Jan Sinclair and Tom Fronk, Health Department

The REEP agreement is for a full range of health care (primary care, specialty referrals, and hospitalization) for new
refugee arrivals into the metro area. New arrivals are eligible for services for eight months after arrival into the United
States. It is a risk based agreement. This means that if the County collects more or less in capitation payments than it
expends to provide services it may make or lose money. Payments are capitated, meaning that the County is paid a
monthly premium for each client enrolled, independent of how much service they demand.

Risk Risk is generated from three sources:

stop-loss insurance, to protect against this type of loss.

b} should the ageement terminate, outstanding claims for outside referrals incurred but not realized

a) a single or group of catastophic events may occur. The County purchases insurance, called
|

{IBNR's) would need to be paid after the revenue stream ends.

c) the continuing out of pocket expense could exceed the negotiated capitation revenue.

1 The County has been the local provider of refugee health services since 1975. The current capitated agreement has
| been in place seven years. Since its inception, revenues have grown significanlty:
|
|
|
|
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Current Budget:

Proposed Changes:

1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993

The current budget of $2,843,500 is projected based on the current cap rate of $207 and the
current average enrollment of 1,145 clients. The revenues fund the International Health Center;
specialty referrals and hospital care for refugees; dental services for refugees at County

dental clinics; and support from the MultiCare and Medical payables unit.

States currently design with federal approval the health care delivery systems for refugees.
The federal government is proposing the creation of a national, private health care intermediary
for all refugees. In addition, the fed proposed limiting eligibility to seven months, and capping
of total expenditures to $1,000 per new arrival.

The federal government has let a medical care RFP but has been enjoined by the federal court
system from pursuing this model at this time. There is not prediction how the Clinton
administration will deal with the outstanding issue.



Refugee Health Services

(REEP Agreement)
BCC Informal 2-2-93

Presented by: Ron Spendal, State Refugee Coordinator
Jan Sinclair and Tom Fronk, Health Department

The REEP agreement is for a full range of health care (primary care, specialty referrals, and hospitalization) for new
refugee arrivals into the metro area. New arrivals are eligible for services for eight months after arrival into the United
States. It is a risk based agreement. This means that if the County collects more or less in capitation payments than it
expends to provide services it may make or lose money. Payments are capitated, meaning that the County is paid a
monthly premium for each client enrolled, independent of how much service they demand.

Risk Risk is generated from three sources:

a) a single or group of catastophic events may occur. The County purchases insurance, called
stop-loss insurance, to protect against this type of loss.

b) should the ageement terminate, outstanding claims for outside referrals incurred but not realized
{IBNR's) would need to be paid after the revenue stream ends.
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Current Budget: The current budget of $2,843,500 is projected based on the current cap rate of $207 and the
current average enrollment of 1,145 clients. The revenues fund the International Health Center;
specialty referrals and hospital care for refugees; dental services for refugees at County
dental clinics; and support from the MultiCare and Medical payables unit.
Proposed Changes: States currently design with federal approval the health care delivery systems for refugees.

The federal government is proposing the creation of a national, private health care intermediary
for all refugees. In addition, the fed proposed limiting eligibility to seven months, and capping
of total expenditures to $1,000 per new arrival.

The federal government has let a medical care RFP but has been enjoined by the federal court
system from pursuing this model at this time. There is not prediction how the Clinton
administration will deal with the outstanding issue.
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States. It is a risk based agreement. This means that if the County collects more or less in capitation payments than it
expends to provide services it may make or lose money. Payments are capitated, meaning that the County is paid a
monthly premium for each client enrolled, independent of how much service they demand.

Risk Risk is generated from three sources:

a) a single or group of catastophic events may occur. The County purchases insurance, called
stop-loss insurance, to protect against this type of loss.

b) should the ageement terminate, outstanding claims for outside referrals incurred but not realized
{IBNR's) would need to be paid after the revenue stream ends.

¢} the continuing out of pocket expense could exceed the negotiated capitation revenue.

The County has been the local provider of refugee health services since 1975. The current capitated agreement has
been in place seven years. Since its inception, revenues have grown significanity:

$3,000

$2,600

$2,000

$1,600

Thousands

$1,000
$600
$0 ;
1987 1888 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993
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specialty referrals and hospital care for refugees; dental services for refugees at County
dental clinics; and support from the MultiCare and Medical payables unit.
Proposed Changes: States currently design with federal approval the health care delivery systems for refugees.

The federal government is proposing the creation of a national, private health care intermediary
for all refugees. In addition, the fed proposed limiting eligibility to seven months, and capping
of total expenditures to $1,000 per new arrival.

The federal government has let a medical care RFP but has been enjoined by the federal court
system from pursuing this mode! at this time. There is not prediction how the Clinton
administration will deal with the outstanding issue.
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SHARRON KELLEY

Multnomah County Commissioner

District 4
MEMORANDUM
TO: Clerk of the Board
Board Commissioners
FROM: Sharron Kelley
RE: Absence from Board
DATE: January 30, 1993

Portland Building
1120 S.W. Fifth Avenue, Suite 1500
Portland, Oregon 97204
(503) 248-5213

I will not be able to attend the afternoon session of the
Board meeting on February 2nd as I will be in East County

attending a HSI Forum.
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BOARD 0F
COUNRTY COMMISSITN

February 2, 1993 1893 FEB -2 M Mk 08
| , MULTNOMAR COUNTY
To: Board of County Comm1551oners " .OREGON
From: Bill Farver }7 : L

Re: Public Safety 2000

This memo is to highlight the major decisions the Board

must make and provide some suggestions as to how to proceed. I

have only addressed the parts of the report that deal with the
County. Some recommendations require actions by several
jurisdictions in concert; others can be addressed unilaterally
by the County.

The Public Safety 2000 Committee entered controversarial
territory. There have been numerous complaints or concerns
raised about their process, their specific findings, and
personal frictions generated. I have avoided these, except
.insofar as they might have colored the final recommendations.

As you read the report and this analysis, keep in mind that
law enforcement is one aspect of a larger criminal justice
system. We need to integrate these ideas into that larger
context. ’ '

To help understand the implications of continuing the
process, I will discuss the report’s six major
recommendations. (p. E-7)

*I. Consolidate major non-patrol functions among five police
agencies

*II. Not-pufsue full consolidation at this time
*III. Realign patrol functions
*IV. Civilianze and privatize functions
*V. . Reallocate savings to priority crime problems
*VI. Other concerns
The total savings from all of these actions is supposed to
save $3.7 million per year and free up 70 sworn officers for
- line police duty. (These numbers are savings for all
jurisdictions, not just Multnomah County). I will try to

identify how those numbers impact recommendations relating to
the County. »



PART I. CONSOLIDATION OF MAJOR NON-PATROL FUNCTIONS AMONG FIVE
POLICE AGENCIES

The report identifies eight functions (page E-8) and
recommends that a Council on Law Enforcment Officials. (CLEO) be
established to provide initial and ongoing oversight to the
analysis of functional integration. (p. 65) Nothing can go
forward in this area without a consensus of the ]urlsdlctlons
Cost sav1ngs. estimated $1.3 million (P. 59)

PROCESS TO CONSIDER FUNCTIONAL INTEGRATION

A key threshold question for the Board is whether the
County should participate in the continuing consolidation/
integration question in the manner suggested by the Report.

In the past, the Board has endorsed the concept of a
single, consolidated law enforcement agency. The report stops
short of calling for such a consolidation. Instead, the Report
recommends that a Council on Law Enforcement Officials (CLEO)
be established to provide oversight to the analysis and have
the responsibility to ensure that implementation takes place.
(p. 65) CLEO would be comprised of the Sheriff, DA, Mayor or
Council President of each City, and the County Chair. An
alternative suggestion is for the Publlc Safety Council to
perform this functlon

**QUESTION 1: Are the functional integration recommendations
of Public safety 2000 worth pursuing through CLEO or PSC?

SUGGESTION: Several discussions and proposals preceeded the
effort by the Citizens Crime Commission to take an outside,
independent look at this issue. A great deal of time, money,
and effort went into the PS 2000 process. I would suggest the
Board use the report as a vehicle for continuing the discussion
of consolidation/integration of police agencies.

Whether the group selected is CLEO or PSC does not seem as
important as the need to use one of them and renew the
discussion. CLEO has the advantage of being smaller and more
law enforcement focused. PSC brings a broader criminal justice
system perspective and is an established group. Perhaps a
middle ground would be to establish CLEO as a subcommittee of
the PSC. ’ :

Accepting the recommendation could defer/delay the potential
for moving ahead on complete consolidation. Given the
obstacles presented by the Report (See Section II) and the
support the Report enjoys from the leadership in the cities,
such a delay may be inevitable.
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CLEO/PSC can recommend which areas can be functionally
consolidated and under what agency, implement those areas of
agreement, and work politically with other jurisdictions where
there is disagreement. Using this process will help test the
feasibility of a fuller integration under a single agency
(Model A p. 60). If cooperative relationships are built and
proposals implemented, CLEO/PSC will have the appropriate
people at the table to discuss consolidation if the
participants so desire. :

Many of the chief law enforcement officers seemed in agreement
in principle on the need for a consolidated approach to law
enforcement at the start of the Public Safety 2000 process.

All jursidictions need a process that can continue the dialogue
in a less contentious arena. By having all the affected
parties at the table, the opportunity to begin to reach
consensus on more fundamental change w1ll be given another
chance. :

FUNCTIONAL INTEGRATION AREAS

The report recommends consolidation of eight functional
areas and suggests what jurisdiction should be the lead agency
in each area, but anticipates that CLEO will review these
proposals and suggest alternatives (p. 67)

**QUESTION 2: Assuming the Board wants to participate in the
functional review process, does the Board want to give specific
direction to the County’s representatives on CLEO/PSC and/or
ask County staff to assist in the analysis of some of the areas
of functional integration?

SUGGESTION: While the CLEO/PSC process is beginning, there may
be some groundwork for the Board and staff to complete. The
Integration of Information Data Systems lends itself to some
advance analysis. Others functional areas could benefit from
some direction from the Board to the Chair and Sheriff. The
Board could schedule a separate briefing to discuss each area
in more detail. I have included a few observations to indicate
example of direction that could be given.

6.3.1 Integration of Information Data Systems (p. 69)

The major area of identified savings ($700 - $800 thousand).
SUGGESTION: The Board could ask the Budget Office and ISD to
review Report’s assumptions, the recent consultant’s study, and
brief the Board on their assessment of potentlal savings and

how the savings would be realized.
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6.3.3 Integration of Police Training (p. 72)

Potentially very important, assuming agencies have a shared
vision of community policing and therefore, how officers should
be trained. Seems difficult to separate from recruitment and
hiring standards. The report identifies Gresham as the "lead
agency", but seemingly only for facilitating the discussion.

6.3.4 Integration of Police Personnel Recruitment (p. 74)

"This is difficult to separate from training. The group
needs to come to a common understanding of what community
policing is. In that analysis, current community policing
projects from all agencies should be analyzed so that agencies
can learn from each other. Once that definition is in place,
the group needs to recommend what type of person should be
recruited and with what quallflcatlons

Also, The report praises the Sheriff for being "one of the
first police agencies in the US to require a four-year college
degree'", but does not pursue the issue. Paul Lorenzini’s
letter of 1-4-93 indicates the degree requirement raises
concerns over the ability to achieve affirmative action goals.
This issue needs to be directly addressed before uniform
recrultment is possible.

SUGGESTION: Ask CLEO/PSC to link discussions of 6.3.3 and
6.3.4. Discuss different standards used by agencies in hiring
-officers and which are most appropriate for community
policing. Ask CLEO/PSC to clarify common vision of community
policing. '

a

6.3.5 Integration of River Patrol (p. 76)

The Report recommends increased staffing of river patrol as
a priority use for potential savings (See Section V.)
" Furthermore, it suggests allocating funding for river patrol
(above that provided by the state) among all agencies.

SUGGESTION: River Patrol is already an integrated, county wide
function. CLEO/PSC should not make recommendations about
increased services in any area of law enforcement without a
larger discussion about the most pressing needs in the entire
criminal justice system, not just law enforcement. Finally, if
other jurisdictions could or should be paying a percentage of
the costs of the Sheriff’s river patrol function, why should
that rationale not also apply to other countywide law
enforcement functions?
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6.3.6 Integration of SERT - Special Emergency Response Team
(p. 77) ' :

No identified savings.

SUGGESTION: Have CLEO/PSC attempt to document how functional
integration will increase coordination and effectiveness.

6.3.7 Expansion of ROCN (p. 79)
There appears to be some confusion over the exact proposal.

SUGGESTION: Ask CLEO/PSC to explore the possible realignments
and explore MCSO reservations.

FINAL NOTE o »
CLEO/PSC should review other potential areas of consolidation
to ensure that other areas were not missed or avoided that
might be consolidated alsc.

IXI. NOT PURSUE FULL CONSOLIDATION AT THIS TIME

As noted earlier, the report stops short of calling for
full consolidation, the preferred solution of the Sheriff and

of the Board when they considered the issue last year.

The report identifies a principle obstacle to full
consolidation at this time as the mandated increase in wages
and benefits to the highest prevailing standard would be at
least $3.5 million, which would negate the estimated cost
savings. (p. 52)

**QUESTION 3: Should this issue be further researched and

‘specific suggestions made concerning how to eliminate the

barrier?

SUGGESTION: The Board could ask County Counsel; Labor
Relations, Intergovernmental Relations staff, and the Budget
Office to identify the statutory impediment which causes wage
equalization, determine implications of changing the law, and
whether the County should join the cities in asking the state
legislature to amend the law. A factor in their consideration
should be whether, as the Report claims, wages increased in
every consolidation effort regardless of the legislation. (p.
50) If the research is accurate, even changing the statute
may not be enough to realize the savings. ‘
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IIT. REALIGN PATROL FUNCTIONS

The feport suggests that the Sheriff’s patrol functions be
re-assessed considering the following: (P. E-10) (p. 56-57)

A. Have PPB and other agencies serve the area currently served
by the Sheriff on the west side

**QUESTION 4: Does the Board want to revisit the patrol swap
proposal with the City of Portland?

" SUGGESTION: The Sheriff and Chief of Portland Police discussed
a proposal to swap patrol areas some months ago involving the
west side and parts of unincorporated mid-county. That
proposal should be revisited.

B. Complete annexations

COMMENT: The Sheriff will discontinue patrol in areas as they
are. annexed. The current policy of both the City and the .
County is to encourage annexation. In recent years, the pace
has slowed and the process will probably take longer than 2 to
3 years, unless a new policy or approach is used by Portland.
In the past couple of years, the small losses in populations
through annexations have been offset by increasing population
in the remaining unincorporated areas and the Sheriff has not
redeployed officers. (See Board Resolution 91-119 relating to
the Countywide role of the Sherlff in law enforcement -
attached)

C. Sheriff continues to patrol unincorporated East County

COMMENT: No other options have been suggested.

D. Increase plans to _increase patrol in unincorporated East
County

' COMMENT: As with the suggestion to increase River Patrol, this
suggestion, however worthy, seems premature. The needs of the
entire criminal justice system needs to be assessed before
committing to this redeployment.
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IV. CIVILIANIZATION AND PRIVATIZATION

. The Report recommends the civilianization or privatization
of a number of positions resulting in savings of $1,047,000 and
the freeing up of 38 sworn positions. (p. 83-84) The report
notes these decisions are independent from decisions regarding
integration or consolidation. However, it does not address the
potential labor or management issues.

**QUESTION 5: How should the County respond to the
civilianization and privatization recommendations?

SUGGESTION: Schedule a separate briefing session with the
Sheriff asking for a response to each of the suggestions. The
Sheriff is already exploring the recommendations and is ready
"to respond in the near future.

V. REALLOCATE SAVINGS TO PRIORITY CRIME PROBLEMS

The Report lists potential areas for using the repriorized
resources and suggests that CLEO/PSC use this list as a
starting point in making their recommendations to the
jurisdictions. (p. 100) However, all of the recommendations
(with the exception of warrants) address law enforcement needs
only. :

**QUESTION 6: How should identified savings be reallocated?

SUGGESTION: The Public Safety Council has already been charged
with doing a comprehensive Criminal Justice Plan. If the
CLEO/PSC is asked for recommendations, the PSC should consider
the needs of prosecution, corrections, and community
~corrections also. It may make little sense to continue to add
police officers in any law enforcement area when offenders are
being routinely released under the Sheriff’s matrix release
system and the state continues to reduce funding for parole -
officers.

After consideration by the PSC, the suggestions for
reallocation must go to the local jurisdictions. The elected
boards of the jurisdictions must then decide whether
reallocation of money within the criminal justice system is
their highest priority or whether, given declining revenue,
they even have that choice.
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VI. OTHER CONCERNS

The Report (p. E-13) lists six other concerns, some
requiring Board response.

COMMUNITY POLICING
Need for a common definition of community policing.
CULTURAL DIVERSITY AND AFFIRMATIVE ACTION

Need for increased recruitment and appropriate training of
minorities, women and other protected classes.

COMMENT: Assuming the CLEO/PSC process goes forward, these
issues can be discussed there.

PORTLAND BUREAU UNFUNDED PENSION LIABILITY

COMMENT: The unfunded liability of the city is not a direct
concern of the County, but it will become more problematic in
the long term if the City needs to assess a greater amount for
its pension liability. (p. 29) CLEO/PSC should consider
whether one approach to addressing this issue would be central
recruitment and hiring under a new agency or the Sheriff’s
office. In any event, CLEO/PSC may want to consider :
recommending that the Portland Police not be given authority in
. functional areas until the Council addresses the issue. Indeed,
the Report recommends that the city cease adding new employees
to the current Disability and Retlrement program and shift to a
funded program.

ORGANIZATIONAL ANALYSIS OF THE SHERIFF’S OFFICE

The rationale for this recommendation grew outvbf the
Report’s observations about the Sheriff’s Budgeting and
Staffing Practices (p. 30 and 31).

**QUESTION 7: How should the Board and Sheriff respond to the
recommendation that an organlzatlonal analysis of the Sheriff’s
office be commissioned?

SUGGESTION: As noted in section II, the Report discusses in
general terms questions raised about the Sheriff’s budgeting
and staffing practices.

v
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The first task is to define the purpose of the analysis. Staff
should meet with Public Safety 2000 staff and Sheriff’s staff
to discover the specifics behind the observatlcns on p. 30 and
31 and ensure they are addressed.

Once the specific concerns are identified and the purposes for
additional study clarlfled the Board has several options:

A. Exercise its budget oversight with the assistance of its new
program budget format to explore these issues with the
Sheriff’s office during Board budget review and beyond.

B. Have an outside group do an "organizational analysis" of the
Sheriff’s office commissioned by- the Citizens Crime Commission
or the County itself.

C. Ask the County Auditor to address the concerns raised.

The Report recommends Option B - the "organizational
analysis". The key questions here seems to be who would do it
and who would pay for it. If parties could agree to use the
same approach that was used with the City of Portland’s Police
Bureau, the perception of a level playing field would exist.
Under that arrangement, the Institute for Law and Justice (ILJ
- a consulting firm from Los Angeles) would do the analysis and
the Citizens Crime Commission would pay for that analysis.
Recommendation 3.3.5 (p. 38) seems to indicate that the CCC is
"willing to follow its past example.

The CCC earlier asked the Board to pay for the study and
reimburse itself from the savings the CCC felt would result.
If the Board wanted to move quickly it could opt to pay for the
study from contingency (and seek reimbursement from identified
savings). In either event, the Board and Sheriff should help
shape the scope of the review.

Whatever option is chosen should address the concerns about
the Sheriff’s budgeting and staffing practices. These concerns
may have played a role in the Committee’s rejection of a single
agency at this time. (see p. 55 in which the Committee
discusses the conditions which need to change before full
consolidation can be attempted). If so, the concerns need to
be resolved if the full consolidation potential can be
explored.
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CHART SHOWING MCSO DEPUTY RATIO (Board Concern)

Concerns have been raised about the Chart on p. 7 showing
the Sheriff’s deputy ratio as 1.44 per 1000 people. As ‘
explained in the Chart, (Note 1) deputies used in corrections
or civil functions were excluded. However, the chart does
include deputies used for county wide law enforcement (e.q.
river patrol), not just used for patrol and patrol support.
Therefore, it is misleading to use it as a basis of comparison
with other jurisdictions who do not perform county wide
functions.

This chart has caused concern about the objectivity of the
report. While it is difficult to pinpoint its exact impact,
"the Report notes "by several different indicators, the
Sheriff’s office seems to have a greater number of resources
than necessary to meet its primary law enforcement '
responsibilities. .... Also, unlike neighboring counties which
tend to use sworn deputies only in law enforcement functions,
rather than in Corrections and Civil Functions, 50 of the
Sheriff’s 143 sworn officers are assigned to the Corrections’
Branch and others are involved in basically Civil Functions".

(p- 31) )

If the Board pursues an organizational analysis or audit of
the Sheriff’s office, they could ask for a uniform measure to
compare the ratio of deputies to citizens among member.
agencies.
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direction of the City/County policy on annexation.

BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONELRS
OF MULTNOMAH COUNTY

In the Matter of the Sheriff's )
Countywide role in law ? RESOLUTION 91-119

enforcement , )

~ WHEREAS, 1in the fall of 1990, the Multnomah County Sheriff's Office
developed a position paper, "A View to the Future", describing tts vision of

~ .the future of the Sheriff's Office in law enfor;ement.

WHEREAS, on March 15, 1983, Multnomah County issued a resolution which
states in part, "Therefore, be.it resolved, that County services generally
described as 'municipal services' at a level considered 'urban' rather than
‘rural' shall be proportionately reduced starting FY 1983-84 through fY
1986-87 to establish a minimal and essentially rural level of muntcipal

services throughout Multnomah County".

WHEREAS, this proclamation resulted in a reduction of the Sheriff's Office
iaw enforcement from two hundred-twenty sworn positions to eighty-seven sworn
positions; reduced patrol ratio* strength from 1.09 deputies per 1,000
population in 1982 to 0.70 deputles per 1,000 in 1990, and the direct service
ratio* in urban mid-county from 0.76 deputies per 1,000 to 0.50 deputies per

1,000.

* "direct service ratio" refers to the number of sworn officers per 1,000
pcpulation assigned to street or netghborhood patrol (also Known as “pure
patrol"); ‘patrol ratio" refers to the number of dirvect service officers,
plus any sworn support personnel such as detectives. :

HHEREAS, the City of Portland has experienced difficulty In providing an
urban level of police services in the. annexed urban areas of mid-county,
anticipates the replacement of 50 sworn officers per year for the next five
years and, due to the impacts of Measure 5, at least in the near future, may
be unable to fund the additional 200 sworn positions believed to be needed to
meet public safety requirements and a citywide transition to community based

policing.

WHEREAS, County ofticials, staff and citizens need to know the future
direction of the Sheriff's Office law enforcement services and the future

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Multnomah County Board and the Sheriff
will explore implementing the position paper, "A View to the Future", in order
to transition the Sheriff's Office into a service provider of countywide law
enforcement services to citizens.




THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED. that the Multnomah County Board of

Commissioners endorses the following policies concerning the Sheriff's Otfice
in Law Enforcement:

1.

[e))

As an Interim measure to provide better service to all County and City
residents in. a cost and time-efficient manner, implementation of the
proposal presented by Sheriff Bob Skipper and Chief Tom Potter, to
exchange police service responsibilities in the territories east and west
of NL/SE 122nd Avenue.

The Cities of Portland and Gresham are requested to determine and announce
their future annexation policies, particularly as they relate to the urban
mid-county area, and t» implement a process which will assure the delivery

- of an adequate and equitable level of municipal services, including direct

police services, in any annexed urban area they intend to serve.

In order to ensure 1ife safety issues to both the citizens of
unincorporated Multnomah County and Sheriff's Office patrol deputies, as
annexations continue or resume in urban mid-county, no redeployment will
be made in the Sheriff's Office eastside patrol strength, until the
reduction of the size and population in its eastside service area produces
a direct service ratio above 0.55 deputies per 1,000 population.

The County and City Auditors are requested to issue a joint report, on
August 1 of each year, affirming the number of annexations by Portland and
Gresham during the previous fiscal year, and the direct service ratios of
the Multnomah County, Portland and Gresham law enforcement agencies in the
annexed and unincorporated service areas, as of July 1 of each year.

A matrix based upon annexation rates will be developed by the Sheriff's
Office which will define an orderly transition of patrol into countywide

Taw enforcement services.

As iransition takes place, the existing sworn law enforcement positions
will be considered the minimum number of sworn positions for reallocation
to other law enforcement activities.

The Sheriff and Board will encourage responsible annexation to residents
of unincorporatad Multnomah County.

THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Sheriff and County Board focus

countywide law enforcement efforts on functions that address a countywide law
enforcement activity which c¢rosses Jjurisdictional boundaries and can most

efficiently be provided by a single agency.

THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Coun*y Chair request the

Sheriff to make recommendetions on the following 1ssues after consuttation
with other county Iaw enforcement agencles:

- What enforcement services should be offered countywide.

- What level of countywide service should be offered given the
SNETITT 'S current resources, How would questions of staffing and
deplioyment be handled.




¥

- How and 2t what level chould law enforcement be pgrovided in rural
- unincorpcrated Multnomah County.

Also special attention is requested for the following issue:
How the various law enforcement agencies, working together, may best

provide child abuse response and investigation, with the goal of
fnvestigating every reported case of child abuse in Multnomah County.

THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Sherift should report to the

Vv R ~
?paﬁgipohﬁoJembir 1, 1991 /{’// |
AN ADOPTED THIS __/ C/BAi)OF-AUGUST, 1991

) P (SEAL) BOARD OF ,COUNT! CO M?g;%oNERS

FOR MULTNOMAH’

RtNCE—ERESSELf’ijiD;y Counsel

902-AS0A



‘GLADYS McCOY, Multnhomah County Chair

Room 1410, Portland Building
1120 S.W. Fifth Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97204

(503) 248-3308

MEMORANDUM

TO: Office of the Board Clerk
FROM: Gladys McCoy

Multnomah County Chair
DATE: 'February 1, 1993
RE: Absence from Work Session

I will not be attending the joint Planning Commission,
Board of County Commissioners work session on February 1, 1993.

NOIIHO

SUNEGT HYHON LINKW
LOE Wd - 934 E68l

GM:mrj :
9824G -

An Equal Opportunity Employer



GARY HANSEN 1120 S.W. Fifth Avenue, Suite 1500
Muttnomah County Commissioner : Portlland, Oregqn.97’204
District 2 {503) 248-5219

TO: Chair Gladys McCoy :
Commissioner Sharron Kelley
Commissioner Tanya Collier
Commissioner Dan Saltzman

FROM: Commissioner Gary Hansen :

RE: meeting with MC Planning Commission

DATE:

January 12, 1993

To help understand and foster a better relationship between
the BCC and the MC Planning Commission, Scott Pemble has invited

the BCC to join them at their next meeting, Monday Feb.1, 6:00
at the Courthouse, room 602. They meet on the first Monday of
every month, so please let me know if this time is available.

Scott proposes an agenda of:

1. An overview of state planning requirements.

2. A discussion of common values.

3. A discussion of how MC planning fits into Greenspaces, the
2040 plan,. Liveable Cities and Westside light-rail plans.

4. 'Legal requirements as county comnissioners.
If you have any suggestions or comments, please contact me
at your earliest convenience.
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‘Multnomah County

Planning Commission
- AGENDA

Multnomah County
- Board of Commissioners
and |
Planning Commission
Joint Work Session
on
Land Use Planning Matters

February 1, 1993
Multnomah County Courthouse, Rm 602
6:00 P.M.

1. Overview of Multnomah County (slide presentation)
2. Multnomah County Land Use Planning Program

3. Federal, State, Local Planning Requirements

4. Work Program Fy 1992/93

5. Other Planning Projects in the Portland Metro Region

— e e ————

6. Future Focus, Interest, Issues, and Projects



MULTNOMAH
County




Multnemah County Land Use Planning Program:

U Description:

1. The Multnomah County Planning program has four primary missions.
In accordance with Federal and State land use laws:

a) Provide both long range and current land use planning service for the purposes of
preserving and protecting the environmental, resource, habitat, cultural, aesthetic and
recreational values of rural lands for residents of Multnomah County , the region , and the
state; :

b) Assist the Portland Metropolitan region in the development and implementation of growth
management policies , strategies and programs;

c) provide current land use planning service to urban unincorporated areas until
responsibilities are transferred to urban land use planning service providers.; and,

d) establish and maintain a code enforcement program to insure the neighborhood, community
and regional values realized through the implementation of the county’s land use policies

and ordinances can be achieved.

2. The Multnomah County Land Use Planning Program provides four basic planning
services to accomplish its missions: Long Range Planning, Current Planning, Zoning
Code Enforcement, and Special Studies.

The Long range planning program develops plans that establish land use policy for the long
term, usually 20 years. Most of these plans are mandated by both state (ORS. 197) and federal
(NSA and NEPA) laws. Also, Some long range plans are initiated by the Board and the
Planning Commission in response to community needs and interest. Long range plans are
adopted via a local legislative process and typically require either state and/or federal
government(s) review. Examples of long range plans include: the Multnomah County
Comprehensive Framework Plan, plan amendments required by Periodic Review or new OAR's,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Management Plan, and Community and Rural
Area Plans (Sub-Regional Plans). Long range planning services are typically identified in a
annual work program and require the support of planners, consultants, support staff,
neighborhood/community groups, planning commission and the board.

The Current planning program provides service(s) required to implement adopted land use
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policy, policy typically established within the context of long range plans. Zoning, land
divisions, and design review services constitute the current planning program. All current
planning services require strict adherence to procedures (public notice and quasi-judicial)
mandated by state land use laws. These services are provided on a demand/response basis and
are supported by planners, support staff, county council, hearings officer and/or planning
commission and the Board.

The Code enforcement program investigates and initiates corrective actions to insure
compliance with land use policy and code requirements. Code enforcement work requires
investigative, legal, and judicial services. This service is provided on a complaint/response basis
and is supported by a code enforcement planner, county council, hearings officer and the courts.

Special studies are individual projects requested by planning commission and/or the board.
These studies provide the basis for considering new or revised land use policy and/or
implementing measures. Examples of Special studies are the West Hills Wildlife Study, Rural
Center Study, Corbett Community Tourism Strategy, Multnomah Channel Study, Sandy River
SEC, and Golf Course Needs Assessment. This service is general identified in a annual work
program and is supported by planners, support staff, consultants, neighborhood/community
groups, planning commission, and the board.

3. The Multnomah County planning service area is uniquely different from areas served
by other planning providers.

There is no duplication of service area. Multnomah County serves all unincorporated areas
within Multnomah County, both rural and urban areas. City planning agencies serve all the
incorporated urban area. The majority of the county’s planning area, however, is rural,
representing approximately 58 percent of the total county land mass. (See Exhibit 1 for the
delineation of rural planning areas within Multnomah County.)

In accordance with intergovernmental agreements with the city of Portland and east county
cities, planning responsibilities are transferred to cities as urban areas are annexed. The entire
urban service area for the city of Gresham has been annexed. Relatively small parts of the city
of Portland's urban service area (mid-county, Dunthorpe, west slope, and northwest hills) and a
small part of the Troutdale/Wood Village/Fairview urban service area remain in urban
unincorporated Multnomah County. (See Exhibit 2 for delineation of urban unincorporated
planning areas.) The mid-county area, Portland’s largest unincorporated urban area, is expected
to be annexed by 199?. The remaining two smaller unincorporated areas within Portland’s
urban service boundary and the Troutdale/Wood Village/Fairview urban service boundaries have
no schedule for annexation.

Ultimately, the Multnomah County planning Service area will consist of only the rural
unincorporated area. This will include the urban fringe area (e.g., urban reserve) and rural areas

(resource, secondary, and exception lands).
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4. Multnomah County provides limited planning services to residents of urban
unincorporated areas.

Current planning, code enforcement and special planning studies constitute the planning
services provided urban unincorporated residents. Since Resolution A, approximately 40
percent of the Multnomah County current planning program is consumed by urban
unincorporated residents.

Most of the cost for current planning services (land use permits, land division approvals and
design review) is paid for by the public requesting the service via user fees. Through annual
adjustments to the Multnomah County Fee ordinance, 75 percent of the service cost for current
planning programs are intended to be recouped through user fees.

Unlike current planning programs, however, the cost of providing the code enforcement service
is totally dependent upon the support of the General Fund. Even though the county has
established fines for zoning violations, the ability of the county to collect fines is limited by
effectiveness of liens and the willingness of the courts to levy fines. Courts have been unwilling
to levy fines in addition to mitigation cost.

The few special planning studies done in the urban unincorporated areas have been initiated by
cities, the eventual planning service providers. Typically, the role of county planning staff is to
support special planning studies by providing background information. Fano and Johnson creek
drainage basin studies are two examples of planning studies where county staff has provided
technical and background information.

5. Multnomah County provides both current and long range planning services to rural
county residents and most of county’s land use planning resources are spent within
rural planning areas.

Approximately 58 percent of all lands within the county are rural lands situated outside the
urban growth boundary (UGB). The remaining area, the urban area, constitutes 42 percent of
the area within the county. A relatively small percentage of land in the urban county remains

unincorporated, approximately seven (7) percent.

Multnomah County is mandated to adopt a Comprehensive Plan and land use regulations for all
areas within its jurisdiction. (See Appendix for a list of County Planning Mandates.) Consistent
with state requirements the County has an adopted a comprehensive plan, community plans,
zoning code, subdivision code, and design review and code enforcement ordinances which apply
to all unincorporated lands within the county, both urban and rural. Most of the county's
planning resources, however, have been spent on rural county areas and/or consumed by rural
county residents.
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Since 1983, long range planning programs and special studies have only been provided for rural
areas of the county. No urban unincorporated area has received these county funded planning
services.

In terms of demand, rural residents have consumed 60 percent of current planning services,
approximately 50 percent of the code enforcement service, and 100 percent of the long range
planning and special studies services.

Another measure of resource utilization, the Multnomah County planning staff consist of 10 1/2
planners and support staff. (This includes the Senior Planner position responsible for the Rural
Area Planning program which has not yet been filed.). Staffing commitments to urban
unincorporated work represents 1.6 FTE (parts of a Code Enforcement Planner, Current Planner
and OAII positions).

U Requirements:

1. Both Counties and Cities have land use planning requirements that cannot be
transferred to other authorities.

State laws require counties to prepare and adopt a comprehensive plan and land use regulations
to implement the plan. The responsibility for adopting policy can not be conveyed to another
jurisdiction. The County may choose to contract for the administration of land use regulations
and long range planning services. The County Board cannot, however, assign its legislative
mandates (plan and policy adoption requirement) to other units of government.

2. County planning programs are distinctively different from city planning programs.

The basic differences stems from state mandates. County planning requirements are found in
ORS 215 (County Planning; Zoning; Housing Codes - 20 pages) and ORS 197 (Comprehensive
Land Use Planning Coordination) while city planning mandates are found in ORS 227 (City
Planning; Zoning - 3 172 pages) and ORS 197 (Comprehensive Land Use Planning
Coordination).

Although both county and city planning programs are governed by ORS 197, county planning
organizations have a different requirements. Multnomah County must apply goals 1 thru 15
while the cities need not apply Goal 3 (agriculture) and Goal 4 (Forest). This distinction sets
county planning apart from city planning, emphasizing the rural resource management and
preservation role of the county planning program from the urban development emphasis placed
on the city planning programs. Counties are charged with a steward role of preserving and
protecting habitat and resources for preservation and utilization purposes. Conversely, city
planning programs are charged with the responsibility of providing space for a variety of urban
uses. These differences in mandates distinguish county and city planning programs.
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3. The county must adopt a Comprehensive Plan and administer the Columbia River
Gorge National Scenic Area Management Plan.

In 1983 The county's Comprehensive Framework Plan was acknowledged by the Oregon Land
Conservation and Development Commission as being consistent with state lands use laws. This
mandated plan serves as the basic land use policy document for all unincorporated areas of the
county. As required by state land use law, this plan must be periodically reviewed by the county
to insure the plan reflects current conditions, values and legal requirements. Also, the plan must
be amended as new state land use laws are adopted (e.g., OAR 660 - new Forest Rule).

Since 1983 the county has amended parts of the plan as the state has adopted new administrative
rules (OAR's) pertaining to housing, natural resources, and forest lands. No comprehensive
review of the plan has been undertaken since 1983. The Rural Area Planning project is part of
the county's long range planning program and 1992 was funded by the Board for the purpose of .
comprehensively reviewing and updating the plan on an area-by-area basis. Some of the
assumptions used to develop the original plan policies are no longer valid and some new
administrative rules require changes and additions to the plan. (See Appendix "State Mandate:
Comprehensive Plans for a summary of ORS 197, the state law requiring adoption of
comprehensive plans.)

By Federal law, Multnomah County, along with two other Oregon counties - Wasco and Hood
River counties, must adopt and implement zoning ordinances consistent with the Columbia
River Gorge National Scenic Area Management Plan. The management plan responds to
quideline established by a federal act, not the state's land use law. The federal act and the
statewide land use law have different purposes and procedures which are not always compatible.
Because of differences, Multnomah County and the two other Columbia River Gorge counties
must administer two long range planning programs. Multnomah County has recently amended
its zoning code, adding approximately 100 pages of new provisions representing a 20 percent
increase to the existing zoning code. Provisions in the federal act require the Gorge
Commission and the U.S.D.A. to review and approve proposed changes to the Columbia River
Gorge National Scenic Area Management Plan.

4. The county's current planning program must adhere to state requirements for making
limited land use decisions and conducting quasi-judicial proceedings.

The county's current planning program complies with all state requirements and procedures.

The county's zoning and land division ordinances establish review and approval procedures
consistent with ORS § 215 and 92 respectively. (See Appendix "State Mandate: Planning and
Zoning" and "State Mandate: Land Division.") In general these procedures require notice of
pending deliberations, establishment of clear and objective approval criteria, adoption of hearing
rules for the conduct of hearings and adoption of an appeal procedure. In most cases the county
must complete its deliberation within 120 days. (See Exhibits 3 and 4 for an outline of steps
required to complete a typical quasi-judicial proceeding and the types of information required
for each phase of a quasi-judicial process.)
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Exhibit 1

Rural Planning Areas in Multnomah County
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Exhibit 2

Urban Unincorporated Planning Areas in Multnomah County
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Current Planning Program:

Quasi Judicial Process

= Typical Case

Exhibit 3

3/4/93 6/25/93
Applicant Applicant 's Final
Confirm Submittals
Applicant - Staff Application Req
1/4/93 1/21/93 2/1/93 3/3/93 6/25/93,
Zoning Counter Pre Application Application Application Application

Inquiry B Meeting Filed || Completeness Deemed Complete
W/ Applicant Check by Staff
e ]
Hearings OQfficer
8/12/93
7/14/93 8/2/93 8/3/93 —_ 10/14/93
HO Decision
Hearing Hearings Officer Hearings Officer Filed W/ Clerk Board Sets
Notice (HO) Hearing Decision [ & Rehearing
Announced Distributed to
| Parties
Board
8/16/93

Agenda Packet
Distributed to

Board

N 8/24/93 10/5/93 10/15/93
/23/ 9/7/93 /28/93 I
8/23 9§ - - Report HO Decision to o Board Decision Board Decision
Notice of Review Board Appeal Appeal Signed & Filed Final
Filed || * Appeal Hearing Notice Hearing W/ Clerk

* Board Motion
(Set Scope & Hear)




11/2/93
10/26/93 11/12/93

Board Decision

Rehearing Signed & Filed Notice of
Hearing W/ Clerk Decisions to all

Parties

3/14/94

Court Appeal |

LUBA

3/14/94

12/6/93 12/28/93 LUBA

File Intent to County Files Decision
Appeal to | Record W/
LUBA LUBA

3/14/94‘
LUBA Remand
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Current Planning Program:

Exhibit 4
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Chapter 197

1989 EDITION

A‘Comprehensii-(e Land Use"P_l_anning Coordination -

GENERAL PROVISIONS
197.005 Legislative findings
197.010 Policy ..

197.013 Implementation and enforcement of state-
. wide concern

197.015 Definitions for ORS chapters 196 and 197
197.020 Land use decision consxderatnons

LAND (X)NSERVATION AND
DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION

197.030 Land Conservatxon ‘and’ Development Com-
mission; members, appomtment, confirma-
tion, term, vacancies

197.035 Commission officers, selection; quorum;
- * compensation and expenses

197.040 Duties of commission -
197.045 Powers of commission

197.050 lnterstate agreements and compacts, com-
mission powers

197.060 Biennial report; draft submnssxon to com-
o mittee; contents

197.065 Annual report analyzmg uses of certain
land; local government reports

DEPARTMENT OF LAND : <
. CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT .

197.075_ Department of Land Conservatlon and De-
© -~ velopment.

197.080 Department monthly report requu'ed

197.085 ~Dxrector' appomtment, compensatxon and
expenses .

197.090 Duties and authonty of dxrector

197.095 Land Conservatlon and Development Ac-
count - - - - . S .

JOINT LEGISLATIVE (X)MMI'I'I‘EE ON
LAND U

197.125 Joint Leg:slatlve Comnnttee on Land Use.
_h.executxve secretary | -

197.130 Members; appomtment,.term, vacancxes,.

“majority vote required in actions .
197.135 Duties of commxttee

o " ADVISORY commrmass

197.160 State Citizen Involvement Adv:sory Com-
mittee;: city -and county citizen advxsory
commlttees :

197.165 -Local Ofﬁclals.Ad\nsory Committee

" COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING .
RESPONSIBILITIES e

197,175 Cities and counties- planning’ responsibil-
ities; rules on mcorporatlons, comphance
with goals -

197.180. State agency’ planmng responsxblhtles,
-:  ‘certain information to be submitted to de-
AU - partment; :determination .- of :compliance

with goals-and plans; niles

agreements with local governments

197.185 Special district planning - responsxbllxtleS'

197.190 Regional coordination of planning activ-
ities; alternatives

GOALS COMPLIANCE
197.225 'Preparatlon' adoption

197.230 Considerations; finding ‘of need requlred
for adoption or amendment of goal

197.235 Public hearings; notice; citizen involve-

T ment implementation; submission of pro-

. posals

197.240 Commission action; pubhc hearing; notice;
amendment; adoption

197.245 Commission amendment of initial goals'
adoption of new goals

197.247 Amendment of goals; margmal lands des-
ignation; effect on applicability of goals

197.250 Compliance with goals required . R

197.251 Comphance acknowledgment; commission

review; rules; limited acknowledgment-
compllance schedule :

197.253 Participation in local proceedin dgs required
;. for submission of comments and objections

197.254 Bar to contesting acknowledgment ap-
. . pealing or seeking amendment . )
197.255 County review of comprehensive plans re-
s .-.. quired; compliance advice -. )
197.260 Annual county reports on comprehensnve
plannmg compliance
197.265 State compensatxon for costs of defendmg
compliance actions .
197.270 Copies of comprehensive plan and land use'
~-.. regulations; post review : -
197.277 - .Oregon Forest Practices Act; exclusxon \
197.279 Approved wetland - conservatxon plans
comply with goals; exception - ; Sk

197.283 Commission to assure protectxon of ground
* water resources
2

NEEDED HOUSING lN URBAN GROWTH
AREAS

197.295 Definitions for ORS 197.303 to 197.313 ‘and
197.475 to 197.490
197.303 “Needed housing” defined

197.307 Effect of need for certain housing in urban
growth areas; placement standard for ap-
proval of manufactured dwellings

-197.312 Limitation on clty ‘and’ county authonty

-..to prohibit certain kinds of housing :
197.313 lnterpretatlon of ORS 197.312

~ENFORCEMENT OF PLANNlNG GOALS

197.319 Procedures prior to request of an .enforce-
ment order

197.320 Power of commission to order comphance

with goals and plans .
197.324 Proceedings pnor to order of compl.lance
- with goals ) .

197328 Procedures to consider order to comply
© " " with goals

19-119




MISCELLANEOUS MATTERS

197.340

197.350

197.390

197.395

197,405’

Order for compliance with goals; review
of order; withholding grant funds; lnjunc—
tions

Weight given to goals in planmng practlce,
regional diversity and needs-

Burden of persuasion or proof in appeal to
board or commission

ACTIVITIES ON FEDERAL'LAND

.Activities on federal land; list; permit re-

quired; enjoining-violations.
Application for permit; review and issu-
ance; conditions; restrlctlons; review

AREAS OF CRITICAL’ OONCERN

Desngnatlon of areas of critical state con-
cern; commission recommendation; com-
mittee revxew, approval by Legls_latnve

~ Assembly

197.410

197430

Use and actxvxtles regulated, emommg vi-
olations

Enforcement powers ‘

- SlTlNG OF DESTINATION RESORTS

197.435
197.440
197.445
197.450
197.455

197.460
197.465

1

197.475
197.480
197.485:

ks o

197.4%0

Definitions for ORS 197.435 to 197 465
Legislative fmdmgs " L o
Destination resort criteria o

. Siting. without taking goal exception .

Sites from’ whlch destmatlon resort ex-

.. cluded

Compatxblhty ‘with - ad)acent land uses,

.. county measures

Comprehensive plan unplementmg meas-

-ures . . e : LT

SITING OF MOBlLE HOME AND e o
ACTURED DWELLING PARKS

Policy
Plannmg for~parks- procedures, mventory

: Prohibition on restrictions: of manufac-
tured dwelling - . ., ... S

Restnctlon on estabhshment of park o

o MORATORIUM ON’ OONSTRUCI‘ION OR o

197.505
197.510
197.520 -
197.530

197.540

197.610 -

197.615

LAND DEVELOPMENT

: Defimtlons for ORS 197.505 to:197.540 .

Legwlatwe find.lngs _
"Manner of ,declarmg moratorxum -
Correction program; procedures
Revnew by Land Use Board of Appeals

. POST. ACKNOWLEDGMENT .
.. PROCEDURES. o

BRI

“Loeal.’ government. . notice- of proposed

amendment ..or new,.. regulation; ex-
emptions; report ‘to commission

~Local government - notice ;of adopted
amendment or new regulatlon, content,

""" notice by director 7"

197.620
197.625

197.640

Who may appeal

[y

When amendment or new.. regulatxon con-

_sidered acknowledged ' o .
Periodic commission review; schedt'xle,'

limitations; scope of review; notice to local
' government; local government ‘duties; no-
tice of review; substitute order

197.641

197.643

- 197.645

197.647

197.649
197.650

197.660
197.663
197.665

197.667

197.670

197.675
197.677
197.680

197.685

197.707

197.712°

192.717

197.732

19’7 747

197. 752

197.757

197.763

197.805
197.810

197.815
197.820

197.825

197.830

197.832 .

197.835

19-120

Local government notice of final review
order; submission to director

Who may file objections to final review
order; form and content of objections

* Review by dxrector, notice of action taken;

appeal to commission; revision after final
order

Commission review; . notice; procedures;

rules; scope of revxew, sxmphﬁed periodic

review
Fees for notice; establishment by rules

Appeal to Court of Appeals; standing; pe-

tition content and service

SPECIAL RESIDENCES
Definitions '
Legislative findings; o
Locations of residential homes

"Locatlon of residential facﬂlty, application’
and supporting documentation

Zoning requirements and prohibitions for
residential homes and residential facilities

SEASONAL FARM- WORKER HOUSING

Definitions
Policy

. Legislative findings

Location of seasonal farm-worker housmg'

, siting : standards

ECONOMlC DEVELOPMEN'I‘
Legislative intent .

“Commission- duties; comprehensive plan
- provisions; public facility plans; state

agency coordination plans; .compliance
deadline

Technical assistance by state agencnes, in-
formation from Economic Development
Department model ordmances e

jex]

., GOAL EXCEPT[ONS N

Goal exceptions; criteria; rules; review

"MISCELLANEOUS
Meaning of compllance with the goals”

. for certain purposes

Lands available for urban development

Acknowledgment deadline for newly incor-
porated cities

Conduct of local ‘Quasi-judicial land use
hearings; notice requirements; hearing

procedures

"_LAND USE BOARD OF APPEALS

Policy on review of land use decxslons

Land Use Board of Appeals appomtment
and removal of members; qualifications

Office locatlon -

Duty to conduct review proceedmgs, au-,
.thority to issue orders . )

Jurisdiction of board; hmxtatlons, effect on
. eircuit court jurisdiction . .

Review procedures; standing; deadlmes, is-

sues subject to review; attorney fees and
costs; publication of orders

Board Publications Account

"Scope of review




COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE PLANNING COORDINATION

197.840 Exceptions to deadline for final decision

197.845 Stay of land use decision being reviewed;
criteria; undertaking; conditions; limita-
tions

197.850. Judicial review of board order; procedures;
scope of review; undertaking

197.855 Deadline for final court order; exceptions
197.860 Stay of proceedings to allow mediation

CROSS REFERENCES

Airport Zoning Act, 836.300 to 836.400
City planning functions, Ch. 227
County planning functions, Ch. 215

Definitions relating to manufactured dwellings and mo-
bile home and manufactured dwelling parks, 446.003

Economic development plan, county, coordination with
other plans, 280.505 Lo

Federal land use planning, HJR 41 (1987)

Forest practices as nuisance; exceptions; remedies,
527.800 to 527.810 : .

Global wa-ming, strategy for reducing emission of gases
- that contribute to, participation by Land Conser-
vation and Development Commission, 469.060

Land use planning goals and rules, amendment required
for siting of corrections facilities, 1989 c.789 §13

Multiple-unit housing in urban areas, compliance wit
*  planning and zoning, 307.650 .

Review of decisions by municipal corporation, 19.230
Willamette River Greenway, 390.310 to 390.368

197.085
Geothermal well drilling applications, 522.065, 522.125
197.125

Forest practiceés, report, 1989 c.184 §2
Report to committee by commission on amendments re-
guired for siting corrections facilities, 1989 ¢.789
13
‘ 197.180
Recreational planning, 390.180
197.251

Subdivisions within acknowleﬂged comprehensive plan
exempt from Oregon Subdivision Control Law,
92.325

, 197.475 to 197.490
D_eﬁnitions for 197.475 to 197.490, 197.295
197.610 to 197.640

Hazardous environmental conditions, amendments to
plans and regulations, 466.385

19-121




CoOuNTY
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215.010
215.020

215.030
215.035

215.042
215.044
215.047
215.050
215.060

215.080
215.090
215.100
215.110
215.130

215.170
215.185

215.190

215.203

215.207

215.213
215.214

215.215
215.223
215.233

215.236

215.243
215.253

215.263

Chapter 215

1989 EDITION

County Planning; Zoning; Housing Codes

COUNTY PLANNING
Definitions for ORS chapter 215

Authority to establish county planmng
commissions

Membership of planning commission

Planning commission member conflict of
interest activities

County to appoint planning dxrector' term
and duties of director

Solar access ordinances; purpose; stand-
ards

Effect of cornprehensive plan and land use
regulations on solar access ordinances

Comprehensive planning, zoning and sub-

division ordinances

Procedure for actlon on plan; notice;
heanng :

Power to enter upon land
Information made available to commission
Cooperation with other agencies

Recommendation of ordinances to ‘imple-
ment plan, content; enactment, referral
retroactivity prohlblted :

Application of ordinances; alteration of
nonconformmg use

Authority of cities in unmcorporated area

Remedies for unlawful structures or land
use

Violation of ordinances or regulations” -

AGRICULTURAL LAND USE
(Excluslve Farm Use Zones)

Zoning ordinances establishing exclusive
farm use zones; definitions

Absence of farming activity due to illness;
rules of Department of Revenue

‘Permitted uses in exclusive farm use zones

Effect of solid waste disposal site classi-
fication on compliance with agncultural
land goals

Reestablishment of nonfarm use

Procedure for adopting zoning ordinances;
notice

Validity of ordinances and development
patterns adopted before September 2, 1963

Establishing nonfarm dwelling in exclusive
farm use zone; procedures; disqualification
for farm use valuation; additional tax or
penalty; requalification

Agricultural land use policy

Restrictive local ordinances affecting farm
use zones prohibited; exception

Review of land divisions in exclusive farm
use zones; criteria for approval; ex-
emptions

215.273 Applicability to thermal 4 'energy power
plant siting determinations. .

215.277 Seasonal farm-worker housing; compliance
with agricultural land use policy required

215.283 Alternative uses .in excluswe farm wuse
zones

215.288 Impact of using marginal lands designation
or lot-of-record provisions in exclusive
farm use zones

215.293 Dwelling in extluslve farm use zone; con-
dition; declaration

215.29 Standards for approval of certain uses in
exclusive farm use zones; ‘violatioh of
standards; complaint; penaltles, exceptlons
to standards .

215.298 Mining in exclusxve farm use zone, land
use permit . e

215.301 Blending materials for.cement prohlbxted
near vineyards; exception .

215.303 Committee on land use to adopt proce-
dures and penalties concerning uses in ex-
clusive farm wuse zones; report to
Legislative Assembly’

(Marginal Lands)
215.317 Permitted uses on margxnal land
215.327 Divisions of marginal land- -~ = . .7

215337 Review' of marginal” lands deslgnatlon.'
findings of fact L T

PLANNING AND ZONING HEARINGS
AND REVIEW" 7. .

215.402 Defimtlons ‘for ORS 215.402 to 215 438

215.406 Plannin 5 and zoning hearings ‘officers; du-

- . - ties and powers; authority . of governing
body or planning commission to conduct
hearings .

215.412 Adoption of hearing procedure :

215.416 Application for permlts, consolidated .pro-
cedures; hearings; notice; approval. crite-
riaj decision without hearing

215418 Approval of development on wetlands, no-
: tice

215.422 Review of decision of hearmgs ofﬁcer or
other authority; notice of appeal; estab-
lishment of fees; appeal of final decision

215.428 Final action on permit or zone change ap-
plication required within 120 days; ex-
ceptions; mandamus authorized

215.431 Plan amendments; hearings by planning
commission or hearings officer; exceptions

PERMITTED USES IN ZONES
215.438 Transmission towers; location; conditions

215.448 Home occupations; where allowed; condi-
tions; annual review of permits
215.452 Winery; conditions; local government
- findings and criteria ’

215.455 Effect of approval of winery on land use
laws

20-83




COUNTIES AND COUNTY OFFICERS

NOTICE TO PROPERTY OWNERS

215.503 Legislative act by ordinance; mailed notice .

to individual property owners required by
county for land use actions

215.508 Individual notice not required if funds not
available

215.513 Notice form; forwarding of notice to prop-
erty purchaser

COUNTY HOUSING CODES

215.605 Counties authorized to adopt housing
codes

215.615 Application and contents of housing ordi-
nances

CROSS REFERENCES

Advertising signs, regulation, Ch. 377
Airport zoning, Ch. 836
Airport Zoning Act, 836.300 to 836.400

Assessment of open space lands for ad valorem ta.\auon,
308.740 to 308.790

Assistance in planning, 184.160, 351.260

Buildings, public and government, ‘requirements for use
by disabled, 447.210 to 447.280

City planning and zoning, Ch. 227
City 2oning ordinances, application, 227.286

Construction and land development moratorium; stand-
ards and procedures, 197.505 to 197.540

Cooperation of state agencies with countv housing au-
thority, 456.315

County assessor to notify’ planmng dxrector of change
in tax lot lines, 308.210

County forests and parks, 275.320 to 275.370
-County plumbing work standards, 447.080

County road rights of way, permission to build on,
374.305

Definitions relatmg to manufactured dwellings and
manugactured dwelling and mobile home parks,
446.00 co D

Economic development plan, 280.500

Farmland, zoned and unzoned special assessment rules,
- 308.345 to 308.406 :

Fire laws and reFulatlons exemption granted by State
Fire Marshal, 476.030 -

Forest land, conversion to nonforest use not prevented
by Oregon Forest Practices Act, 527.730

Forest practices as nuisance; e\'ceptions- remedles
527800 to 527.810 :

Housmg conditions, power of county housing authontv
to investigate and make recommendatlons 456.125

Housmg projects as subject to local laws and regu-
lations, 456.150

.La'nd Conservation and Development Commission, com-
pliance acknowledgment for county comprehensive
plan and zoning, effect, 197.251

Land Use Board of Appeals, 197.805 to 197.855

Pedestrian malls, 376.705 to 376.825

Planning coordination and planning districts, Chs. 196,
197

Plans to bear stamp of registered architect, 671.025-

Procedure for submittinf question whether city or
county public official required to file statement of
economic interest, 244.201 .

Property held under lease or lease-purchase by mstltu
tion, organization or public body other than state,
307.112

‘Reclamation of mlmng lands, "effect upon local zoning

{aws or ordinances, 317.780

Recreation facilities, coaoperation with State Parks and
Recreation Dlrector, 390.140

“Review’ of subdivisions authorized, 92.215°

Servxce facnhtles master plans and dlstncts Ch. 451
Struétures of public assembly, approvmg certain plans
for, 456.975

Subdivisions and partitions, appeals jurisdiction, duties,
procedure, authonty, review, 92 010 to 92.170, 92. 205
to 92.285

Urban renewal and redevelopment of blighted areas, Ch.
457

Willamette River Greenway, 390 310 to 390.368
‘Wreckers,- motor vehicle, regulatlon llmlt on location

and size, 822.140
215.050 v

Land use regulatlons in soxl consc“ ation dlstncts
- 568.630° -

215.110 .
Ordinances, certain retroactire .prehibited,'92.285-', NS
215.170

- Approval of subdi.vision..plats in unineorporated area,

227.110
S 215.208

Agricultural land, assessment .and ta.\atlon 308 345 -to

308.406

Condemnation by Flsh and Wlldhfe Commxsswn -of land
used for farm use prohibited, 496. 154

;Quahﬁcatlons for farmland not in area zoned for farm

use, 308.372
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92.010
92.012

92.014

92.016

92.017
92.018
92.025
92.040
92.042

92.044

92.048
92.050

92.060

92.080
92.090

92.095
92.097

92.100

92.105

92.110
92.120

92.122

—

Chapter 92

1989 EDITION

Subdivisions and Partitions

APPROVAL OF PLAN; PLATS
Definitions for ORS 92.010 to 92.190

Compliance with' ORS 92010 to 92.190 re-’

quired

'Approval of city or county required before

creating street or road to partition land

When sales of lots prohibited untll ap-
proval obtained; exception

When lawfully created lots and parcels re-
main discrete lots and parcels

Buyer’s remedies for purchase of improp-
erly created lot or parcel

Prohibition of sales of lots or certain in-
terests prior to recordation of plat

Appllcatlon for approval of -subdivision or
partition; tentative plan

Governing body having jurisdiction to ap-
prove plans, maps or plats .

Adoptlon of standards and procedures

governing approval of plats and plans; de-

legation to planmng commission; fees

Adoption of regulatlons fovermng ap—
proval of partltlomng of land not otherwise
subject to approval; establishment of fees

Procedure for. adoption of regulatlons un-
der ORS 92.044 and 92.046

Requirements of survey and plat of subdx-
vision and partition

Markmg certain points of plats of subdi-
visions and partitions with monuments;
specifications of monuments; monuments

- placed before recording -

Monumenting interior corners after re-
cording plat; bond, cash deposit or other
security

Surveyor’s affidavits; procedure for re-
cording monumented corners on plat pre-
viously recorded

Preparation of plat

Requisites for approval of tentative subdi-
vision or partition plan or plat

Payment of taxes, interest or penalties
before subdivision plat recorded

Employment of private licensed engineer
by private developer; government stand-
ards and fees

Approval of plat by city or county sur-
veyor; procedures; approval by county

. assessor and county governing body; fees

Time limit for final action by city or

‘county on tentative plan

Land in special districts; approval of plat;
appeal from refusal of district to approve
or act .

Filing and recording plats; copies; plan,
plat or replat for land to which water right
is appurtenant

Acknowledgmeut by Water Resources De-
partment of receipt of copy of plat

92.130

92.140

- 92.150

92.160

92.170

92.175

92.180
92.185

92.190

92.205

92.215
92.225

92.305
92.313
92.317
92.325
92.337

92.339

92.345
92.355

92.365

92.375

Additional tracings transferred to county
surveyor; replacmg lost or destroyed re-
cords

Indexing of plat records
Construction of donations marked on plat

Notice to Real Estate Commlsswner of re-
ceipt of subdivision plat

Amending recorded plat affidavxt of cor-
rection

Methods by which  certain land may be
provided for public purposes -

REPLATTING
Authority to review replats

Reconfiguration of lots and pubhc ease-
ments; vacation; notié¢e; utility easements

Effect of replat; operation of -other stat-
utes; use of alternate procedures-

UNDE\_’ELOPED SUBDXVISIONS
Policy
Review authorized; manner .

Determining whether subdivision subject
to review and '‘need for revision or vaca-
tion; determining need for revision or va-
cation of undeveloped subdxvnsxon,
hearings; notice to landowners’

Revision, vacation of undeveloped subd.l-
visions; vacation proceedings; effect of in-
itiation by affected landowner

Fees for review proceedings resultmg in
modification or vacation :

MISCELLANEOUS PROVISlONS
Retroactive ordinances prohibited

OREGON SUBDIVISION AND SERIES

PARTITION CONTROL LAW
(Generally)
Definitions for ORS 92.305 to 92.495
Policy; construction; citation
Policy; protection of consumers
Application of ORS 92.305 to 92.495

Exemption procedures; thhdrawal of ex-
emption; filing fee

Use of fees
(Filing Requirements)
Notice of intention; fee

Commissioner may request further infor-
mation; content

Filing information to be kept current; fee
for notice of material change

Consent to service of process on commis-
sioner

(Examination of Subdivision and Series

92.385

10-33

Partition; Public Report)

Examination; public report; waiver of ex-
amination in other state

R e S o




PROPERTY RIGHTS AND TRANSACTIONS

92.395

92.405

92.410

92.415

92.425
92.427 |

92.430
92.433

92.455

92.460

92.465
92.475

92.485

92.490
92.495

Waiver of examination in this state; notice
to subdivider or series partitioner

Sale prohibited where public report not
waived; distribution and use of public re-
port o -
Review of subdivisions for which public
report issued; revised public report; com-
pliance with ORS 92.305 to 92.495

Advance. of travel expense for examination

of subdivision or series partition
(Requirements for Sale)

Cohdjtions prerequisite to sale

Cancellation. of agreement to buy interest

. in subdivision or series partition; proce-

dure; effect; waiver; exemptions

Notice to. purchaser of cancellation rights;
form . :

Escrow documents required of successor
to vendor’s interest

_Inspectidn of records

(thxblted Acts)
Blanket encumbrance - permitted only in
certain circumstances
Frz_xucjl and deceit prohibited
False or misleading advertising prohibited;
liability e
Waiver of legal rights veid *

o A'('En'fqrc_éhmenf).

Civil penalty;-hearings; lien
" Céase and desist order; injunction '

PENALTIES
92.990  Penalties

CROSS REFERENCES
Apportioning special assessment among parcels formed
by partition of single tract, 223.317 to 223.327

City planning commissions, Ch. 227

City zoning ordinances,- application, 227.286

County planning commissions, Ch: 215

Land use planning assistance, 351.260

Recording plats, 205.190 L
Regulation of sale of timeshare property, 94.803 to 94.945

Subdivision plans, submission.to city planning commis-
sion, 227.100

Unit ownership of real préperty. (c'ohddminium), Ch. 106
Vacation of plats, 271.080 to 271.230 - S
‘ ’ 92.010 to 92.170 -
Exclusion of subdivision lands from irrigation districts,
545611 S e T e
92.042 S '
Authority “to  approve  subdivision “plats  in.
unincorporated area, 215.170, ‘227.110 o
92.050 ’

.

Fiéld notes and maps of survey to be filed with coimt)"
surveyor, 209.250A : . .

Monuments establiShéd by 'ébunt)'( '_sixrveyqr, 209.070
Monuments marking proposed county road, ‘368.106
. T 92,100 . S
City planning commission, ‘approval of plats; necessity,
227100, 322.110 - -~ . - .

It




1/92

4/92 7/92 - 9/92 12/92

3/93

6/93 : 9/93

Transportation Rule Amend - phase 1

] E

Forest Goal Amend

CRGNSA ORD ]

Comp Plan Periodic Review

: ]
Long Ramnwe [Planmimng

I 1992/

Bridal Veil ESSE

Angell Bros ESEE Analysis | ]

3
Sub Regional Plan - West Hills
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LoNG RANGE PLANNING PROGRAM
FY 1993/94 |

Mandated Projects:

Transportation Rule - Phase 2
Agricultural Lands Designations
Rural Center Designations
Urban Reserve Designations
Periodic Review? -
a) Mineral Aggregate
b) Historic Preservation Designations

Fuh o

Necessary‘Projects:

1. Rural Area Plans (Sub-Regional Plans - Includes all mandated planning
work)
2. Geographic Information System (GIS)

Important Projects:

1. Multnomah Channel Study (Part of the Sauvie Island Rural Area Plan)

2. Forest Practices Act and Goal 5 interface

3. Sauvie Island Recreation Plan

4. Scenic Resources Inventory and Policy Development

5. Balch Creek Protection Plan (Some of this will be addressed as part of
the West Hills Rural Area Plan

6. Corbett Rural Center Design Plan

7. Sandy River SEC Designation - West Bank (Part of the West of Sandy
River Rural Area Plan)

8. Site Development Standards

9. Golf Course Study

10. Fairview Lake SEC Designation

11. Dunthorpe Land Use Policy/Zoning Code Review

12, Zoning Code Update/Revisions

13. Others



