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FI!BRUARY 22 & 25,1999 

BOARD MEETINGS 
FASTLOOKAGBNDA ITEMS OF 

INTEREST 

Pg 6:00 p.m. Monday Public Hearing on 
2 North Rivergate Jail Site 

Pg 9:30 a.m.Thursday Annual Multnomah 
3 County Audit Committee Presentation 

Pg 10:00 a.m.Thursday Certificate of 
4 Achievement for Excellence in 

Financial Reporting Award 

Pg 10:10 a.m.Thursday Amendments to 
4 AFSCME, Local 88 Agreement 

Pg 10:12 a.m.Thursday Budget 
4 Modification OMSI Science Oasses 

and Camps for Low-Income Youth 

Pg 10:15 a.m.Thursday Early Childhood 
4 Issues Briefing 

* 
Check the County Web Site: 
http://www.multnomah.Jib.or.us 

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

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

Produced through Multnomah Community 
Television 



Monday, February 22, 1999-6:00 PM 
Multnomah County Courthouse, Boardroom 602 

1021 SW Fourth Avenue, Portland 

PUBLIC HEARING 

PH-1 Hearing to Solicit Public Comment Regarding Purchase of a County Jail Site 
at a Location within the "Rivergate" Industrial District Owned by the Port of 
Portland. Presented by Sheriff Dan Noelle, Lt. Bobbi Luna and Staff. Public 
Testimony Limited to Three Minutes Per Person. Boardroom Open at 5:30 
p.m. to Sign Up to Testify. 

Thanks to Multnomah Community Television and Portland Cable Access 
Television, Monday's hearing will be cable-cast live on Cable Channel30 
and replayed at the following times: 

Tuesday, February 23 4:00 p.m. 
Sunday, February 28 10:00 a.m. 
Monday, March 1 8:00 p.m. 
Tuesday, March 2 4:00 p.m. 
Thursday, March 4 7:00 p.m. 
Sunday, March 7 5:00p.m. 

Channel30 
Channel30 
Channel30 
Channel30 
Channel30 
Channel30 

Thursday, February 25, 1999- 9:30AM 
Multnomah County Courthouse, Boardroom 602 

1021 SW Fourth Avenue, Portland 

REGULAR MEETING 

CONSENT CALENDAR 

NON-DEPARTMENTAL 

C-1 Reappointment of Susan Oliver to the DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY 
AND FAMILY SERVICES CITIZEN BUDGET ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

C-2 Reappointment of MLou Christ to the DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES CITIZEN BUDGET ADVISORY 
COMMITTEE 
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C-3 Reappointments of Dick Wegner, Michael Greenlick and ltwin Mandel to the 
DISTRICT ATTORNEY CITIZEN BUDGET ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

C-4 Appointment of Sandy Haffey to the DUll COMMUNITY ADVISORY 
BOARD 

C-5 Appointment of C. Tannert Pinney, Jr. to the MULTNOMAH COUNTY EMS 
MEDICAL ADVISORY BOARD 

C-6 Reappointment of Charlotte Cook to the DEPARTMENT OF JUVENILE 
AND ADULT COMMUNITY JUSTICE CITIZEN BUDGET ADVISORY 
COMMITTEE 

C-7 Appointment of Justin Larson and Reappointment of Jean Cauthorn to the 
NON-DEPARTMENTAL CITIZEN BUDGET ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

C-8 Reappointments of Vera Robbins, George Kelley and Marv Woidyla to the 
SHERIFF'S OFFICE CITIZEN BUDGET ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 

C-9 Renewal of Intergovernmental Agreement 9910545 with Oregon Health 
Sciences University, Providing Dental Services for Low-Income Persons 
Living with HIV 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AND FAMILY SERVICES 

C-1 0 Intergovernmental Agreement 99103 80 with Portland Public Schools, 
Purchasing a Demonstration Project for Youth Asset Building through 
Community Organizing Services 

REGULAR AGENDA 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

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

DEPARTMENT OF SUPPORT SERVICES 

R-2 Multnomah County Audit Committee Presentation of Comprehensive Annual 
Financial Report and Single Audit Report for the Fiscal Year Ending June 30, 
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1998. Presented by Katy Gallagher, David Boyer and Jean Uzelac. 30 
MINUTES REQUESTED. 

R-3 Acknowledgement of the National Government Finance Officers Association's 
Certificate of Achievement for Excellence in Financial Reporting Award to 
Multnomah County for its Comprehensive Annual Financial Report for June 
30, 1997. Presented by Chair Beverly Stein. 

R-4 Ratification of Amendments to the 1998-01 Collective Bargaining Agreements 
Between Multnomah County and AFSCME, Local 88, AFL-CIO 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AND FAMILY SERVICES 

R-5 Budget Modification CFS 7 Transferring $15,000 One Time Only Salary 
Savings from the Touchstone Personnel Budget to Professional Services to 
Fund a Contract with OMSI Providing Financial Assistance for Low Income 
Children to Participate in OMSI Science Classes and Camps through June 30, 
1999 

NON-DEPARTMENTAL 

R-6 Early Childhood Issues Briefmg. Presented by Commissioner Lisa Naito and 
Denise Chuckovich. 15 MINUTES REQUESTED. 

COMMISSIONER COMMENT/LEGISLATIVE ISSUES 

R-7 Opportunity (as Time Allows) for Commissioners to Provide Informational 
Comments to Board and Public on Non-Agenda Items of Interest or to Discuss 
Legislative Issues. 
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MEETINGDATE~: ________ f_£8~2_2_1_99_9 __ 
AGENDANO~: ____ ~P_H~-~'---

ESTIMATED START TIME~: ------=te~··__,00~9r~(Y\!....! 

(Above Space for Board Clerk's Use ONLY) 

AGENDA PLACEMENT FORM 

SUBJECT: Public Meeting on the Rivergate Jail Siting 

BOARD BRIEFING: DATE REQUESTED'-: ___________ __ 
REQUESTEDBY~: ____________ __ 

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

REGULAR MEETING: DATE REQUESTED: Monday, February 22, 1999 
AMOUNT OF TIME NEEDED: 6:00P.M.- 8:00P.M. 

DEPARTMENT: Non-Departmental DIVISION: MCSO/Executive Division 

CONTACT~:--=D=~~O=ld=h=am=----- TELEPHONE#: 251-2519 
BLDG/ROOM#: H~sen Bldg. Room 103 

PERSON(S) MAKING PRESENTATION: SheriffD~ Noelle, Lt. Bobbi Luna ~d Staff 

ACTION REQUESTED: 

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

SUGGESTED AGENDA TITLE: 

Public Meeting Soliciting Public Comment Regarding Purchase of a County Jail Site 
at a Location Within the 'Rivergate' Industrial District Owned by the Port ofPortl~d 

SIGNATURES REQUIRED: --~ 
z 

Oo 
\ ~ ;:o3: 

ELECTED OFFICIAL: C?" .. ~ 2> ·gJ.~ 
(OR) :zo 
DEPARTMENT g 
MANAGER: ~ 

ALL ACCOMPANYING DOCUMENTS MUST HAVE REQUIRED SIGNATURES 

Any Questions: Call the Board Clerk@ 248-3277 
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New Multnomah County 
Corrections Facility · ·., ; 

• 
at 

A newsletter in the public interest keeping citizens informed on the planning and design 
of the new C(J1Tections facility 

in Mu/tn(J1n0h County. 

NOTICE: Public Hearing rm Nurth 
Rivergate Jail Site . ,..---. ~~~ 
The Multnomah County Board of Commissioners is hold­
ing a public hearing to accept public testimony on whether 
to select the parcel in North Rivergate on the southern end 
of the Leadbetter Peninsula as the new site for the new 
Multnomah County jail. A 15-member citizens Siting Ad­
visory Committee selected Rivergate as the first alternative 
location for the voter-approved jail. The new jail will help 
meet future needs for jail space and help prevent early re­
lease of inmates due to overcrowding. 

The public hearing is set for: 

Monday, February 22, 1999 
6:00p.m. 
Board of County Commissioners Meeting Room 
Multnomah County Courthouse, Boardroom 602 
1021 SW Fourth Avenue, Portland 

Testimony at the hearing will be limited to three (3) min­
utes per person. 

Persons wishing to submit written testimony may give one 
copy to the Board Clerk at the hearing or have it delivered 
to: 

Deborah Bogstad, Board Clerk 
1120 SWFifthAvenue, Suite 1510 
Portland, OR 97204 

or fax the Board Clerk at (503) 248-3013 
or e-mail her at: deborah.l.bogstad@co.multnomah.or.us. 

The public hearing will be cable-cast live on Cable Chan­
nel30. 

Proposed North Rivergate Site 

Individuals with disabilities may call the Board Clerk at (503) 
248-3277, or Multnomah CountyTDD at (503) 248-5040, 
for information on available services and accessibility. 

For more information on the new jail, or if you wish tore­
ceive future copies of the New Jail Newsletter (if not al­
ready a subscriber), please contact Lt. Bobbi Luna of the 
Multnomah County Sheriffs Department. Lt. Luna can be 
reached by phone at: (503) 248-3282. 
You can write her at: 

Lt. Bobbi Luna 
Multnomah County Sheriffs Department 
1120 SW Third Avenue, Room 322 . 
Portland, OR 97204 

Or, you can send her a fax at (503) 736-6829 or an 
e-mail at: bobbi.l.luna@co.multnomah.or.us 



.Al1'EN110N- Board ofC(JUnry Ciimmisslrmm 
Public Hearing on North Rivergate Jail Site 

When: 

Where: 

Tri-Met: 

Monday, February 22, 1999 
6:00p.m. 
Mulmomah County Courthouse 
1021 SW Fourth Avenue, Boardroom 602, Portland 
on the downtown Portland transit mall 

Testimony will be limited to three (3) minutes per individual. 
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February 11, 1999 

TO: Sheriff Dan Noelle 

CC: Lt. Bobbi Luna 
County Board of Commissioners 
John Legry, CIC 
Ed Lyle, CIC 
Emily Roth, Metro 
St. Johns Neighborhood Association 

.. , . t~JARIJur 
Lh 'NJ r ·couit.--,.J, Pll'ilsstc~~t·':t··'• 

ll ~ u 

99 FEB 12 AM 10: 03 

f•iUL T f-..ON;_;H COUNT v 

OREGON I 

RE: Response to SheriffNoelle's letter dated February 1 concerning the secret meetings 

Dear SheriffNoelle: 

Thank you for your response to my letter about Lt. Luna's secret meetings. I appreciate and 
accept your apology. 

I disagree, however, with your presumption that I intended to bring up "the entire siting issue" at 
that meeting of January 26. That was the furthest thought from my mind at that meeting. I 
clearly understood the meeting's purpose was to discuss the environmental buffer, and I was 
prepared to and intended to discuss only that. 

Also, let me make clear that I am not necessarily opposed to a jail in Rivergate. Rather, I am 
opposed to a jail at Bybee Lake, particularly because of the environmental impacts. There are 
many other reasons why I think this is a poor choice for a jail site, but the environment is right 
up there at the top of my list. 

Finally, I appreciated your statement that I was "certainly welcome to attend" future meetings. 
So, why was there no meeting last night (Febmary 10) as scheduled at Metro? The guard's list 
showed the meeting was supposed to happen, and even Pam Arden showed up. I almost can't 
help but wonder if the meeting was moved to a different location to keep it secret (private, in 
your words). Also, your letter didn't answer why nobody from the local community is included 
in these meetings. Many members of the local community are knowledgeable about the Bybee 
Lake environment. I was prepared to contribute relevant scientific information at these meetings 
about the buffer. Please try to keep in mind that an open process that involves all stakeholders is 
the best use of public money. 

Please let me know if the meeting was cancelled or rescheduled. Also, please let me know the 
schedule for all meetings. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

J~·P.t'~ 
Kevin O'Sullivan 
7624 N. Kellogg St 
Portland, OR 97203 
285-5322 



St. PJu ~ /l~ttH 
1316?1 . .t~ St .. #441 

'P~. ~~ 91203 

February 11, 1999 

TO: Sheriff Dan Noelle 
Lt. Bobbi Luna 
Commissioner Beverly Stein 
Commissioner Gary Hansen 
Commissioner Sharron Kelley 

SUBJECT: Public Hearing in St. Johns 

Commissioner Diane Linn 
Commissioner Lisa Naito 
Commissioner-elect Serena Cruz 
John Legry, CIC 
Ed Lyle, CIC 

By a unanimous decision, the St. Johns Neighborhood Association does hereby request 
the County to hold a public hearing in St. Johns to allow the community a chance to be 
heard. This public hearing should be held prior to any County decision about the 
proposed Bybee Lake jail site. 

The Association believes that the February 22 public hearing scheduled for downtown is 
impracticable. There are many people for whom a 25-mile roundtrip drive on a 
work/school night is impossible. There are many other people who don't drive or cannot 
drive at night. It would be much easier for eight County people to travel to St. Johns than 
for eighty or eight hundred people to travel downtown. 

We urge you to honor this request ASAP and to use bulk mailing to notifY the peninsula 
community of this public hearing in St. Johns. Thank you. 

Respectfully yours, 

Linda Hval, Chair 
St. Johns Neighborhood Association 
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To the County Commsissioners: 
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I a~ writing in regards _to the citing of ~h_e county jail_ ci~e_d at t~y;1cr_,4_g~1 pJi~~~etdb?fr,v 
Snuth Lakes. I am aksmg that the dectston to put this Jad at this locatl<:m<ESm.f6ristCI~red 
for a variety of reasons. · 

I am a teacher at George Middle School. My students and I have been involved 
with the Bybee and Smith Lakes Area. It has been wonderful to work in a low income 
neighborhood that has this wildlife area. Bybee and Smith Lakes has been a place where 
students have become involved with city government, wildlife research and citizenship. 
Much of our work was made possible through Metro enhancement grants , given to the 
Bybee Lake area as a means of building up a resource in North Portland. St. John's was 
the location of the St. John's landfill, which most assuredly would not have been placed in 
a high income neighborhood. The landfill served the city in Portland, at the cost of 
neighborhood degradation for St. John's. The enhancement grants intended to act as a 
"Pay back" to St. John's, a mitigation, of sorts, to create something beautiful and usable 
for the same community that had to put up with the land fill. Now, it seems , that a jail 
will be cited adjacent to the lakes. The jail will make it so I no longer feel safe bringing 
my students to Bybee and Smith Lakes. Looming around the peace and quiet of the lakes 
will be a prison, whose effect will not ol)ly harbor a psychological effect on people visiting 
the lakes, Qut a biological effect to the wildlife as well. The enhancement grants were 
meant as pay back to the ST. John's community for the effects of the landfill. Now a 
prison is being stamped over this enhancement. It is a little bit like giving a child a winter 
coat, because they must live in freezing temperatures, and then voting to put holes in the 
coat. The prison creates the holes, undoing the good of the enhancement grants. In truth, 
it is a sham and a slap in the face to this low income neighborhood. Simply, St. John's 
does not deserve this weight around its collar. The city gives St. John's target 
improvement funds from one hand, and then saddles it with the county jail. This is wrong. 

Other complaints I have regarding the jails citing are as follows: 
1. The rivergate site is right next to the Smith and Bybee Lake 40 mile 

loop trail. No one will use this trail if it goes by the jail for security reasons. 
2. Bybee Lakes is a site important to a variety of species. My students 

and I have seen wintering Bald Eagles , a federally listed threatened species, at the lakes. 
We have seen them flying and landing in areas near the site of the proposed prison. 

3. Wintering flocks ofwaterfowl, egrets and migrating neo tropical birds 
seasonally use the lakes. The lights from the prison will be unnatural to this urban natural 
site. The lights have been directed to be pointed downward, however, please remember 
that birds fly.... In New York city, neotropical migrants have been confused by the array 
of lights from the cities landscape, and it has been documented that the reduction of night 
lights help migrants to complete their flight with less casualties. The bright lights of a 
prison during the migration season could very possibly prevent birds from using Bybee 
Lakes as stop over migration site. Do you propose to tum out the prison lights during 
spring and fall migration? 

3. My students have often frequently seen Western Painted Turtles, a species of concern 
in the ponds by the lakes. We fear that run off from the prison could effect the lakes water 
quality 



4. This area is prone to flooding. My students helped to design a site that was 
going to be a visitor center for the lakes. The whole plan was scrapped because prior to 
construction the site flooded. Remember too that Ramsey Lake which was to be a 
reconstructed wetland for the sewage treatment of downspout water had unanticipated 
problems due to flooding .... ! wouldn't want the lakes to be polluted due to flooding of the 
construction site for the prison. 

5. I would find it difficult to feel safe bringing my students to the lakes, 
encouraging them to use it on their own or bring their families to this site. 

Please reconsider locating the prison here. I have worked long and hard to help 
build up community involvement in Smith and Bybee Lake. Please don't shoot holes 
through the coat you have given us. 

Ginny Rosenberg 
Urban Eco Systems school coordinator 
George Middle School 
10,000 N Burr 
Portland , Oregon, 97203 
621-3538 



BOGSTAD Deborah L 

From: T. Ho-Gland 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Thursday, February 04, 1999 3:30 PM 
deborah.l.bogstad@co.multnomah.or.us 
Written Testimony-Rivergate Site 

RE: New Jail Site - Rivergate 

I live in North Portland {St. John's) and would like to comment on the new 
jail site. 

I attended the meeting at Roosevelt High School in December and remember 
hearing comments like "not in my backyard" and "the danger to the wildlife 
of Bybee Lake". I am as concerned about the wildlife as the neld person 
and if Portland as a whole keeps saying "not in our backyard" then the 
current housing of our jail systems will be overcrowded again. Then what? 
back to matrbcing of prisoners? What is the point of going through the 
court system, if prisoners are not even going to have to pay for their 
wrong deeds. 

In my opinion, the new jail site is great. The location is on the 
industrial side of North Portland and not near our schools and 
neighborhoods. Frankly, I would like to see the persons who break the law, 
actually pay for their crimes. If we don't have a facility to house the 
criminals in our society, than the criminals are in the neighborhoods and 
on the streets. 

Having been on the grand jury for our corrections facilities, I have seen 
the facilities and the people that manage them. The facilities were clean 
and well run and quiet. Safety and security was always very evident. Not 
at all what I had imagined, as prior to that grand jury I had a very 
similar opinion: "not in my backyard". However, having seen these 
facilities I can not stress enough how misguided the general population is 
about jails. Perhaps to many movies. 

In closing, I wte yes to this site. 

N. Portland resident. 
(Name withheld) 
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CAMPBELL Edward A 

From: CHAIR Mult 
Sent: Thursday, February 04, 1999 9:11 AM 
To: 
Subject: 

STEIN Beverly E; CAMPBELL Edward A; FARVER Bill M; SCHOLES Rhys R 
FW: Jail Site 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Beverly: 

Richard Ellmyer 
Wednesday, February 03, 1999 12:50 PM 
mult.chair@co.multnomah.or.us 
Jail Site 

The Friends of Smith & Bybee Lakes are moving in the right direction for 
setting conditions relating to the siting of the jail in Rivergate. A 
150 foot setback and lots of evergreen trees is a very good place to 
start. In general I am in favor of the Rivergate site. Please support 
any efforts to protect the environment surrounding the site. In 
addition, an architect with a good eye should be hired to prevent the 
structure and grounds from being an eyesore. Just because this is a jail 
doesn't mean it has to be ugly. 

Richard Ellmyer 
9124 N. McKenna Ave. 
Portland, OR 97203 
289-7174 
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Deborah Bogstad, Board Clerk 
1120 SW Fifth Avenue, Suite 1510 
Portland, OR 97204 
Fax: 248~30 13 

Susan Rawley 
8520 N. John Avenue 
Portlland, OR !J7203 

F ehruary 4, 1999 

Re: Public Hearing on North Rivergate Jail Ssitc , Monday February 22, I ?99 

Dear Ms. Bogstad: 

1 would like to voice my vote against the building of a jail on the St. John's 
Peninsula. There are several prominent reasons: 
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The Smith lake and Bybee Lake area has been a focus of environmental protection 
groups for the past several years, with a goal to retain the area as a sanctuary for birds 
and wildlife. As the history of North Portland is one of industry, the recent trend is 
towards mending some of the impact lhat industry has had on the river bottoms, sloughs, 
and wetlands. 

We, in St. John's, have been told repeatedly that the lakes area would be saved 
from any development and returned to its natural state. that the sloughs would be cleaned 
and industrial run-off be curbed. Hiking trails and bird viewing stations where to be the 
only human print on this area. These promises of industrial clean-up and prcscrvasion of 
areas in their natural state is one of the reasons 1 felt comfortable buying a home here. 

Because this is a peninsula. open space is scarce and access limited. there are only 
two roads that lead to this site and both roads come from the same direction. There is no 
road to the West, North, and East! 

This is where the Columbia River and Willamette River meet. We've already 
taken up the banks of these rivers with industry and comn1ersc, this peninsula land has 
it's share, and more, of industry and it's fallout. Build the jail in an already concreted 
area, where there are many arteries to reach the jail, not just two roads that lead to a very 
small piece of land, all that is left of the peninsula's wet lands. 

Yours Sincerely, 

~~~~ 
Susan Rawley 
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Febrero 2, 1999 

Deb Bogstad 
County Commisioner's Board Clerck 
1120 SW 5th Ave. 
Room 1515 
Portland Ore. 97204 

Estimada Senorita Bogstad, 

Esto.v escrihiendo a w;;ted parn. expresar mi preocupaci6n a cerca de los 
planes de edi.ficar una Facilidad de Correciones en el area deN. Smith and 
Bybee Lakes. Estas noticias nos han preocupado bastante porque la comunidad 
Latina ha crecido bastante en el Norte de Portland. Muchos miembros de esta 
comunidad han comprado casas con grandes sacr~ficios para poder ofrecer 
estabilidad y un futuro mejor para sus hijos, y siempre hay muchos pequefios que 
caminan a las escuelas elementarias y la Scundaria Roosevelt Otro grupo que 
serfa gran causa de preocupaci6n es el de los anciarws propietarios de casas en las 
que han vivido por Ia mayor parte de su vida por que esta area lza sido ambiente 
tranquilo y favorable . 

Este proyecto de Correcciones afectaria muy adversamente a 1zuestra comunidad 
y por esto estamos alarmados. Queremos que escuchen nuestra voz y busquen un 
terreno apropiado para eregir esa carcel;un Lugar en donde no afecte 
adversamente a las familias de comunidades . 

Sinceramente 

Please enter this into Public record 
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Febrero 2, 1999 

DebBogstad 
County Commisioner's Board Clerck 
1120 SW 5th Ave. 
Room 1515 
Portland Ore. 97204 

Estimada Senorita Rogstad, 

Estoy escribiendo a ustedpara expresar mi preocupaci6n a cerca de los 
· planes de edificar una F acilidad de Correciones en el area de N. Smith and 
Bybee Lakes. Estas noticias nos han preocupado bastante porque la comunidad 
Latina ha crecido bastante en el Norte de Portland. Muchos miembros de esta 
comunidad han comprado casas con grandes sacr~ficios para poder ofrecer 
estabilidad y un futuro mejor para sus hijos, y siempre hay muchos pequeiios que 
caminan a las escuelas elementarias y la Scundaria Roosevelt Otro grupo que 
seria gran causa de preocupaci6n es el de los ancianos propietario,-,· de casas en las 
que han vivido por la mayor parte de su vida por que esta area ha sido ambiente 
tranquilo y favorable . 

Este proyecto de Correcciones afectaria muy adversamente a nuestra comunidad 
y por esto estamos alarmados. Queremos que escuchen nuestra voz y busquen un 
terreno apropiado para eregir esa carcel;un Iugar en donde no afecte 
adversamente a las familias de comunidades . 

Sinceramente 

Please enter this into Public record 



BOGSTAD Deborah L 

From: TBush95233@aol.com . 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Saturday, January 30, 1999 1 :41 PM 
deborah.l.bogstad@co.multnomah.or.us 
northportland@juno.com 

Subject: Jail Siting Public Hearing 

Dear Commissioners: 

Since I will be traveling on business out of town on Feb. 22th, I am 
submitting this as part of my written testimony. I have lived in St. Johns 
for over twenty-nine years and feel that it is wrong to site a jail in the 
Rivergate district. I believe that siting a jail conflicts with the Port of 
Portland's mission, that the land is intended for industrial use only. The 
land in Rivergate belongs to the industries of the Pacific Rim and not for 
County use. The Leadbetter Peninsula must be maintained as greenspace to 
protect the Smith and Bybee Lakes Wildlife Area. 

Sincerely, 

Tom Bushard 
7102 North Seneca 
Portland, OR 97203 

Page 1 



January 28, 1999 

TO: Sheriff Dan Noelle 
Lt. Bobbi Luna 
County Board of Commissioners 
John Legry, CIC 
Ed Lyle, CIC 

CC: Friends of Smith and Bybee Lake 
Emily Roth, Metro 
St. Johns Neighborhood Association 
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I wish to register a formal complaint against Lt. Bobbi Luna concerning the public 
humiliation and degradation inflicted on me during a meeting held at Metro on January 26. I 
also wish to register a formal complaints about the Bybee Lake Jail workgroup and the 
meetings that are being conducted secretly by the County. 

First, let me fill you in on a little background. During the days leading up to the January 26 
meeting, I heard rumors that a Bybee Lake workgroup had been formed and that meetings 
were being held. So, I approached Emily Roth (Metro), who confirmed that such meetings 
were being held, but that she was not at liberty to disclose the meetings whereabouts and that 
I should contact Lt. Bobbi Luna. So, on January 26, I finally reached Lt. Luna. She informed 
me that the meeting was not public and would not volunteer any more information other than 
to say that the meeting was only to discuss "environmental issues." However, later that day, I 
received a call from another citizen who learned where the meeting was from John Legry of 
the county's Citizen Involvement Committee. John Legry had just talked with Lt. Bobbi . 
Luna, who told him the meeting would be open to the public. The meeting was scheduled at 
Metro Headquarters at 7 PM, immediately following a 5:30 meeting that I'd already planned 
to attend in the same building with the Smith & Bybee Lakes Management Committee. 

At the Metro Committee meeting, there was a lengthy discussion about the Bybee Lake Jail. I 
contributed some ideas about the buffer that everyone agreed should be included as part of the 
buffer design. Right after that meeting, I was personally thanked by a committee member for 
my input. Although I am personally opposed to the Bybee Lake jail site for a number of 
reasons including the flawed process by which it was selected, I chose not to raise these 
concerns. My participation in buffer design discussions should not be construed as my 
acceptance of the Bybee Lake jail site. 

When Lt. Luna's workgroup convened at 7 PM, everybody in the room introduced 
themselves. At my turn, I kidded that I had heard the meeting was closed to the public so "I 
decided to come". I believe Lt. Luna failed to see the humor in that. Ten minutes into the 
discussion of the jail site, I spoke up to elaborate on a specific point raised by another 
attendee. Before I could finish my sentence, Lt. Luna cut me off and told me I could not 
speak at all. Stunned by this, I paused and not wishing to be disruptive to the "process", I 
replied, "I will remain silent- but I object." I found this mistreatment to be degrading, 
humiliating and completely reprehensible. No citizen engaged in civic discourse should be 
subject to such mistreatment by a public official. Despite such degradation, I still managed to 
contribute to the dialogue, but only in a small, humiliated way, as I was reduced to submitting 



handwritten notes to a more privileged attendee, who could only raise my points as if they 
were his own. 

As I sat taking notes during the meeting, I couldn't help but observe that the room was half­
filled by technical consultants for the Sheriff's office. Only six handpicked citizens were 
there to advise the Sheriff's people how to design a buffer for the Bybee Lake jail site. I was 
the only person from among the 40,000 citizens who live closest to this jail site, yet I was shut 
out of the discussion. In view of the small number of attendees and the lack of any local 
community representation, I should have been allowed to participate in the discussion. 

I would like to briefly elaborate on how this workgroup is symptomatic of a badly 
deteriorated public process that betrays the public trust. 
• First, this meeting was the second of four planned meetings, and has been kept secret from 

the public. Frank Opila and Emily Roth (attendees) have told people who inquired about 
the meetings that they were not at liberty to disclose the whereabouts of the meetings. 

• Second, according to a County Resolution approved on August 28, 1997, the County 
Board authorized "Sheriff Noelle to commission a Citizens Working Group comprised of 
representatives of local neighborhood, business and environmental organizations to advise the 
Sheriff and the County on design, construction, building footprint and operation ofthe new jail." Lt. 
Luna's workgroup violates the letter, spirit and intent ofthis resolution. The workgroup's 
assignment to design the buffer will inherently require discussion and giving advice about 
the overall design and operation of the jail. 

• According to a memo from SheriffNoelle to Ed Lyle, CIC Chair, dated October 29, 1998, 
"the St. John's Neighborhood Association will have representation on ill!ll citizens working group." 
He goes further to state that "representation will be weighed in favor of businesses and citizen's 

proximity to the new jail." (It should also be noted that he also promised to hold "at least one 
public hearing within the community area."). 

• In a memo to John Legry (CIC), dated October 13, 1998, Lt. Bobbi Luna stated her 
intention to form a workgroup "comprised wholly of concerned community members." She also 
indicated that none of her technical advisor or consultants would sit on this workgroup. 

To conclude, I believe Lt. Luna owes me an apology, as her behavior was unbecoming of a 
public official, particularly one who represents the honorable office of the Sheriff and the 
County. I also believe that this workgroup should be made more representative and inclusive 
ofthe local community. 

There are two more meetings planned for this workgroup, but the dates and locations are 
unknown. I urge the Sheriff and the County Commissioners to open up the process before it 
goes completely down the drain. Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Kevin O'Sullivan 
7624 N. Kellogg St 
Portland, OR 97203 
285-5322 



January 26, 1999 

Beverly Stein , 

I am very concerned about the proposed jail site at Smith & 
Bybee Lakes! This is a very sensitive wetland area. When and 
where have the opportunities for public involvement in this decision making 
process taken place? What provisions have been considered for increased 
public transportation for family members and workers at this public institution? 
This would increase traffic in an area already traumatized by development that 
has redefined the wetlands and natural area. How does this site fit into the plan 
the "Port Commission" has for the economic development? Th6(NOUid not 
consider small businesses (family owned stores) because of theif' plan. yet a jail 
site does? I'm confused ... North Portland is no longer a dumping ground! Our 
focus needs to be on improving the living conditions and cleaning up messes 
we have inherited: the slough, toxic contamination, traffic flow, noise pollution 
from the PRI and being considered second class citizens not worthy of light rail 

as promised. LISTEN TO THE CITIZENS! ll1 L/IJ1 u__/}_u,U1t·~ 
Myroa Dunnigan (289-~ 9) . 

F""'~ DUNNIGAN f~r-u:;'".~ P.O. BOX 1708 ,__,.. '·'·' 
PORTLAND, OR 9 l7 Tj>.j ~· 
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Jtu~uary 15, 1999 

TO: 
Mike Thome, Executive Director 
Alfred Gleaso~ Commissioner 
Robert Walsh, Commissioner 
Keith Thornson,. Commissioner 
Cheryl Penin, Commissioner 

CC: 
David Lohman. Policy & Planning 

St. ,._ ~ .r1Mtld4tu. 

19161t. L~ Se .. #IIIII 
1J~. DR 91203 

Robert Cook. Jr .• Commissioner 
Michael Powell,. CommissJoner 
Ann Nelwn. Commissioner 
R.icltard Wise. Coolmissioner 
Junki Yoshida, Commi.ssioner 

Peggy Krause, Real Estate Marketing Mgr. 
Bruce Andrews, J'ublic Affairs 
Chris White, Community Affairs 

SUBJECT: Rivergate Jail Site 

Th¢ Rivergate Industrial District is within the boundaries of the St. Johns Neighborhood 
Association and is a major part of our community_ We 1h.e:retore have a strong interest in what 
goes on in Rivergate. On January 11. 1he St. Johns N&ghborhood Association voted to convey 
to the Port of Portland that Rivergate property should not be sold foT 3. new county jaiL We 
believe 1here are better uses for that land. 

The St. Johns Neighborhood Association understands the Port's mission is to promote industrial 
and commercial stability, and to create and retain quality jobs. In fulfillment of that mission, 1he 
Port must fuJJy develop the promise ~nd potential ofRiverga~. Rivergate is a viml maritime 
'trade center comprised of industries that drive the region's economy. A jail is an inappropriate 
activity and does not belong there. 

The Port must not f-eel pressured to sell 22 acres to 1he County. Many other 22-acre siies are 
available throughout the County. but the County has not bothered. to look at them. Perhaps the 
Port can persuade the County to compile and evaluate a list of all available 22-acre sites. We 
encourage the Port to stand its ground and refuse to sell Rivergate property to the County. We 
firmly believe that other, more suitable. sites exist for the jail. Thank you. 

Respectfully yours. 
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Linda Hval, Chair 
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January 14,1999 
7826 N. Chautauqua Blvd. 
Portland,Oregon 97217 
Linda Minard 

Chair Bev Srein 
Bybee Lake 
1120 S.W. 5th Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97230 

Dear Bev Stein, 

I am writing in opposition to the proposed county jail at 
Bybee Lake. I was against the Radio Tower sit also. I am opposed to 
any 'site for the jai 1 that is 1 ocated on the North Port 1 and 
Peninsula. North Portland always gets everything else that the 
city, or other levels of government don't want in another section 
of the city. 

I am opposed to the Bybee Lake site for several reasons as 
follows: 

a. Bybee Lake shore is completely unimproved-no utilities 
or road access. 
b. Additional fill would be needed to elevate roads, 
utilities, building, etc. above flood stage. 
c. The environment is sensitive shore of our nation's 
largest urban freshwater wetland. 
d. Consider the animals that live in the area-black 
tai 1 ed deer, otter, beaver, coyote, red fox, Chinook 
salmon, Western painted turtle, not to mention the bird 
wild life. 
e. A study from the county determined that the area 
contained a high density of ancient archeological sites. 
f. Also the possibility of disturbing Native American 
burial grounds. 
g. The site is a sandy peninsula bordered by water on 
three sides. 
h. The soil is nothing but dredge fill, the worst 
possible foundation for a residential facility. 
i. The county's study concluded that letters a & b, were 
flaws that would add an additional $6 million to the cost 
of building this facility. 



I deeply feel that building a jail at Bybee lake would be a 
waste of the money. Why do we need more jails. Make the punishment 
for crimes more severe and crime might drop. If the death penalty 
were enforced maybe the crime rate would drop. Make an example of 
the criminals that are now in jails. 

Thank you for your time. One thing to remember, is that the 
people's vote counts in elections and you are an elected official. 

C\C: Chair Bev Stein 
Commissioner Lisa Natio 
Commissioner Diane Linn 
Commissioner Sharron Kelley 
Commissioner Serena Cruz 
Sheriff Dan Noelle 

c~r~:dc~ 

K~ard I I 



12-11-1998 
VIA CERTIFIED US MAIL TO: Multnomah County Commissioners: 
Chair STEIN, Commissioners HANSEN, KELLY, LINN, NAITO, Commissioner 
elect CRUZ. ,',, 

My Dear Commissioners, . '- ,.__ 

At the September 24, 1998 regular meeting of the county commission, 
Resolution 98-147 was moved, seconded, discussed, voted upon and 
unanimously adopted. This action was taken over the express objections of 
Lewis Marcus and Dennis Keepes. Mr. Marcus objections claimed that the rules 
of notice were being violated (ORS 192, County Charter, County Rules of 
Procedure for Conducting Board Meetings.) Mr. Keepes objections claimed that 
the rules of interpretation were being violated. Further research supports these 
objections as true, correct and supported by the record and the rule of law. 
Resolution 98-147 is null and void. 

OBJECTIONS PERTAINING TO NOTICE: 
Actual notice for the September 24, 1998 meeting was not reasonable 
calculated (ORS 192). Actual notice was not given at a minimum of 72 hours 
(County Charter and County Rules of Procedure for conducting board meetings.) 

OBJECTIONS PERTAINING TO RULES OF INTERPRETATION: 

~ .... ,.~ '- '"' ·-r:~ 
~'"--'~ '"' w\.~~••• • • 

When the meaning of the Charter, bylaws, adopted rules and documents are clear on their face, the 
Multnomah County Board of Commissioners may not interpret them otherwise even by unanimous vote. 
Multnomah County Board's actions violating such documents are null and void. 

When the Multnomah County Board adopted Resolution 98-147, the Board failed to take the clear 
meaning of the Rivergate site as described in the text of the previous Resolution 97-173. In the record 
for Resolution 98-147 Chair STEIN interprets the following description of the Rivergate site from 
Resolution 97-173 text: 

"A parcel of approximately 35 acres situated within Blocks 9 and 14, 
Rivergate Industrial District, at a location to be determined, 

easterly of N. Lombard Street and northerly of N. Ramsey Blvd. Extended " 

Chair STEIN's interpreted this to mean: " ... any place on Rivergate." an industrial district consisting of 
2,800 acres. Commissioners HANSEN, KELLY, LINN and NAITO supported Chair STEIN's 
interpretation, all voting in favor of Resolution 98-147. This interpretation was made in spite of the fact 
that the text describing the Rivergate site is clear and unambiguous. 

The actions of the Multnomah County Board did not follow prescribed rules of interpretation. This action 
is in violation of the Multnomah County Charter, Multnomah County Rules of Procedure for Conducting 
Board Meetings, and Roberts Rules of Order newly Revised. Actions are null and void. 

Please take immediate action to remedy the above to avoid litigation. 

~ c.o 
c-: c.o 

Yours Truly, r-
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Lewis Marcus a ........ 
2:: {'"";) ~ 

7318 North Syracuse Street c.:: :1;::: 

Portland OR, 97203 
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FROM sa•..1cebox care bar FA>< NO. 2433251 Dec. 09 1998 09:17AM Pl 

Btt/ ~.u/uHt~f 
L~UNH CtMMISSIONt..R.~ 

98 DEC -8 t;M I; 02 
December 9, 1998 

~'.GL i ;<01·L~l·l CDUNTV 
D0R~. GON 
T Multnomah Co. Commissioners & 

From: 

Commissioners-Elect 

Jeff McMahon, former member, Siting Advisory 
Committee 

Dear Commissioners: 

I served as the St. Johns Neighborhood Association representative on 
the SAC. I attended every meeting and, to the best of my ability, 
worked to help select a good jail site. It is, as you well know, not an 
easy thing to do. 

Before you make your decision about siting this new facility, I would 
like to express a few comments and concerns. 

1. n1e site currently being reyiewed ithe one on Smith and Bybee 
Lakes) was never reviewed by the SAC. There was a different site ;n 
Rivergate, that was reviewed. I have recently heard the view 
expressed that the SAC's review of that one site could be extrapolated 
to mean that the SAC reviewed and considered all of Rivergate on 
equal terms. To me. this is ludicrous. I never looked at the current site 
or any other in Rivergate. This is a leap of logic that might be applied 
to half of the other sites in outer Northeast that we looked into 
individually. 

2. The former site in Rivergate is much preferable to the cprrent one. 
This is for two reasons. First, the County must lay in all of the 
infrastructure services to this site (water, power, sewer, etc) at 
substantial cost. This violates one of the initial screening criteria used 
to pick sites for consideration by the SAC. Second, The current site 
sits adjacent to the "crown jevvel" of North Portland, Smith and Bybee 
Lakes. The former site was not on the lake or slough. · 

3. The reduction of needed acreage to 22 acres (from .35) must mean 
that many sites were not subjected to review by the SAC. This is a 
very important point. While I am sure that the idea of reopening the 
search for site has limited appeal, the process of site selection ha.s 
been tarnished. I would lik~ to look at all possible sites around the 
County. As you know most of sites were irt North and Northeast 
Portland; it would have pleased me to look at more sites in other parts 
the County. 



FROM saucebox cafe bar FAX NO. 2433251 Dec. 09 1998 09:18AM P2 

The site selection process started out stron.gly and the SAC did a great 
deal of work and listened to hundreds of people. We selected a site. 
The site that was agreed to by the SAC, the Sheriff and County 
Commissioners. Then things changed and the site was removed for 
several reasons. (It is my belief that the site will be developed, even 
w1th the environmental concerns, in the next few yours.) This makes 
me personally very disappointed in the outcome of the process. 

In fairness, I have always felt that Sheriff Noelle has done (and 
continues to do) a commendable job with public outreach and in 
listening to all stakeholders. 

Finally, I wish for you to remember all of the social services the the St. 
Johns area bears. A large CSD office, a large proposed low income 
health center, a parole office, the sewage treatment plant for much of 
the city and let's not forget the St. Johns landfill. That is a lot. And 
now, probably what will become the largest County jai!. It does seen 
an unfair distribution to me. · 

Home: 232-0429 
Work: 241-3393, 

cc: Sheriff Dan Noelle 

Voicemail: 203-3232 

Concerned Citizens of North Portland 



12/7/98 
TO: Multnomah County (IvfC) Bd of Commissioners 
FR: Keepes 

9622 N Pier Park P1 
Portland, OR 97203 

RE: Newly Proposed Bybee Lake Jail site. 

Dear MC Board of Commissioners, 
At the 9/24/98 I\1C regular meeting a Resolution (Res) to pursue the newly 

proposed Bybee Lake Jail site, Res 98-147, was moved, seconded, discussed, voted upon, 
and. adopted. This action was taken over the express objections of~tfr Marcus and Mr 
Keepes. !vfr ~1arcus objected re rules of notice. !vir Keepes objected re rules of 
interpretation. Further research suppm1s these objec.tions, and c.ondudes the MC Bd 
action is null and void. 
The Marcus objection. 

\\'hetlter IvfC gave prescribed notice? 
MC must give 3 days notice of MC regular meetings. MC Bd actions violating 

prescribed notice are null and void. [FN]. 
Here, MC gave less than 3 days notice for the Resolution to propose and pmsue 

the new Bybee Lake Jail. site. 
MC did not give prescribed notice. !v1C Bd actions violating !v1C Chatier 

prescribed notice are null and void. !\1C Bd action is null and void. 
The Keepes objection. 

Wnether ~1C followed prescribed rules of interpretation? 
When the meaning of the Charter, bylaws, adopted rules and documents are clear 

on their face, ~1C Bd may not interpret them othetWise even by unanimous vote; !\1C Bd 
must amend. IvfC Bd actions violating such documents are null and void. (FNJ. 

When MC adopted Res 98-147, 1\..:fC Bd failed to take the clear meaning of Res 97-
173, and failed to reconsider or amend Res 97-173. In the record for Res 98-147, }v1C 
interpreted the SAC Rivergate site to be "anyplace in Rivergate," about 2800 acres, 
notwithstanding that Res 97-1 73 paragraph 8 clearly and unambiguously describes the 
SAC Rivergate site as only about 300 acres. 

I\1C did not follow prescribed rules of interpretation. IvfC Bd actions ·violating 1\1C 
Charter prescribed rules of interpretation are null and void. MC Bd action is null and void. 

Please remedy the above ASAP to avoid litigation. 
RSVP. 

V erv respectfullv yours, 
·. •' / ' 

~~r--~ 
Dennis Keepes I 

[FN] MC Charter 3.50(1), & (2); 
MC Rules of procedure for conducting board meetings Section 5, & Section 13A; 
Roberts Rules of Order Newly Revised, Scott Foresman, 9th ed, 1990 ed. 

p 5&1-5&2, Principles of Interpretation, & p 337-33&, Improper ~1otions. 
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c C December 4, 1998 

Dear Nan Lechner, ~o-tt't~ 

As your neighborhood association, we have researched the decision to site a jail at Bybee 
Lake in Rivergate. We have found several flaws in that process. A branch of Multnomah 
County government, the Citizens Involvement Committee, has also found flaws. ·we have 
extensive documentation that the siting of a corrections facility at Bybee Lake is legally 
flawed and therefore voidable. These procedural flaws go well beyond a few technicalities. 
Multnomah County is knowingly and willfully violating the law in their efforts to build a jail at 
Bybee Lake. 

Please find the following documents Included in this package: 
A position paper explaining some but not all of the problems with the Rivergate Jail. 
A letter from a branch of the Multnomah County government informing the county 
commission of it's improper actions. 
A Multnomah County manual that governs the siting of facilities. 

Please attend the next Rivergate jail siting meeting at NORDSTROM's 5703 North Marine 
Drive, Tuesday morning, December 8, 1998 at 7:30AM. You may want to ask why this 22 
acre site has not been compared to any other 22 acre site in the entire county. 

Our organization's position on this issue is that the Rivergate port areas would be better 
utilized for purposes that improve our marine economy. This Bybee Lake site was selected 
arbitrarily with no public involvement. No other 22 acre site in the county was even 
considered. If other 22 acre sites would have been considered, this site would have been 
easily ruled out because it is so technically flawed. 

Notwithstanding the flaws of this site, we support this site as a candidate site in a 
competitive process carried out according to law. A competitive process would compare 
this site to all available 22 + acre industrial or agricultural sites in the county. This process 
would follow the rule of law -according to the facilities siting manual that I have enclosed. 
This process will ensure that thi~' corrections facility will be located at the most suitable site 
in the county. ' 

All in all, we beli~ve that our good corporate citizens at Rivergate and the taxpayers of the 
county will be better served by a site selected according to the rules of law. As your 
neighborhood association, we are here to help you, and time is of the essence. Please 
contact me with your opinion. . . <:-~ ~ <-·_ 

Lewis Marcus, 
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COMMITTEE FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 

BRAHCH OF COUHTY 60VERHMEHT 
QUE~TIOH~ LEGALITY OF HEW JAIL ~ITE 

. 

A chartered branch of Multnomah County Government, the 
Multnomah County Citizens Involvement Committee, finds. flaws in the 

process to site a jail at Bybee Lake In Rivergate. · 

TO: Chair Beverly Stein 
Commissioner Gary H October 21, 1998 
Comm· . ansen 

ISSJoner Sharron Kell 
Commissioner Diane L" ey 
Com . . rnn 

mlssroner Lisa Naito INF 
. O:SheriffDan Noelle 

Ed Lyle, Cltair for 
Executive Committee 

FM: 

RE: B b 
Y ec Lake Jail Siting C"t· 

r rzen Process 
Due to complaints that tb . . 
proc~. the CIC review~ :~ed Bybee Lake Jail Siting does not ha 
res~lubon). We find that there . .tten ~rd (Minutes of9124198 M I ve adequate citizen 
lCVle~ and recommended tb IS Insufficient evidence to demon u tnoma_h_ County Jail 
C:."tensron of the SAC's c Bf~x:e Lake site. However tb stratc that Citizens actually 

recommendation in the Ri" • e record does indicate . 
In th · ergate to the proposed . an rnfonnaJ 

e anterest of a clear . . Site. 
and unambiguous 

J Th record, we recommend that· 
. . e SAC be reconvened t d . . 

lllcfude the Bybee sire. ~ ~Ide whetlter to formalize .ts . 
2. At ~east one citizen member ~d ?int only one meeti~- extenSJoa-to spccjfic:alJy 

adVISOly COmmittee d" · rom t. Jot.ns Neighborhood'"-- • • 
3. Any such acfviso ISCUssing or Planniaglbe B•.a.- "te; ~ocrataoa be added to 

ry COmmittee is • b • 7"- sa · and, any 
any ap~ ofdo . . werg ted aa favor of dtiz . 4

· ~SherifF holcb at=:,: by ~ic:al ~ors; and, en representation to avoid 
ncJghborhood an:a to sol" . p~bbc heanne (u not two) withi 

JCJt public comment prior to fiaaJ . n_ ~ affected 
We make tbcse l"eCOmmca • . SJte clecasaon. 
al&o With Te£ard fortbe lair~ 1Wiy a~ of the time clemem . 
OUfaygiv~ the isolation of~ of~ oftbe county. wru:volvecf for the Sherift but 
~mmi~ent to open public:::: re:sadeaces, it is ~t !C::C may be little public 

a Which may lead to c:astly 1_,anddispuDOt try to fon:e a decision due ::aty "! TeSpcct its 
- te. unpat~encc or 

Thank you for your co . ..._.., 
DSJ..,..iiUOll ofthc:sc 

COllcerns. 
CC: CIG; St Johns, Kenton N: . 

as; SAC; Dan Oldham; Lt. Bobbi luaa 



Position Paper on the Proposed Rivergate Jail 

We would like to support the efforts of the Sheriff and the County to build a new jail. 
We are, however, seriously concerned about the new Rivergate site. Our concerns boil 
down to the lack of public process and suitability. There has been no meaningful public 
process to select this Rivergate site. Furthermore, the Rivergate site fails many of the 
selection criteria for a jail. The selection of this site is flawed and legally voidable. 

Positions 

I. Start the public process over again. Up until now, the Sheriff has worked in a 
commendable manner to involve the public in the selection of a jail site. However, we 
are deeply concerned because the new Rivergate site was chosen without any 
meaningful public involvement. The public hearing(s) for this.site will be held a few 
days before the Sheriff goes before the County Commission, and only one month 
before a final decision will be made. The public hearing amounts to mere window 
dressing for a decision already made. This is a direct snub to the hundreds of decent 
citizens who toiled long and hard on the specific list (Jf eight candidate sites which did 
not indude this Rivergate site. The public needs to be involved in a meaningful and 
effective way in every stage of the decision-making process. 

II. Reconvene the SAC (Siting Advisory Committee). This is an important part of the 
public process. 

Ill. Expand the list of suitable locations. This Rivergate site was never on the list of 
sites examined by the SAC (Siting Advisory Committee). It does not meet many of the 
SAC's selection criteria. The jail size has been scaled down from 35 acres to 22 acres. 
This opens up many new possibilities for suitable locations. Therefore, a new list 
should be drawn up and examined by a citizens advisory committee. Other sites may 
be less costly, less objectionable, and more technically and politically feasible. 

"' IV. The Rivergate site is not suitable for a jail. For a variety of reasons, expressed 
below, the new Rivergate site is a poor choice for the jail. It never should have been 
chosen without fully involving the public. This site violates many of the selection criteria 
adopted by the County. The site is significantly different from the SAC's recommended 
site in Rivergate. 



Rivergate Jail 

Concerns 

November 2~ 1998 Concerned Citizens of North Portland 
Page 2. 

The above Positions are based upon the following concerns: 

1) There has been no public process for choosing this new Rivergate site. Open. public 
workshops are needed. . 
• The public must be involved in all phases of decision-making in the site selection. 
• The SAC must reconvene to consider this site and others. 
• The SAC's deliberations must be conducted in a series of open, public meetings. 
• ·Without meaningful and effective public involvement, the County's selection of.the 

Rivergate site will shun the efforts of hundreds of citizens, who worked hard to 
create selection criteria and to choose sites that meet those criteria. 

2) The Sheriff's process of selecting the new Riveraate site violates Multnomah County's 
Otizen Involvement Priocip/es(see attachment). 
• For example,. Principle 5 states that "Citizens should be involved early in planning, 

projects and policy development." 
· • Principle 7 requires the County to "make the best use of citizens' time and efforts." 

Because the site was selected without any public input and without reference to the 
selection criteria, the County is neglecting the considerable time and efforts of 
citizens involved in the process during 1996 arld 1997. 

3) The process of selecting this site violates many" of the principles and strateaies of 
Multnomah County's Facilities Siting Public Involvement Manual(see attachment). 
The following are just some of the principles and strategies that are being violated: 
• Principle 3 requires "being flexible to adjusting plans, where feasible, to meet public 

needs and desires." 
• Principle 2 requires public participation in "a// critical decisions" with "ample 

opportunity for public input. Comment: the new Rivergate site seems like a done 
deal that was slipped in through the back door. 

• Principle 6 requires the County to engage and solicit "the advice of nearby 
community members at every level and every stage." 

• Strategy 6 requires opportunities for public involvement in key decisions. This 
includes citizen committees and public workshops. 

4) Inadequate Notification. The public notification for this new site has been too little and 
too late . 

. 5) No Siting Advisory Committee was involved in the selection of this site. Two years ago, 
the SAC worked on a list of candidate sites. This Rlvergate site was not on that list. 
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6) New candidate sites are needed. 

Concerned Citizens of North PortJand 
Page3 

• Why stop at just one new site? The County must develop a new list of potential 
sites. 

• In 1996, the County did an initial screening of over 30 potential sites based on 10 
screening factors (see attachment). One of the screening factors required a 
minimum of 35 acres. 

• Ten sites were dropped because they were smaller than 35 acres. For example, 
the Sandy North Site -East was rejected solely because there was "not enough 
land, only 2~25 acres." 

• The threshold size is now 22 acres. Many new sites can and should be considered. 
Many of these new sites will likely include rural areas. 

7) The Rivergate site violates the·Countv's Initial Screening Criteria (see attachment). 
• There are no Services Available (utilities, water, sewer, infrastructure) at this site. 

Yet, many other potential sites were rejected because no services were available. 
• The soil is not of foundation grade. 
• Geo-technical and other design engineering factors (including infrastructure) will 

raise Capital Costs above acceptable levels. 
• The facility will not fit into the surrounding land uses (parks, recreation, wildlife). 

8) The site violates most of the SAC's Selection Criteria (see attachment). A full-fledged 
public process developed these selection criteria. They formed the basis for choosing 
among the eight specific candidate sites. Here are examples of violated Selection 
Criteria: 

i. The site is much too close to current and planned parks. The Rivergate site is 
directly adjacent to Smith-Bybee Lake and the planned 40-Mile Loop Trail. It can't 
get any closer than this. This clearly violates the County's selection criteria. 

ii. Buffering at this site will be entirely inadequate and impossible. 
iii. The site is an area susceptible to natural disasters (e.g. floods or earthquakes). 

Dikes are unlikely to be strong enough to meet the requirement to withstand 
earthquakes and floods at the same time. 

iv. The site has no access to public transportation. 
v. The site has considerable community opposition. 
vi. There will be negative impac~s on the watershed (the slough and the lakes). 
vii. The relative costs of all potential sites were not taken into account, because this 

site was not on the list of candidate sites. 
viii. The soil is not of foundation quality. It consists of dredged fill. 

ix. The site is not in accordance with economic development plans. 
x. There are high opportunity costs for foregone development. This is valuable 

industrial land and the tax base will be significantly eroded. 

9) Environmentally sensitive natural area. 
• The Smith-Bybee Lake natural area is environmentally sensitive to all noise, traffic, 

lights, erosion, runoff, etc associated with the construction and operation of the jail 
facility. There will be significantly large and adverse impacts. 

• The area is inhabited by the western painted turtle, a listed species. 
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10) Port of Portland's mission will be unfulfilled. A Rivergate jail will violate the Port of· 
Portland's economic development plan far industrial use only. This violates one of the 
selection criteria. 

11) Infrastructure costs are too high. There is no infrastructure (sewer, utilities, water). 
• This clearly violates the Initial Screening Criterion that requires infrastructure · 

services be available. 
• The County should not pay for constructing sewer lines, water, utilities and 

infrastructure. 

12) The site is an illeaal landfill and unsuited for development. 
• The wetland should be restored, not developed. 
• The County's use of this site will only serve to justify the Port's illegal fill of this 

wetland. 
• A lawsuit is currently pending on this illegal landfill. One acceptable settlement is 

to make this a greenspace. 
• The unsuitability of landfill material for construction was cited by County Property 

Manager, Bob Oberst, as a major reason for rejecting the Vance Pit and Vance 
Park Properties as a jail site (11-8-96 memorandum to the SAC). 

• The dredge-fill has been found to be contaminated, and might need to be 
contained, capped or removed because the lake is listed as "water quality limited" 
by DEQ. 

13) High-Risk Earthquake zone. The Smith-Bybee Lake area is classified as a Zone A 
earthquake hazard area, the highest possible hazard classification. The site is 
extremely susceptible to liquefaction. 
• This high hazard is further increased by the soil composition of the underlying 

landfill. 
• This imperils the safety of the workers, visitors, and inmates. 
• Compliance with seismic building standards will be difficult and costly. 
• Engineering costs will be unacceptably high. 
• No residential facility should be built on this hazardous site. 

14) The site is in a 1 00-year flood plain. A significant portion of this site, and access to the 
site, was under water during th8"'1996 flood. 

15) The Access Road is in a 1 00-year flood plain. 
• Emergency evacuation will be impossible during a flood. 
• The use of fill material to raise the road above the 1 00-year flood level may violate 

wetland protection codes. . 

16) Public safety. Visitors to the jail will frequent Kelly Point Park and the Smith & Bybee 
Lakes parking lots. Crimes against property and/or people may also increase at local 
Rivergate industrial facilities. 
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16) Public safetv. Visitors to the jail will frequent Kelly Point Park and the Smith & Bybee 

Lakes parking lots. Crimes against property and/or people may also inaease at local 
Rivergate industrial facilities. 

17) The recreational public at Smith-Bybee Lake will be adversely impacted. The negative 
impaCts on the recreational use and enjoyment of this open space will not be in 
accordance with the Metro 2040 Plan. 

18) Educational programs will be adversely impacted. 
• Many educational tours and studies of Smith and Bybee Lakes are conducted each 

year. 
• Sponsors of these programs include Portland Public Schools; other public schools; 

Metro; and the Audubon Society. 
• Participants in these programs include children as well as adults. 

19) Traffic impacts. Jail traffic will increase congestion and interfere with the area's 
industrial activity. Site access will be frequently obstructed by 1 00-car unit trains. 

20) Public Transportation is entirely inadequate. The bus stop is on N. Marine Drive. 
People will have a long walk on the Leadbetter Peninsula access road to reach the jail 
site. There are no plans for public transportation improvements. 

Attachments 
• Initial Site Screening Factors 
• Siting Advisory Committee Selection Criteria 
• Multnomah County's Citizen Involvement Principles 
• Principles and Strategies from the Multnomah County Facilities Siting Public 

Involvement Manual 



Initial Site Screening 
Factors: 
New Multnomah County 
Corrections Facility 

Threshold: 
1. Size 

35 acres minimum, 60 acres 
maximum, with configuration 
suitable to accommodate present 
and anticipated future 
requirements. 

2. In Multnomah County 

3. Zoning 
Industrial (not allowed in 
residential or commercial areas). 

4. Transportation 
Access to major arterial streetS 
and freeways. 

5. Services Available 
Utilities, water & sewer, 
Infrastructure. 

6. Early Availability of Site 
Short time frame for purchase. 
and construction. "' 

Additional 
Considerations: 
• Topography 

Pre1ferred site should have a level · 
area, foundation grade soils, no 
other construction constraints. 

• No or Few Relocations 
Of existing businesses or 
residents 

• Acceptable Capital and 
Operating Costs 
A levy approved by Multnomah 

· County voters in May 1996 
provides funding for the facility 

• Community Impact 
A prime consideration of the 
Siting Advisory Committee will be 
to design facility for best fit into · · 
surrounding land uses. 



SAC Selection Criteria 

The following 1& criteria were agreed upon by the Siting Advisory Committe~ at.· 
their November 14, 1996 meeting. These criteria are based upon the·public · 
testimony at SAC meetings and the results of the public workshops and a survey. 

• The site should be as far as 
possible from current and planned 
residential zoned property. 

• The site should be as far as 
possible from current and planned 
schools/daycare facilities. 

• The site should be in accordance 
with: 
- Economic development plans 
- Metro 2040 plan 
- Applicable state planning goals 
(LCDC) 
- Community plans 

• The site should not be in an area 
susceptible to natural disasters 
(e.g., In a 100 year flood plain, 
near seismic fault. Dikes - if 
applicable - must be strong 
enough to withstand projected 
earthquakes and flood level at the 
same time). 

• The site should be one with the 
least amount of community 
opposition. 

• The sites should not over-saturate 
an area with corrections and 
social services facilities. 

• The site should be as far as 
possible from current and planned 
parks. 

• The site should allow for 
reasonable transport of inmates. 

• The jail site should cause minimal 
financial hardship to neighboring 
property owners. 

• The site should be one with the 
lowest opportunity cost. of . 
foregone development, including 
impact on tax base.· (Avoid prime 
industrial land offering services 
the jail doesn't need.) 

• The site should offer the 
possibility of adequate buffering. 

• The site should have soil of 
foundation quality. 

• The site should have no negative 
impact on the watershed. 

• The site should have access to 
public transportation. 

• The site should be as far as 
possible from current and planned 
commercial development. 

• Consider the relative costs of 
each site when making the siting 
decision. 



Multnomah County's Citizen Involvement Principles 

Resolution 95-245 "declares citizen involvement to be top priority for the county'',· 
and suggests nine principles to guide relations with citizens. 

1. Citizen involvement is essential to the health of our county. 

2. Active relationships with neighborhoods, community groups and other citizen 
participation organizations promote on-going dialogue with citizens. 

3. Understandable County communications and processes respect and 
encourage citizen participation. 

4. Outreach efforts reflect the County's rich diversity. 

5. Citizens should be involved early in planning, projects and policy 
development 

6. The County and its departments and divisions should respond in a timely 
manner to citizen input and should respect all·perspectives and insights. 

7. Coordinated County outreach and involvement activities make the best use of 
citizens' time and efforts. 

8. Evaluation and report on the effectiveness of County outreach efforts 
achieves the quality of County/citizen cooperation critical to good 
government. 

9. On-going education in community organizing, networking and cooperation for 
citizens in neighborhood and community groups, and County officials and 
staff is promoted. · 

Adopted by Multnomah County Board of Commissioners on. November 30, 1995. 



Facilities Siting Public Involvement Manual 
Multnomah County. Oregon 

· March 1997 

Part 1: Principles for Facilities Siting Public Involvement Plans 
@mphases have been added) . 

1. Sharing information eartv with a broad spectrum of citizens well beyond those 
who are active In community organizations. 

2. Inviting public participation in all critical decisions for a project, and providing 
·ample opportunity for public input to be given directly to top project decision­
makers; 

3. Being flexible to adjusting plans, where feasible. to meet public needs and 
desire; 

4. Keeping publics to be directly impacted by the siting decision fully informed · 
throughout the process; 

5. Involving and incorporating communltv values into the proiect; 

6. Engaging and soliciting the advice of nearby community members at every 
level and every stage, from planning and construction through the operation 
of the proposed facility. 

Part 2: Public Involvement Strategies for Siting Decisions Plans 
(For brevity, the text is abridged and/or paraphrased, but the substance remains unchanged) 

1. Initial Description of Project 
Prepare a public information fact sheet, including ... a clear map of potential areas 
for the new facility; total land; time-line for decisions; a description of the decision­
making process; and a description of opportunities for the public to give input. 

2. Minimum Criteria 
Identify essential site characteristics necessary for the facility to serve its purpose. 
These will be used to guide the search for potential locations for the facility. Each 
must be fundamental to the project: if a site does not meet any one of them, the 
facility cannot perform its function effectively. 

3. Identify Key Project Decisions 
Identify decisions that will be important to the public. Among these will be: facility 
location (including aiteria for site search and evaluation of potential sites), design 
issues, construction mitigation, operations concerns, and monetary impacts to the 
County. 

Provide opportunities for ·nearby communities to be an advocate and steward of the 
proposed project. Their participation should be contingent on receiving a high 
quality design or related mitigation or amenities projects giving the community 
tangible benefits based on the community's needs. 



Sheriff Dan Noelle 
Multnomah County Sheriff 
12240 N. E. Glisan Street 
Portland, OR. 97230 

Dear Sheriff Noelle: 

HARRIETT HEISEY 
60733 BRECKENRIDGE 

BEND, OR. 97702 

December 3, 1998 

Although I no longer live in Portland, I have continued to follow the jail siting issue with interest. The Port of 
Portland has now offered a site in the Rivergate area for the jail and this site should be approved without delay. 
Anyone involved with the siting process will recall that the Rivergate area was the first choice of the Siting 
Advisory Committee but that choice met with strenuous opposition by the Port of Portland and Radio Towers was 
chosen instead. 

I worked in the Rivergate area for 10 years, and I know \'\hat the area is like. Rivergate is primarily fill land It is 
industrial, away from homes and retail businesses and will provide an opportwrity to build the jail with minimal 

disruption to the environment or adverse effect to citizens' personal real estate. It would be prudent for the Board of 
County Commissioners to accept the Port's offer and move forward immediately to secure the site, permits, etc. 
and proceed with construction. 

The vote by the Multnomah County Board of Commissioners to eliminate the Radio Towers site did not come as a 

surprise. Some months ago, I learned that a group on Hayden Island had lined up support from most of the 
developers in the Radio Towers area, including Jantzen Beach, Delta Park and the new development at the old 
Sandy Barr site, to oppose the Radio Towers location for the new jail. Their timing was well-thought-out as 1998 
was an election year. 

Your office set up a siting process in 1996 that allowed ample opportwrities for citizen participation. Where was 
this group then? To those of us who worked long and hard within the siting process for more than eight months, it 
was disheartening to watch how easy it was for those with unlimited resources to tum their wishes into reality 
quickly. No need for practical ingenuity, cmmmmity organizing or attendance at endless meetings. No working in 

conjlDl.ction with the Sheriff's siting process when it is much more efficient and expedient to operate in a different 

arena. The appropriate action for the new Board would have been to uphold the site decision arrived at by the 
Siting Advisory Committee in January 1997, and manimously approved by the Board of County Commissioners in 
August of 1997. 

I believe every member of the Board of County Commissioners needs to examine the original siting process, their 
recent action, and set right \'\hat they so cavalierly discarded in September--the Siting Advisory Committee's 
recommendations. :s: CD 

c: CD 

v:r/verytruly, I I .­
~~!Y.u 

r- C --

Harriett Heisey ~ 
cc: Multnomah a:_unt(~ard of Commissioners 

Dan Oldham, Executive Assistant to Sheriff Noelle 
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St. PJ.u ~/I~ 
1316 71 . ..l~ St .. #441 

'P~tvi. ()~ 97203 

November 30, 1998 

TO: Sheriff Dan Noelle 
Lt. Bobbi Luna 
Commissioner Beverly Stein 
Commissioner Gary Hansen 

CC: Portland City Council 
Port of Portland Board of Commissioners 
Metro Council 

Commissioner Sharron Kelley 
Commissioner Diane Linn 
Commissioner Lisa Naito 
Commissioner-elect Serena Cruz 

On November 30, the St. Johns Neighborhood Association Board voted unanimously to 
fully support the "Position Paper on the Proposed Rivergate Jail, Submitted to 
Multnomah County by Concerned Citizens o[North Portland on November 20, 1998." 
(Please refer to your own copies of that position paper, as no copy is attached to this 
letter). We fully expect our general membership will ratifY this position at our next 
meeting. 

In essence, the Association believes the general public was inadequately involved in the 
County's selection ofthis new jail site at Smith and Bybee Lakes. Also, the site is 
unsuitable for a jail, as it violates many ofthe selection criteria established by the 
County. 

Therefore, the St. Johns Neighborhood Association requests the County to involve the 
public in all stages of decision-making; to convene a Siting Advisory Committee; and to 
create a new list of suitable locations for the jaiL 

The St. Johns Neighborhood Association would be happy to assist the Sheriff and the 
County in whatever way possible to locate a suitable jail site. Thank you. 

Respectfully yours, 

---~ c. 
r-

Linda Hval, Chair 
St. Johns Neighborhood Association 
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November 22, 1998 

Kevin O'Sullivan :::: 
c 

7624 N. Kellogg St. r-

Portland, OR 97203 oa 
Phone: 285-5322, email: mandala@transport.coom :::<l"':"' 

,,.,~ 
cv:::_ 

Commissioner Gary Hansen 
o-'-
zn 

a 
Multnomah County Board of Commissioners c: 

Z. 
--i 

Dear Commissioner Hansen: 
-< 

If the County Commission gets more involved in the Jail Siting Process, then I believe a 
successful resolution to the County Jail problem can be achieved to the satisfaction of all 
concerned parties. I say this for many reasons. 
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First, the public is rapidly losing confidence in Sheriff Noelle's ability to get the job done. He 
deserves great credit for involving the public during 1996-97, but since then, he's lost much 
valuable time. Now that the Radio Towers site has been canceled, the Sheriff is pursuing another 
possible folly at the Smith and Bybee Lakes site. There are many hurdles and flaws at this site 
that must be addressed by the County in the planning process. For example, environmental 
impacts, access to the site, earthquake safety, and the lack of services and infrastructure, to cite 
just a few. The political unpopularity of the site poses additional risks. Altogether, this will cost 
extra time and money with no guarantee that all hurdles can be surmounted. If the site ultimately 
cannot work, then we're back to square one, with no site and no time left. 

The County should immediately find more candidate sites, in order to minimize the adverse 
consequences of failure at any one site. Finding more sites shouldn't take long because the 
Screening and Selection Criteria have already been established through a large public 
involvement process. The only major change in the criteria consists of a reduction in the 
minimum acreage, from 35 acres to 17-20 acres. Bob Oberst (County Property Manager) should 
be able to quickly find new sites that fit the criteria. He's very likely to find a feasible site where 
the jail can more easily be built. 

I realize the Sheriff is under immense pressure to build the jail, and I believe he needs all the 
help he can get. The County can play a very constructive role. A diversified, "portfolio" 
approach that consists of multiple sites will minimize the risks and increase the likelihood that. 
the jail will be built on schedule. In addition to looking at other feasible sites, the County should 
try to buy or seize the original Rivergate site from the new property owner (an Australian 
company, I believe). If the company possesses title to the property, then the Port has no say in 
the matter, and the jail project could commence at that site. 

Sincerely, 

~~-f.~~ 
CC: Pam Arden 

Commissioner-elect Serena Cruz 
Beverly Stein, Chair 

Commissioner Diane Linn 
Commissioner Lisa Naito 
Commissioner Sharron Kelley 
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November 11, 1998 

Friends of Smith & Bybee Lakes 
P.O. Box 83862 
Portland, OR 97283-0862 

Commissioner Bev Stein, Chair 
Commissioner Diane Linn, District 1 
Commissioner Gary Hansen, District 2 
Commissioner Lisa Naito, District 3 
Commissioner Sharron Kelley, District 4 
Commissioner-elect Serena Cruz, District 2 
Sheriff Dan Noelle 
Lt. Bobbi Luna 

copies: Emily Roth, Metro Wildlife Area Manager 
Charles Ciecko, Metro Regional Parks and Greenspaces 
Smith & Bybee Lakes Management Committee 

Dear County Commissioners and Officials, 
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The Friends of Smith & Bybee Lakes conditionally support the siting of a jail adjacent to Bybee 
Lake in the Rivergate Industrial District. We believe that Multnomah County should be willing 
to contribute environmental and community amenities for siting a jail, especially such a 
potentially large one, adjacent to the Smith and Bybee Lakes Wildlife Area. We request the 
following as conditions: 

• Vegetative and Wildlife Buffers - Buffers are necessary to protect this regionally 
significant natural area, provide wildlife habitat and corridors, contain storm water and 
provide visual screening. We request vegetative buffers that extend at least 150 feet from the 
top of the bank to the development. The buffers should be comprised of native vegetation, 
consisting of several layers including shrubs and ground cover. Evergreens should be 
included so that the facility is not visible from the lakes or the trail system during all seasons 
of the year. The buffers should be designed to provide wildlife habitat, including turtle 
habitat. Sufficient soil should be brought in to support root systems for large trees. (The 
sand fill on the peninsula is about 30 feet deep.) 

• Wildlife- Western Painted turtles have been seen in this area of Bybee Lake. The Western 
Painted turtle is listed "sensitive" by the Oregon Department ofFish and Wildlife. Their use 
of upland habitat in this area in not fully known. Turtle and other wildlife use in the area 
needs to be examined and protected or mitigated. 
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County Commissioners and Officials 
Page2 
November 11, 1998 

• Canoe/kayak Access - As a community amenity for siting a jail adjacent to the Wildlife 
Area, we request that Multnomah County fund a boat launch somewhere within the Wildlife 
Area - not necessarily on the Leadbetter peninsula. The location and design of the launch 
will be determined by a public process that is currently being developed by Metro and the 
Smith and Bybee Lakes Management Committee. 

• Lighting- Lighting at the facility should not cast any direct light into the Wildlife Area so 
that nocturnal wildlife is not disturbed. Lighting should be controlled by lighting type and 
direction, distance from the lakes and vegetative screening. The headlights of evening 
visitors using the access road to the facility should also be screened. 

• Water Quality - Smith and Bybee Lakes are listed as 303( d) "water quality limited" by the 
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality. There is a need to maintain and enhance the 
water quality of the lakes. We request that no stormwater be discharged into the lakes. This 
includes stormwater during construction. Stormwater from the building, parking lots and all 
impervious surfaces needs to be properly treated. Emergency containment capability should 
be built in. 

• 40-Mile Loop Trail- There are plans to build a portion of the 40-Mile Loop Trail along the 
Columbia Slough in this area. Design for the site should allow for the trail, including 
vegetative buffers. 

The Friends of Smith & Bybee Lakes want to work with the County to ensure a solution that is 
environmentally sound and acceptable to the community. We would like to participate in any 
working or advisory group to help address these and any other issues that may arise. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Frank Opila 
President, Friends of Smith & Bybee Lakes 
503-283-1145 
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Lore G. La!U['ie 
6918 N. Syracuse · 
Portlend, Ore. 97203-5060 

Deborah Bogsted Boa~d Clerk 
1120 SW 5th Ave. Suite 15lo 
Portland, Oregon, 97204 

Dear Mrs. Bogstedl 

Portlend 2-11-99 

Re: Meeting 2-22-99 6 pm 

As a longtime resident of St. Johns I like to mention se~eral points 

why I em a.geinst the jeil Ett Smith & Bybee Lake: 

1. Environment 8 1 reesons, endengered species, not enough bufferspece, 
area too small, floodrenge, seismic feult, earthquake zone end too 
close to recreation areas. 

2. No utilities, sewers, water presently, therefore higher costs. 

3. No accessroads, therefore extrs costs there too. 

4. No trqpsportation to the plecet too much traffic on Lombard, St.Johns bridge, 
Columbia Blvd. and Merine Drive already now. 

5. Over the last few years St. Johns has been overburdened with new public places: 
Perole Office, Children's Services, Adult Services, Foodstamp Office, 
Sewage Plant, proposed County Clinic. Enough is enough. 

There is plen~y lend available in other parts of the county it does not 
have to be St. ~ohns again. 

Kindly consider my points in your decision. 

Sincerely 
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Febrero 2, 1999 

DebBogstad 
County Commisioner's Board Clerck. 
1120 SW 5th Ave. 
Room 1515 
Portland Ore. 97204 

Estimada Senorita Bogstad, 

99 FEB i i .P~1 3: z;j 

• j u. '. .. . ;... " , c·ot:l'• "l'jr\\:1 "' L I f\J L; . I A fi d.P.h il ,, 

OREGQN 

Estoy escribiendo a usted para expresar mi preocupaci6n a cerca de los 
planes de edificar una Facilidad de Correciones en el area deN. Smith and 
Bybee Lakes. Estas noticias nos han preocupadn bastante porque Ia comunidad 
Latina ha crecido bastante en el Norte de Portland. Muchos miembros de esta 
comunidad han comprado casas con grandes sacrificios para poder ojrecer 
estabilidad y un futuro mejor para sus hUos. Nn es jus to que nu.estros taxes sigan 
awnentando cada vez mas para sosten.er proyectos como este que en realidad no 
son necesarios. La ciu.dad no tiene lo.\'.fondos para mantener mas carceles,QUE 
NO SON NECESARIAS. 

Este proyecto de Correcciones afectaria muy adversamente a nuestra comunidad 
y familias, par esto estamos alarmados. Queremos que escuchen nuestra voz 
Sinceramente. 

Please enter this into Public record 
(Favor de entrar esta carta en el Record Publico) 



F ebrero 2, 1999 

DebBogstad 
County Commisioner's Board Clerck 
1120 SW 5th Ave. 
Room 1515 
Portland Ore. 97204 

Estimada Senorita Bogstad, 

Estoy escribiendo a usted para expresar mi preocupaci6n a cerca de los 
planes de edificar una Facilidad de Correciones en el area deN. Smith and 
Bybee Lakes. Estas noticias nos han preocupado bastante porque Ia comunidad 
Latina ha crecido bastante en el Norte de Portland. Muchos miembros de esta 
comunidad han comprado casas con grandes sacrificios para poder ofrecer 
estahilidad y un futuro mejor para sus hijos. No es jus to que nuestros taxes sigan 
awnentando cada vez mas para sostener proyectos como este que en realidad no 
son necesarios. La ciudad no tiene losfondos para mantener mas carceles,QVE 
NO SON NECESARIAS. 

Este proyecto de Correcciones afectaria muy adversamente a nuestra comunidad 
y familias, por esto estamos alarmados. Queremos que escuchen nuestra voz 
Sinceramente. 

Please enter this into Public record 
(Favor de entrar esta carta en el Record Publico) 



Sent by: MULTNOMAH COUNTY SHERIFF 
To: STEIN 

5032512428; 
At: 2483093 

02/17/99 4:44PM;#238; Page 1/3 

Multnomah County 
Sherifrs Office DAN NOELLE 

SHERIFF 

12240 N.E. GLISAH ST., PORTlAND, OREGON 97230 (503) 255-3600 

February 11, 1999 

Mr. Frank Opila 
President 
Friends of Smith & Bybee Lakes 
PO B~x 83862 
Portland, OR 97238-0862 

Dear Frank: 

Thank you for working with Lieutenant Luna and me during January 1999 to better understand the need 
for a 150 foot vegetative and wild life buffer along Bybee Lake at the proposed North Rivergate jail site. 
The information and ideas you and others provided in our meetings have helped us a great deal. The 
result adds to the county's cost in property acquisition and will have to be carefully weighed by the Board 
of County Commissioners. 

Our consultants have taken the information and ideas from our meetings and developed three very 
interesting buffering schemes for the proposed site. We are anxious to meet with you again to review the 
schemes and get your reactions and input. 

I expect the Board to take final action on this site near the middle of March, following the public hearing 
on February 22. If the Board decides to site the jail in North Rivergate, we will begin immediately to 
reform a citizens' working group to advise us on the design, construction and operation of the facility. The 
Friends of Smith and Bybee Lakes will certainly be represented on this working group and the working 
group's fir5t agenda item will be facility buffering. 

Thank you again for helping us understand your needs and interests as they relate to Smith and Bybee 
Lakes. I am certain that working together we can develop a project that enhances the environmental 
assets of the area while still meeting the need for more jail space in Multnomah County. 

Sincerely, 

-DAN NOELLE., 3: 
Sheriff c 

r· 

Cc: Chair Beverly Stein 2. 
oo 

Commissioner Serena Cruz ;u "7" ,-,-:::-· 
Commissioner Sharron Kelley Cj~ 

0-L Commissioner Oiane Linn z ('") 
Commissioner lisa Naito 0 
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Sent by: MULTNOMAH COUNTY SHERIFF 5032512428; 02/17/99 4:44PM;#238; Page 2/3 

Multnomah County 
Sheriff's Office DAN NOELLE 

SHERIFF 

122410 N.E. GUSAN ST .. PORn.AHD, OREGON 97230 (503) 256-3600 

February 11, 1999 

Emily Roth 
Smith & Bybee LaKe Management Group 
Metro 
600 NE Grand 
Portland OR 97232 

Dear Emily: 

Thank you for working with Lieutenant luna and me during January 1999 to better understand the need 
for a 150 foot vegetative and wild life buffer along Bybee Lake at the proposed North Rivergate jail site. 
The information and ideas you and others provided in our meetings have helped us a great deal. The 
result adds to the county's cost in property acquisition and will have to be carefully weighed by the Board 
of County Commissioners. 

Our consultants have taken the information and ideas from our meetings and developed three very 
interesting buffering schemes for the proposed site. We are anxious to meet with you again to revie"!f the 
schemes and get your reactions and input. 

I expect the Board to take final action on this site near the middle of March, following the public hearing 
on February 22. If the Board decides to site the jail in North Rivergate, we will begin immediately to 
reform a citizens' working group to advise us on the design, construction and operation of the facility. The 
Friends of Smith and Bybee Lakes will certainly be represented on this working group and the working 
group's first agenda item will be facility buffering. 

Thank you again for helping us understand your needs and interests as they relate to the Smith and 
Bybee Lakes Management Group. I am certain that working together we can develop a project that 
enhances the environmental assets of the area while still meeting the need for more jai! space in 
Multnomah County. 

Sincerely, 

~- -DAN NOELLE, 
Sheriff 

Cc: Chair Beverly Stein 
Commissioner Serena Cruz 
Commissioner Sharron Kelley 

· Commissioner Diane Linn 
Commissioner Usa Naito 

Ho~1 uf N:uional Sherift"s A~s<)Cialion (:l)nvcnliun • Jui\<J II>- 1'', I'Nf, 
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Sent by: MULTNOMAH COUNTY SHERIFF 5032512428; 02/17/99 4:44PM;#238; Page 3/3 

Multnomah County 
Sheriff's Office DAN NOELLE 

StiERIFF 

1 :!240 N.E. GUSAN ST., PORTLAND, OREGON 9'7130 (503) 255-3800 

February 11, 1999 

Mr. Jay Mower 
Columbia Slough Watershed Council 
7040 NE 41'11 

Portland OR 97218 

Pear Jay: 

Thank you for workiF:Ig with Lieutenant luna and me during January 1999 to better understand the need 
for a 150 foot vegetative and wild life buffer along Bybee lake at the proposed North Rivergate jail site. 
The information and ideas you and others provided in our meetings have helped us a great deal. The 
result adds to the county's cost in property acquisition and will have to be carefully weighed by the Board 
of County Commissioners. 

Our consultants have taken the information and ideas from our meetings and developed three very 
interesting buffering schemes for the proposed site. We are anxious to meet with you again to review the 
schemes and get your reactions and input. 

I expect the Board to take final action on this site near the middle of March, following the public hearing 
on February 22. If the Board decides to site the jail in North Rivergate, we will begin immediately to 
reform a citizens' working group to advise us on the design, construction and operation of the facility. The 
Friends of Smith and Bybee Lakes will certainly be represented on this working group and the working 
group's first agenda item will be facility buffering. 

Thank you again for helping us understand your needs and interests as they relate to the Columbia 
Slough Watershed Council. I arn certain that working together we can develop a project that enhances 
the environmental assets of the area while still meeting the need for more jail space in Multnomah 
County. 

Sincerely, -,- u:> 

DAN NOELLE, 
Sheriff 

Cc: Chair Beverly Stein 
Commissioner Serena Cruz 
Commissioner Sharron Kelley 
Commissioner Diane Linn 
Commissioner lisa Naito 

ffusl of National Sl"o:1iff~ 1\ssodaliun Convent inn · June I() - 19, 19<)(, 

-·· c_ 
[" 

---oc· 
;;:;o ·3""-
f:11 -p~ 
C)...,. 
Q~.· 

zo 
C) 
c z 
-i 
-< 

~ 

"""' rn co 

CD 

::> 
~ 

-.. 
'()1 
tJi 

e:-, 
g 
.z 
-~ 
-eo~ 
~~·:. 
e=>:r> 
:Jt::;o x-o 
:;;C> 
~~-· d'::" 
:.1:?:': 
r.Y'· 
~~ 

'(.>":: 



~9 FEB i 9 Af.i 9: 3J+ . ... .... .,. 1 

\ ·7 f£0>eLJA..Q_Y \~')~ 

t-v'\ULTNQIJ'\~\ Co~.HJTY C.0MM\~~UEILS 
I 0 ZJ S \\l 4\1-\ A..VE '> e.ootJ\ (:,0'2.... 
Poi2..\L-~~D 1 orz- 3 7 '2..04-

Su~~c...T ', P(Lopos£D .J~ \I- .SITE.. 

~EADBE..TT£{2_. P£.~\~SD\....6... 

CoMIJ\\S~ION~R.S 
/ 

A FTE-<L (2..E.~b1N-.G SOfV\E Of=" THE. A\JA..\LA..BLE... \~FOl()JlA.TIO~ 

I tJ Tw, E. 11 E.#...E:C.L)TI\1~ S.VM!v'\A..Q..y'l 
11 

E..TG/ t t5.EUE.\JE TI-\A.T T-1-1.£12.£._ 

A.ILE. so MA.t-.:ll.{ PoTEJS\IA.,LLY SER.\OIJ~ Ptl-OBL£V\S. WITI-\ 1!--\.E 

SuiSJS:::C...\ SI"T.E. TNt>.\ 50f..I\E OTH£12- .SITE OUbl-t""C IO 6£. Si=-L.EC...."t£0, 

6E.S\D£S THE E~\/~((...0~ tv~EI-Srt>..L C..O~C...ECUJS. A"-\D \....l\Q..(::;>£ Nvt-1\BEI'Z.- 0{::. 

P.Eoft-E o~p105£D To T!--\E... s 1TE.
1 

T14 E... roLJI.Jf::>t:>..T\0~ pa..og~.-~IJ\ 11-.J A~ 
F-~(lll-\'(i(\J~ILE.; A,.\....01-.\E) SEE-lAS b,S. rF IT COULD ~\.....IIA.I~I\.\E.. Tt-\E Sl"'\"5., 

IF Bi=-.6-.(U~Co \)ILES .6.-12-£.. 1'-JE£-DE...D \0 'P(Z£...\IE.t-.St'"' 5~\TLR.fJ\j:::.f-S\ 

( 

11 II~ T 
0

,-r--,. •CE.. T~E.. SEITLEHE.~ \Q Z:E.42..0 J _J 'IT 
M 1 1-JI fJ\\"Z..£. -}" M£A.~.S:, 0 r-=-1 . .-v 

1 S DOUBTED Tl-\l~.,:r EI'JoVG~ {30t;Z..lw0S ofL IES\ PIL£S C...OL?Lj) 3E. ECO~OIJI\CC)).\.LY 
f7\J'C DOV()~ To A.SSvl'2...E. TI-\~"T A f"A-TA\.... t=-u~ .. vJ 1.00\JLD ~Or BE.. 

,P1.$CO\JEi2..ED A.F'"\ElL CD~S.\12..\JU\0~ 1-\tl>..D BEG0~.-

~~ E IS t:. 12.- c_, 1-\ E I t-J E 

500\ "-), W6..3'2..Q .. £~ S.-c 
PDe.-ru~,t-JD1 OQ.... c;:;-rz_o3 



BOGSTAD Deborah L 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

bonnie whitney 
Monday, February 22, 1999 11 :56 AM 
Deborah Bogstad 
Public hearing on North Rivergate jail siting 

Dear Ms. Bogstad: Here is my testimony for tonight's hearing. Thank you 
for your time. 

I've lived on the Peninsula for over 45 years. In 1996 I wrote an 
article for The Oregonian newspaper. In the opinion piece, I opposed the 
unnecessary cutting of trees in Pier Park-which is just a hop, skip, and a 
jump from the proposed jail site. I jokingly wrote: "I've often compared 
St. Johns and the Peninsula to the Kurt Russell movie "Escape from New 
York", where Manhattan Island was a prison housing all the miscreants and 
ugliness of the state." I went on to quote the St. Johns Review dated 
April 8, 1921: " Comparing the geographical location of Portland with that 
of New York, we can readily see that the Peninsula is to Portland what 
Manhattan is to New York." Is my jest becoming reality? Or is the land 
grab in Portland just too vicious, and there REALLY is no where else to go? 

Like West Delta Park, Smith and Bybee lakes are wet lands too. I'm 
not so sure there will be an environmental impact as much as an IMAGE 
impact with the jail sited on the Peninsula. The St. Johns Landfill was 
capped-off just a couple of years ago; that battle wore-out my 
grandparents, parents, and me. This generational opposition is not just 
contemporary belligerence: The Peninsula is tired of f~ghting. But that 
doesn't mean we cannot compromise-just don't silence us before ALL avenues 
are exhausted. Thank you for listening. 

Sincerely, 

Bonnie Whitney 

Page 1 
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F ebrero 2, 1999 

DebBogstad 
County Commisioner's Board Clerck 
1120 SW 5th Ave. 
Room 1515 
Portland Ore. 97204 

Estimada Senorita Bogstad, 

Estoy escribiendo a usted para expresar mi preocupaci6n a cerca de los 
planes de edificar una F acilidad de Correciones en el area de N. Smith and 
Bybee Lakes. Estas noticias nos han preocupado bastante porque Ia comunidad 
Latina ha crecido bastante en el Norte de Portland. Muchos miembros de esta 
comunidad han comprado casas con grandes sacrificios para poder ofrecer 
estabilidad y un futuro mejor para sus hijos. No es jus to que nuestros taxes sigan 
aumentando cada vez mas para sostener proyectos como este que en realidad no 
son necesarios. La ciudad no tiene los fondos para mantener mas ctirceles,QUE 
NO SON NECESARIAS. 

Este proyecto de Correcciones afectaria muy adversamente a nuestra comunidad 
y Jamilias, por esto estamos alarmados. Queremos que escuchen nuestra voz 
Sinceramente. 

~~'f~ 
/!t·r-J)~ /!ovtLd_; . 
t/f!/ / ;() jl/; I ~14t ez/fe /!;~/ 
jbri-I~J {)re.- 9 7~o3 
(Favor de entrar esta carla en el Record Publico) 

3: 
c: 
r -·-

o:<: ;:o c-...-..,.. 
.m~. 
C'}-~ 
Cf..,_ 
ZC"') 

a 
c z 
-,of 
-< 

<0 
co 
_,., 
~ 
N 
N 

-o 
~ 

-.. 
CJ 

--=:; 
~ 
>== z --< 
~~;.. . 
Q'C:. 
3::> -;::or;, 
~-1:::' 
~,C;o 
~2:-.-. 
<!!3 
::2';: ,....,, 
~ 
c.;:: 



i.-

Sent by:FEB 22 '99 02:16PMHERIFF 5032512428; 

Smith & Bybee Lakes Natural Area99 ~-·::~ 17 
Management Committee Hm: 
Nancy Hendrickson, Chair 

February 5, 1999 

Muttnomah County commissioners 
1120 SW Fifth Ave., Suite 1500 
Portlal'ld. OR 97204 

PM ·3: 54 

RE: Nortll Rivergate Site Lplian ror the New Coumv Jail Facility 

coordinated by: 

Metra 

6oo NE Grand Ave. 
Portland, OR 97232 

(503) 797·1870 

~ ~ oa r,:x:, 
::0-;;• N 

8~: N 0...,,_ 

:zg ;;g 
To the MultnomiiliP'I County Commiaioners. ~ -..... :.;. Thank you fDr' ahe op~ to submi& these cat'Mients regarding the NOflh Rivergate site roeatian ~ the !"'eW co~ jail faCility. ThJs testimony is provided on behalf ot the Smitlt and Bybee LakeS Mattagement C«nmitto: (~for the Pon ol Pontand). We would like to express our appreciation m Sheriff Dan Noelle and ll Bobbi L~o~na for attending a eo&.~ple of our meeting to talk aboUt a. proposed location and co answer questions. They haVe also met with represematives from the committee to discuss the design at the propoGed buffer area. The committee's general and specific c:omments a-e ctetaied below. 

Background 
Smith ana Bybee lakes Wildlife Area i& recogn~w throughout our region as a Slgntficant natural area, protected pRilarily for wildlife values. The wilcllrte area is the largest. protected, urbarl wetland 111 the United Slates. It is home ro or visited by ~• a hundred bird species, liver otter, beaver, wes1em painted tUIUes, Columbia slough sedge and numerotA ottter n11tive species. The wiiCifife area Is the remaining remnant d the wetland. slough, riparian complex that used to exist at the con11uence ot the Columbia and Willamette Rivers. 

The Multnomah County Framework Plan, Policy 15 Vv11lamette RiVer GAJenway, ldentifiea Smifh ana Bybee Lakes Wildrlfe Area as an Area of Slgnlfteart Environmental Concem. The factoi'G of significant cmtironmentat concern ioo&ude shoreline vegetation, rare ecosystems, unique wildlife habitat, views and Vistas. reaeauonal needs and water quaflty_ The City of Portland also recognized the complexity and uniqueness of the area in their •tnventcry and Analysis of WetJands, Water Bodies and Wildlife Habitat Areas for the ea.l.l'flbla Ccmdor" (City Ordinance #161896, April 20 1989). In the report, the wildlife habitat in~entoly score fat the t.kes was the highest of all areas evaluated. The narrative for 1he repOft states, '"SmiUl and a~e lakes is the most CClmi)lex and unique natural area within Partlancl'a Urban Growth Boundary_ (l')he Smith lnd Bybee l.akes area Is the largest, rnO$l signifiCant wetWid area In the City d Pcdand. and #\8 largest natural resource inventc.-y-area il\ the Colurnbia COrridor. It has tremendouS habitat ~lue and diversity, and should b& PtOtected. • 
REICOQnizing 1he unique hablta&s and importance of Smith and Bybee Lakes ro tl\e region. The City of Por11and, Metro and the Port ol Poltland devuloped and adopted the NstU/'8J Resoun:s.s Management Plan fot Smith and Bybee L..aJ(es in 1990_ The plan set forth the goal, abjeclhtes and policies for the wildliFe area The goal of the Management Plan •is to protect and manage 1he Smith and Bybee Lake$ area as an environmental and ntereational rescuce for the Portland regJCJn. (l)ts primary use will be as an environmental presave. • Included in the plan •as the fOrmation of the smith end Bybee Lakes Ma1agemem Committee (SBLMC)'. The management COI'I'Imittee is responsible for overseeing 1he 

1 Committee -tesentalives iftCIIIde Metro ~ve Office, ()regofl Depllltrneftt of FISII and Wildlife, Audubon ~ ot Por!Jand, Friends of $nlilh ancl ~ t.akes, Part of P<lnl:and, City of P«ttanct Blli'UU of EnvirQnmental Sei'VIcb. City a1 fWIIand Parlai a11d Recreation and PriVate ~. 
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impleroenWion of lhe plan anCI provides ongoing policy guidance. One oflhe ongoing responsibilities 
is to review anCI comment on aif1 development ~adjacent to the Wildlife area boundaries, 

Concerns and Recommendations 
At the SBLMC meeting held October 27,1998, Sheriff 0... Noelle and Lt Bobbi LW)a presented a 
concept for lhe proposed jail that tnay be buill in the Rilfergate Industrial Area, adjacent co Bybee Lake 
on the Leadbetter Peninsula. The wildlife area surroutlds thi& area on three side$. The SBL.MC met 
on November 24,1998, to discuss me pxential siting and ccnstructicn of lhe new Jail fac.ility. 'The 
committee voted 6 to 1 (the Port at Portland opposed and the representative for the J)IMite landowners 
was not in attendance) to submit Che: rollowing concerns af\d nscanvnendalions abcwt ltte jail skbg. 
llte concerns and recommendations are made under the as$Wllptiot'l that Multnomah County allows 
for a lharough and cornplei:EI public; process for siting the new jail facility. 

1. Wildlife and Habitat Protection -the lakeS provide unique habitat for many spec:ie$. The largest 
knawn western painted turtle pop&Jation In the 1owet Cahmbia River ecosystem uses them. The 
b.ltle& ire listed a$ ·c:rlti~ly ..ensitive· b~ the Oregan Department of Fish and Wildlife. They bask 
on the logs within Bybee Lake, next to lhe LeadbeUer Peninsula. The turtles may use the sand 
area for nesting. The peninsula also provieles a valuable upland wlldUfe COiridor along the 
Columbia SlOUgh, connecting the Willamette River to the wildlife area. 

To pratecot tne lakes' emsystsln$ iM1CI presetVe the wildlife corridor. 
• The 1aclllt.y should be placed a minimum of 1 50 feet back frorn U\8 top of the baric to provide a 

buffer l'rom the development FOt wildUfe habitat, a 1 a~ WaEihington state Department of 
Wildlife report entitled ·Buffer Needs of Wetland Wlldlite• fil8teS lhat. '1"o retain wetland­
dependent wildlife in important wildife areas. buffers need to relain plant structure for a 
rninimurn of 200 to 300 feet beyond the wetland. This is especially the case Ylhere open 
water is a component of lhe wetland ur where the wedand has heavy use by migratory bird5 
or provided feeding for heron. 1"he size needed would depend upon distuttlanoe from 
adjacent land use and reso&Res W"lvolvect: 

• The buffer should be planted with natnte vegetation, Including conifers (evergreen) and have 
ground, shrub and canopy layers.. Some areas should be left LQJianted 10 provide turtle 
habitat. 

• COnstruction shOuld be limited to daylight hOur$ to ptevent additional interfetenc:e with wildlife 
movement Dusk and dawn are active wildlife periods. 

• COnstrUdlcn· at the perimeter road and tence should be limited tD enclo;e the facility to be 
buill in the first ph3$e. The road and renee can be moved in the ruue if 1he facility is 
expanded. This will limit distl..ubance and leave more area for wildlife use. The vegetative 
buffer should be planted to the edge of the fertee. 

• En&ure tllat there ia no dirKt Oght from the jail, perimeter road and the ro.d to the faciity into 
the wildlife area that would disturD widlife. Ligh~ng $hol.lld be controlled by lighting type, 
diredion, distance from the lakes and vegetatWe ~ing: -

2. Recreation and ~Je Access - a valiety of passive recreation users enjo~ birct watching, paddling 
canoes or kayaks, waiWlQ and .tldllfe watching at tne wildlife area. The area is also used by 
&c:Qelols and other educaU~ programs throughout the region a& ap outdoor Classroom to leam 
about we11and8. wildlife and water CJ,Iality. NLmetoU$ North Portland !id'lools participate in 
nt5toration and monitoring projecls 'there. 

To matmain or ennaoce the high quality of passive ~re•Ocn oppanunities: 
• The jail facility needs to be 'li&ually &ereened from the lakes. 
• Avoid eliminating opportunities for future public acce&$. The SEIL.MC is de\feloping a fac&1lty 

plan for lhe .. ldli(e area including a possible option ta site a smal boat launch facility at 
Bybee Lake. The planning process will examine eac:h potential site for habitat sensitivi4' and 
numerous olher factors. 

• At& a cotniiWI1i1y amenity tor siting a jail adjaclent to the wildlife ama. Multnomah Caunty 
should fund the construction of a DOat launch and partdng area. For having the jail sirsd next 
to a regionallY sigrlificant natural area, used by residents from the entire Metro region, the 
CICUily should compensate users by pro\riding this amenity. 
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3. Water QuaRIV -«he Oregon Depattrn.etrt of 5nvironmenlal Quality lists Smith and Bybee Lake$ a& 
water quality limUecl. The SBLMC is concerned that s"'ounding development would cause further 
degradation oflhel water quality in the &aka; it ia looking for opponunltles to Improve ll\l'8t8( quality. 
~ more area adjacent to the lakes is paved, the quality and QUantity of stonnwater entering the 
lakes end slough needs to ~e controlled and monitated. 

To prevent funher degradatian: 
• No lit0mllttl4!tet shoWS be directly discharged into Bybee Lake. 
• Treat all &10rmwater on site with conttulled telease Into the sloUgh or retain the water on site 

to use for summer watering. 
• Treat all Qarmwater Nnoff during construdion. 
• Use best managemMt practic;es to nat &tannwater, above and beyond the Cily of Portland's 

requirements, because of the area's sensitivity. 

4. creative AlternatiVes - c;cru;ider altematives that would allow the jail to be sited an U'le Leadbetter 
Petui"'SUia and be eom~atlble with the Witdlife area. 

The following are jU&t a few design dlanges and suggestions: 
• Redesign the building to meet 'lhe uniqueness oftile&ite. Instead of trying to -fir the bi.llldlog 

designed for the radio tower site at Leadbetter Peninsula. loatc at design changa that would 
allow the conoems and recommendations in this Jetter to be met 

• Umit the SCXIpe of the proJect, keeping it a smaller facility. 
• lay out a traffic pattem that ttas the least Impact ot lights on the wildlife area. 
• Have an eco.roof to treat end retain Gtorrnwater. capture the ramwater in cistem to stare and 

use for ifTigation in the sumrnet. 
• Reduce the amount of parking, bu~d a two-stcwy garage or ptace ltle partcing a.lder the 

building to allow fclr a larger bufl'er area. 
• Provide a Ughting design that doeG not enc:roac:h Into the wildlife area 

If this site were aelec:&ed, the SBLMC WOUld like to work with the Sheriffs Ofllee and Mu111'1omah 
Coun\Y to ensure that G~e preparation and bLilcling design proteCts the Wildlife area and is acceplable 
to the community. A member of the committee would be available to participate II\ any working gJQUP 
to aCIGI'eS$ the concems and I'KIDI'nmendations in 1his Jetter. The flll committee would appreciate a 
chanoe to review the site preparation and building design before ant actiVity begins. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

fo'Y/A.At~ 
Nanc:y Hendric;kson, Chair 
SfniU'I end B~ LPes Management COmmitlee 

C: Chaoos Ciecko, Dltec:lOI'. Metro R~onal Pa!'Q and Grtienspacoes 
Mike 81Jrton. Metro EXecutive Officer 

-. 

Sheriff Dan NoeOe and Lt Babbi Luna, Multnomah Courwy Sheriffs Department 
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February 17, 1999 

Friends of Smith & Bybee Lakes 
P.O. Box 83862 
Portland, OR 97283-0862 

Commissioner Bev Stein. Chair 
Commissioner Diane Linn, District 1 
Commissioner Serena Cruz, District 2 
Commissioner Lisa Naito, District 3 
Commissioner Sharron Kelley, District 4 
ShetiffDail Noelle 
Lt. Bobbi Luna . 

Dear County Commissioners and Officials, 

The purpose of this letter is to clarifY the Friends' point of view on the meetings with the Sheriffs office 
regarding the environmental buffers for the proposed new jail. 

The Friends of Smith & Bybee Lakes eagerly embraced these meetings at their outset. However, the 
Friends have been confronted with acrimonious written an9 verbal statements from a few citizens from 
the St. John's community. We feel caught in the middle and are not interested in playing on this level of 
politics. Therefore, we have chosen to discontinue our participation in this set of meetings with the 
Sheriffs office. The Friends' position on the jail has not changed and will be resubmitted at the public 
hearing on February 22. If this Rivergate site is selected, we are very interested in participating in the 
working group. 

We would like to thank Sheriff Noelle and Lt. Luna for their efforts and their willingness to discuss our 
environmental concerns. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

}-~u~ 
Frank Opila 
President, Friends of Smith & Bybee Lakes 
503-283-1145 
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February 18, 1898 
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U. SObbl Luna 
Multnoman COunty Sheniffs Dept 
1120 sw Third Ave, Room 322 
Portland. OR 97204 

Dear U. Luna: 

1 h8d planned on attending the p~.~bltc hearing nUl Monday, bulunfortunately wm not ba ebte to 
be there. I am faxing this letter to you, in hopes that it Wll De presented to the Commissioners. 
along with the other testimonY. 

It seems to me that every time the C11J or Portland, or Muttnomah Col.ll'dy wants to find a 
lacation for •unsavory" sltuationl, 8UGh u drug & alcohol re-hab houses, half-way hou$118. tow­
end housing, parole offices. gamage dumps, end now rar a new COunty jaU. St. Jahns. and North 
Portland are always tbe filS locaUon on the abort list. While the rest of Portland Is seeing plenty 
of pro,pertty and urban renawal. the Sl Johns area is still trying to rise to a standaiQ af lite that 
the I'9Sil of the GitY 1$ enJOying. One of the reasons thlll I feel we Gllllnot come up to a higher 
standard. ie beawse the Clty/Caumy insiBts on using us as the dumPing ground for all of 
PaiUand/Muttnohmah county's problema. This has to stop. We are being saturated wtth thiS sort 
of thing. A jail on top of ever)thlng else you'Ve fOroad on us Is just going too far_ 

More worldng professionals are buying homes Jn St. Johns because It remains one of the few 
affontable places in the metro araa. I bought a home here five yeiU'S ago. I have to admit. I had 
some NServatlons about buying a home in the North end. But to f11J aui'JI(ise and retlef, I found 
out 1hat St. Johns gels a bad rap that Is undasarved. Many of tl\8 residents are people who have 
raiaed their ramules and are now nltired. It is 1 wonderfullitUe GOmmunity, and a QOOCIIOCIIJan. 
But we can nut dnd the better stores tor ..a to shop in. nor can we brighten up our little area. 
beCauSe we cannot clean and scaur out the problems that our at, and COUnty managers just 
keep~ to us! Wa deserve a safe, clean and nwttanzed area, just like any other tax payer. 

Putting a jail lit North Rlvergate ia a terrible Idea. Not only wm It bf1ng in the farniliea of the 
Inmates, who quite frankly, are usually nat much better than those that are incarcerated, but it 
will fUI'ther help to dapn155 aur anta. What about an escaped con rumlng around In our 
c;ommunlty ? Naw theta's a reaUy pJeasant thought. If you continue this trend of using aLit' area 
as a dumping g~Qu.nd. you will eventually forw out people like myself, because we ~mpfy do not 
feel safe 8nd comfortable In our homes. 

The other reason that I fDel this location i& outrageous, Is because of the maanlftcent beaLIIJ of 
the environment ~ the Columbia and WllamiBtle River meet. Why would you want to trash it 
up with a jail? 1 Just don't und8Rand this. Make tnat B~H a wildlife sanctuary. Don"t put a jail 
on lUI It Is simply nat right to conltnue to push all of these Ullngs on one smafl community. Find 
another site, pteaae. 
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Fel)ruary 18, 1999 

L.t. BoCbl Luna 
Multnomah County Shaniff'a Dept. · 

Por11and, OR 97204 

Dear Ll Luna: 

99 FEB 22 PH 4; SS 

t•lUL TNOM,AH.COUNTY 
OREG8N 

I had planned on attending t\e pubUc; hearing next Monday, but·unfort.&nataly will not 

be able to be there. I am fllldng tnia letter to you, ln napes that it wiU ~ presented to 

the Commia&Joners, along with the other teadmony. 

It seem5 10 me tna1 every tima the City of PottJand, or MuUnomah County wants to ftnd 

a lac-.ation for "unsavory st1uatior15, such ae drug & alCOhol rw-hab nouaea. half-way 

house., low-end nouling, p.role officn, garbage dumps, and now for • new jail, St. 

Johns and North Portland are alWays at the top of 1he short liet. While the rest of 

Portland is seeing plenty of ptosperfty and urban renewal, tna St. Johns area ia still 

trying to rise to a atandai'CI of life ttlat the rest of the dty Is enjoying. One of the 

reasons that I feel we cannot come liiP to a higner tUindaJd, Is bKaute the Clty/Counrv 

inaiet& on using us as the dumping ground r.or alt of PortJandiMu1tnomah Cou"ty's 

problems. When will this W$1' etQp7 We. haw bean saturated with this sort of thing. 

1 bought a home in St Johns about five years ago. l ,_ve to ~mit, t had some 

conoerna abOut living in the North end. But to my surprise and relief, I found out tnat 

St Johns gets a bad rap that I• unc:t.urwct. Many of the people In this area have 

raised their flmifiea and n now retired. As their pR)perty becomes avaUable, mere 

working profeeelonala ar. buying homes in $t Johna, because it remains one of the 

few affordable place~ in the motro at'M. It 11 a niCe little community, and a good 

JocaUon. But we cannot attract the better stores for us to shop tn, nor c:an we brighten 

up our little atea, because wa cannot claan and soour out tne problems tnat our City 

and County managers just keep giving to us. We <Seeerve a aafa. Clean and revitalized 

area with good 1)\abiJe tnansponation, just like any ~r tax payer. 

Putting a jail at North Riverpte It a t8trlble idea. lt wiU help to further deprau our area. 

One ~n only imagine the type ot Individual$ thia would attract You certainly won't 

continue to aUract educated, filcally rwponalble *pie. What happens if an inmata 

ahou~ escape and is loose in our communlty7 That I& raafly a frightening thoyght. If 

you put a jail here, you wHI ditcourage the very peopte that~ need In this area to 

rejuwnate it 

The other reason that 1 feel d'lis toc;ation ia outrag80U$, ts because of the envirOnment 

Where tM Columbia and WIUarnette River's meeL This atH should be a designated 

wettand. It ahould be uaad as a Wildlife sanctuary, or a pam and recreation anaa. Don't 

make it a home to convtc:ts. It· Ia simply not right to continue to pulft all of the negative 

things cnto one small community. PteeM nnd another sita. 

Sincetely. ""- _ 
c::o;:::;)D--A"" I ~ ~ 

Janet Martscn 
Potaand.~ 9720$ 
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F~bruary 2l., 1999 

000000000000000000 FAX 0000000 

Tom Swift 
9742 N. James St. 

Portland, OR 97203-2249 
(503) 28(>-7005 

Dear Mulrnomah County Board of Commissioners: 

I am a 50-year St. Johns resident and a criminal justice major at PCC. I would Jlke ro 
sp~ak in favor of siting tJl<! new jail on fill next r.o Byhet~ lake. 

P. 1 

St. Johns was the site of tht> city i.ndne1·ator, tlw city dwnp, and the sewage trt>atment 
plant is located there. More recenrJy, St. johns w.ts selected for the Multnomah 
County Parole and Probation Offke on N. Lombard. The sewag.;;~ l.n~atment plant has 
been massively expanded to handle much of Portland's sewage. It gets pretty ripe on 
N. Columbia Blvd. in the summer! The area has several major industrial polluters and 
is a potential EPA Superfund cleanup site. The Port of Portland routes jets over the 
area from runway 2 - 8. 1 was enduring them whH<~ writing this stat(~tn~;mt. 

So, there is a long tradirion of slung facilities in St. .Johns that. oth<~r mntntuniUc~s 
simply would not s1and fol', "111c n(~W Jail should hlc~nd r.ight .in. If these whiners 
from St. johns do not lik~~ srenrh, noise, filth, criminals, and other unpleasantness, 
they are simply living in the wrong place. They should move! 

Now these folks do not have any right to complain because that. portion of St. Johns 
has been renamed "Rivergate" by the Port of Portland. To deal with the c:urrenr 
objections to th<>. Rivcrgate siting, J suggest we rename the area around the jail site 
"Jailgate" so that: it. will no longer be in Rivergatc. 

With regard to the jail disturbing lhe wildlife on Smith and .Byhe<! lakes, J fail to S(~e 
how the waterfowl could r~lax anyway with the ronstant jet blast overhedd as has 
been reported in the Oregonian. 

And finally, as a cr.iminal justice student, I know that the crime rate has been 
dropping since the voters approv<!d this funding in :1 ~)CJ6. If we do not get this jail 
built soon, there is a possibility the ta.x dollars could be frittered away on crime 
prevention or rehabilitation effort.~. This would hur1 future employment 
opport:u11ities in the criminal justice industry. 

Thank you for your consideration of these .issues. 

Sincerely, 

~.~ 
Tom Swift 



February 22, 1999 

Friends of Smith & Bybee Lakes 
P.O. Box 83862 
Portland, OR 97283-0862 

Commissioner Bev Stein, Chair 
Commissioner Diane Linn, District 1 
Commissioner Serena Cruz, District 2 
Commissioner Lisa Naito, District 3 
Commissioner Sharron Kelley, District 4 
Sheriff Dan Noelle 
Lt. Bobbi Luna 

Dear County Commissioners and Officials, 

The Friends of Smith & Bybee Lakes would like to thank the Commissioners, Sheriff Noelle and Lt. Luna 
for your willingness to work with us on our environmental concerns. The position of the Friends has not 
changed. The Friends of Smith & Bybee Lakes conditionally support the siting of a jail adjacent to Bybee 
Lake in the Rivergate Industrial District. We believe that Multnomah County should be willing to 
contribute environmental and community amenities for siting a jail, especially such a potentially large 
one, adjacent to the Smith and Bybee Lakes Wildlife Area We request the following as conditions: 

• Vegetative and Wildlife Buffers- Buffers are necessary to protect this regionally significant natural 
area, provide wildlife habitat and corridors, contain stormwater and provide visual screening. We 
request vegetative buffers that extend at least 150 feet from the top of the bank to the outer edge of 
development. The buffers should be comprised of native vegetation, consisting of several layers 
including shrubs and ground cover. Evergreens should be included so that the facility is not visible 
from the lakes or the trail system during all seasons of the year. The buffers should be designed to 
provide wildlife habitat. Sufficient soil should be brought in to support root systems for large trees. 
(The sand fill on the peninsula is 15 to 25 feet deep.) 

• Wildlife - Western Painted turtles have been seen in this area of Bybee Lake. The Western Painted 
turtle is listed "sensitive- critical" by the Oregon Department ofFish and Wildlife. The turtles may 
use sand areas, particularly on south facing slopes, for nesting. Turtle and other wildlife use in the 
area needs to be examined and protected or mitigated. 

• Canoe/kayak Access - As a community amenity for siting a jail adjacent to the Wildlife Area, we 
request that Multnomah County fund a boat launch somewhere within the Wildlife Area - not 
necessarily on the Leadbetter peninsula. The location and design of the launch will be determined by 
a public process that is currently being developed by Metro and the Smith and Bybee Lakes 
Management Committee. 

• Lighting - Lighting at the facility should not cast any direct light into the Wildlife Area so that 
nocturnal wildlife is not disturbed. Lighting should be controlled by lighting type and direction, 
distance from the lakes and vegetative screening. The headlights of evening visitors using the access 
road to the facility should also be screened. 



County Commissioners and Officials 
February 22, 1999 
Page 2 

• Water Quality- Smith and Bybee Lakes are listed as 303(d) "water quality limited" by the Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality. There is a need to maintain and enhance the water quality of 
the lakes. We request that no stormwater be discharged into the lakes. This includes stormwater 
during construction. Stormwater from the building, parking lots and all impervious surfaces needs to 
be properly treated. Emergency containment capability should be built in. 

• 40-Mile Loop Trail- There are plans to build a portion of the 40-Mile Loop Trail along the 
Columbia Slough in this area. Design for the site should allow for the trail, including vegetative 
buffers. 

The Friends of Smith & Bybee Lakes consider the 150-foot vegetative and wildlife buffer to be a high 
priority condition. To achieve this, we urge Multnomah County to consider the following alternatives: 

1. Purchase additional land from the Port of Portland. 
2. Limit the scope of the potential expansion for this site. In May 1996 the voters ofMultnomah County 

approved the $80 million bond measure, reportedly allowing for 450 new jail beds (with 225 at the 
proposed new jail). Providing for expansion to 2000 beds may not be necessary. 

3. Modify the design of the site to allow for a larger buffer. One alternative is to reduce the amount of 
parking or provide for underground parking. 

The Friends of Smith & Bybee Lakes acknowledge that there are community concerns about the public 
process for selecting this site. If this site is chosen, the Friends are willing to work with the County to 
ensure a solution that is environmentally sound and acceptable to the community. We would like to 
participate in any working or advisory group to help address our concerns and any other issues that may 
arise. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

~~0-r 
Frank Opila 
President, Friends of Smith & Bybee Lakes 
503-283-1145 



From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

Dick Anderson 
Mime.m:"diane.m.linn@co.multnomah.or.us", Mime.m: ... 
Mon. Feb 22, 1999 4:59 PM 
SAC Member Written Testimony for New Jail Public Hearing - 2/22/99 @ 6 PM 

Dear Commissioners: 

Thank you for providing me the opportunity to serve you and the citizens of Multnomah County as a 
member of the Multnomah County Sheriffs Office Siting Advisory Committee C'SAC'l 

Knowing that tonight's hearing will be packed, I offer the following written comments for your 
consideration in evaluating the Rivergate site for the New Jail: 

1. The selection process was an open process. The Sheriffs office conducted outreach to neighborhood 
and business associations throughout the county in 1996. The SAC, a committee of 15 citizens, was 
established by the Board of County Commissioners. The SAC toured the Sheriffs existing facilities, 
visited the 8 sites proposed by the Sheriffs office, considered several additional sites, held open public 
h~arings at the Sheriffs office, and in Kenton, St. Johns and Gresham, established criteria, ranked the 
sites against the criteria, and selected the top three sites for the New Jail, with the proviso that if our first 
choice (Radio Towers) did not work out, the County would go to our second choice (Rivergate}, and then 
to our third choice (Northwest Industrial District). The Board of County Commissioners ratified our 
recommendations in early 1997. 

This process is very similar to the process designed by the Multnomah Citizens Involvement Committee 
and adopted by the County. No one who bothered to participate in the process could accurately say.that 
it w~s not an open process. 

2. At the last SAC meeting held on 1-23-97 Janette Righter with ANI America testified that her company 
had purchased the original Rivergate site and intended to build on it. I seem to recall that we discussed 
whether we believed that it would be appropriate to continue to consider this exact parcel, buy her 
building, tear it down, and build a jail at that site, or if it might be more appropriate, if the New Jail ended 
up at Rivergate, to choose an adjoining parcel. Given that Rivergate is an active industrial park, a 
specific parcel of land may not remain vacant for the extended length of time it takes to pursue an open 
public process. I recall that the consensus was that the Rivergate site should be considered to be a 
parcel adjacent to the original Rivergate site. Furthermore, if the immediately adjacent 2nd Rivergate 
site was not available, then the Rivergate site would shift to the next adjacent site, and so forth. It is my 
understanding that the present Rivergate site is across the Columbia Slough, about 100 yards for the old 
Rivergate site ... thus meeting the definition of adjacent. Several members of the SAC met with Sheriff 
Noelle in December 1998; the consensus of the group was that the present Rivergate site is appropriate. 

3. Data provided to the SAC by David Evans and Associates showed that the original Rivergate site was 
the furthest site away from current and planned residential land and current and planned schools and day 
care facilities. Distance from these items was the top two criteria established by the SAC. Given the 
configuration of the roads in Rivergate, it seems to me that the present Rivergate site would be accessed 
via Marine Drive to 1-5, rather than Marine Drive to Lombard to St. Johns. Thus, this site is effectively 
further away from homes, schools, and day care facilities in St. Johns than was the original Rivergate 
site. 

4. The County would have needed to build access roads, and bring in utilities, to several of the other 
sites which met the Sheriffs initial threshold. We discarded those sites because they did not rank well 
against our criteria. The amount of site development work needed at the Rivergate site is not unusual 
for a site in an industrial district. 

In conclusion, I ask you to begin negotiations with the Port to purchase the Rivergate site. If you have 
any questions, need further information, or would like to discuss this, please respond via e-mail at 
dick_anderson@pgn.com or call me at 503-464-7550. 



Thank you for your consideration and your time. 
Dick Anderson 

CC: Mime.m:"daniel.a.oldham@co.multnomah.or.us", Mime ... 



Comments on Multnomah County Jail Proposed for North Rivergate Site 
(N. Leadbetter Point) 

February 22, 1999 

Submitted by: Carole M. Newvine .... AI\Il . 
4822 N. Vanderbilt uv•v. \J 

Portland, OR 97203 
Tel: 285-4685 

If the County decides that this site is indeed, the best place to locate the proposed jail (assuming 
a thorough public process and review has been followed), I would support the County's efforts 
only if certain conditions were met: 

• That the conditions and concerns voiced by the Friends of Smith and Bybee Lakes and the 
Smith & Bybee Lakes Wildlife Area Management Committee (described in their letters of 
12/8/98 and 12/7/98, respectively, to the County Commissioners and Officials) be adopted. If 
these conditions cannot be met then the County should look elsewhere for a site. Of 
particular critical nature is the need for a minimum buffer of 150 feet from the top of the slope 
to the start of development (not 150 feet from the top of the slope to the building). The 
proposed site borders a very unique area of designated open space (Smith and Bybee Lakes 
Management Area) that needs special consideration when development is being considered 
in neighboring properties. 

• That the size of the facility on the proposed site be limited to 450 beds or less. I think the 
impacts to the environment at full build out cannot be mitigated. Current crime statistics 
indicate that a 2000-bed facility may not be needed in the future. 

• That the County continues to work with concerned citizens and environmental groups to bring 
about the best solutions to problems dealing with this site. 

The County has been presented with a unique opportunity to not only carry out the voters' wish 
for increased jail space but also be a leader in protecting the last remnant of an ancient wetland 
system that is inside our city. 



. ·. .. ..· ... ·. · .. . ·• ~ ... -~. ' : . .---.. . . . .. . . . . .. 

I . ·. 

I ~ 
L VLE J EHLERS 
2525 N KILPATRICK ST I PORTLAND, OR 97217-6363 i. 

' 

' . .· .. · .. 



- -··-· 

~ ' ' 

'[)~~~ 
··~-~·v-........-

_ .. - \ p~ ({)v) 





RESOLUTION ON BYBEE LAKE JAIL SITING 

WHEREAS, the Citizen Involvement Committee (CIC) 's memorandum of October 15, 
1998 expressed the committee's concerns related to the Bybee Lake Jail Siting 
Process; and, 

WHEREAS, upon further review of reports, numerous documents, correspondence, 
legal filings, resolutions, and interviews with principals from the Sheriff's 
Office, neighborhood associations, and other concerned citizens, the CIC has 
found no evidence.to indicate that the Bybee Lake site was ever considered part 
of the original Rivergate Site; and, 

WHEREAS, without making an opinion on the merits of a particular site, it is 
within the purview of the CIC to consider the process which has led to our 
committee meeting of February 18, 1999; and, 

WHEREAS, until the Board of County Commissioners (BCC) 's vote to reject the 
Siting Advisory Committee (SAC) 's-selected "Radio Towers" site, the CIC 
commended the Sheriff, his staff, and the hard-working members of the Siting 
Advisory Committee, whose work from May 1996 to February 1998 is nearly a text 
book example of good citizen involvement process; and, 

WHEREAS, to praise and accept and then discard it is destructive of the public 
trust, and may lead to increased cynicism and reluctance of civic-minded 
individuals, who comprise citizen advisory committees, to volunteer time and 
personal credibility to the county; and, 

WHEREAS, the CIC fully recognizes that some citizens may have come late to the 
process; and, that this is a regular occurrence in government-citizen 
relationships and comes as no surprise to experienced 
professionals; and, 

WHEREAS, the CIC recognizes the Sheriff Department's hard work and made its 
earlier recommendations fully aware of the time element involved for the 
Sheriff, the committee is also concerned with the fair hearing of citizens; and, 

WHEREAS, it is important for the county to respect its commitment to open 
public process and not try to force a decision due to impatience or frustration 
which may lead to costly legal dispute(s); and, 

WHEREAS, in the present uneasy environment of government-citizen relationships, 
decision-makers need to consider going the "extra mile" in the interests of 
fairness and the courtesy owed to any constituency, and should seek to 
facilitate rather than confront; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT: 

In the interest of a clear and unambiguous record, we repeat our earlier 
recommendations that: 

1. The SAC be reconvened to formalize its intention to specifically include the 
Bybee site. This should require only one meeting; 
2. At least one citizen member from St. Johns Neighborhood Association be added 
to any advisory committee discussing or planning the Bybee site; and, 
3. Any such advisory committee be weighted in favor of citizen representation to 
avoid any appearance of manipulation; and, 
4. The Sheriff and/or BCC hold at least one public hearing (if not two) within 
the affected neighborhood to solicit public comment prior to final site 
decision; and, 



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT: 

A. The recommended public hearing be held at a time, date and place of 
convenience to the neighbors who are nearest to the site; and, 
B. The hearing be facilitated by Portland Neighborhood Mediation, or such other 
mediating agency which is independent of either party to the discussion in the 
interest of fairness; and, 
C. The Board of County Commissioners apply the steps for siting of contentious 
facilities of the county's Facility Siting Public Involvement Process to the 
Bybee Lake siting process. 

Moved as Resolution of the CIC: February 18, 1999. 





DeBorah Bogstad, Board Clerk 
1120 S.W. Fifth Ave. 
Suite 1510 
Portland, Oregon 97204 

From: Eleanore Piltz 

To: County Commissioners 

Subject: Smith & Bybee Lakes Jail Site 

I have been a resident of North Portland (St. John's) for 57 years. I first learned about the Smith & Bybee 
Lakes Jail Site and SheriffDan Noelle's December 8, 1998 public hearing at the Expo Center on 
December 6,1998. There were no bulk mailing to 97203 to notify people of this meeting. In fact I had not 
received any mailings of any information on the Smith & Bybee Lakes Jail Site until January, 1999. It has 
been a very poor attempt to give this area their due process. 

Since, then T have learned a great deal about what is required of the County when building a facility siting. 
I attended a meeting of the Multnomah County Citizen Involvement Committee, learned that there is a 
Public Involvement Manual that is a guide for County department directors and program managers for 
citizen outreach for County projects involving a facilities siting. At that meeting there were complaints 
that the proposed Smith & Bybee Lakes Jail Siting does not have adequate citizen process. In a October 
21, 1998letter to all the County Commissioners and Sheriff Dan Noelle from Ed Lyle, Chair for Executive 
Committee of the Citizen Involvement Committee recommended that at least one citizen member from St. 
John's Neighborhood Assn be added to any advisory committee discussing or planning the Bybee site. 
This still has not been done. Also the Metro Management Committee of Smith & Bybee Lakes has a spot 
open for a member of the St. John's Neighborhood Assn. This position has never been filled. Whose 
responsibility is it to reach out to the people? It is like they go out of their way to make it impossible for 
the people to learn or hear about what is really happening. 
Information flawed, telling us one thing when really it is something else. Secret planning meetings and 
when a citizen goes to one of these meetings they are told they cannot speak. Does this sound like public 
involvement to you? Citizens are very frustrated. 

Recently, I took time to go out to the Smith & Bybee Lake Site. Went to the end of this peninsula where 
they propose to build the prison. It is a beautiful area. I hope you have had a chance to see this site, if you 
haven't it would definitely make a difference in your decision. The wetlands surround the peninsula and 
just across the end of the peninsula is the old Landfill (St. John's Dump) very visible. Which Metro is 
planning to make into a park. The 150 foot buffer they speak about is not adequate to protect our wildlife 
and 100 different bird species. This 150 foot buffer amount was estimated in poor judgement, was not 
researched properly. It needs to be addressed. I hope you do so. If the prison were built it would be to 
close to planned and existing parks, the 40 Mile Loop Trail and the Columbia Slough.· Environmental 
impacts State and Federal listed species including a colony ofwestem painted turtles threatened or 
endangered is pending. We need this space for our eagles, hawks, heron and migratory birds. Please do 
not vote to have a 2000 bed prison built on illegal fill, that is really the bottom our Bybee Lake. 

Another issue is this site is too environmentally sensitive to develop and should be set aside as a greenspace 
buffer for the wildlife area. Common sense tells me that this site is to expensive, needs infrastructure, and 
has too many problems. Problems I am afraid are going to be costly to the people who really care , the 
taxpayers. These wetlands are very special to us, and I would like them to be there forever, for all 
generations to come. 

Twenty-Two acre sites were never before considered, because the Tnitial Screening Critera required a 
minimum site size of Thirty -Five acres. This ruled out many smaller available sites. Two years ago ten 
potential sites were eliminated, solely because they were smaller than 35 acres. 



Bob Oberst our County Property Manager could readily compile a list of all available 22 acre sites within 
Multnomah County that meet all the Screening Criteria. I am sure that Mr Oberst could find a site where 
the jail could be built easier and quicker than the Smith & Bybee Lakes Site. Not to forget less 
expensive. 

It could be a solution to this problem. 

I am not against your prison, I just do not want it built on our wetlands. Would you please consider a 
recommendation to Metro to buy and keep it as a buffer/greenspace for the preservation of our precious 
wetlands. Would you like to be known as the commissioners that saved rather than destroy our wetlands? 
Please renew our faith in politicians doing the right thing, for the people instead of some other adgenda. 

Thank you for listening to me. 

Eleanore Piltz 
7209 N. Buchanan 
Portland, Oregon 97203 

(503) 286-5444 



Saturday, February 20, 1999 

To: All County Commisioners 

From: Donna Babbitt, Concerned Citizens ofNorth Portland 

Testimony, February 22, 19999 

The Concerned Citizens ofNorth Portland has been a grass roots effort, starting up in October, 1998 that was born 
out of the proposed S/BL jail siting on the Ledbetter Peninsula. The Smith/Bybee Lake Ledbetter Peninsula was 
never an original site. The on-going concerns of North Portland has been, and continues to be the lack of involving 
our neighborhood people in the decision making process of siting a 2,000 bed jail facility in our Wetland Refuge 
known as the Smith & Bybee Lakes, the largest wetland lakes in the US confined within a city limit. A sanctuary for 
over 200 species ofbirds I home to the sensitive-critically listed Paint back turtle, as well as the critically listed pond 
turtle; beaver otter as well as our well known Great Blue Heron, only to name a few. We have presented to the 
commissioners our position prior to this hearing in an outcry to pull up all 22 acre sites within the county that would 
not violate the counties threshold criteria or the previous SAC criteria (14 Ofthe 16 Points are in violation) at which 
time both are in violation at the Smith/Bybee Lake site. We have have hosted many city, county and state buildings 
dumped into our St. John's/rivergate area as it is. The Foodstamp building, the sewage treatment plant for all of 
Portland, the Parole Office, the Adult and Family Services Building We absolutely refuse to allow anymore 
contencious facilities to over-run our area. Enough is enough! 

Further, because of the platent violations ofthe CIC Handbook, (which I might add was validated by the you Ms. 
Stein and the sitting Commissioners in 1995 to assure public involement) the Citizen Involement Committee Has put 
forth a lengthy resolution dated 2-18-99 recommending that you follow your own adopted standards for siting a 
"Contentious Facility." 

We further believe that the Port ofPortland would be in clear violation of their mission statement by selling this land 
to the County. After talking to Mike Thome the President of the Port Commissioners; he mentioned that he has been 
called about possibly sitting the State Correctional facility in Rivergate. This is a very slipery slope that will be 
established if the jail were to be sited at the S/BL Refuge. Where does it end. 

We again ask that you vote against this Proposed jail site that was never any part ofthe original sites considered by 
the SAC. 

In Closing, Quoted from a letter by Ginny Rosenburg; a highly respected scientist who works with our community 
children around the lakes teaching the children about the wetland habitat. (See attached Ginny Rosenburg letter.) 

Oregonians know the value of it's wetlands and all Oregonians need to continue enjoying the Smith and Bybee lakes 
area without a looming 2000 bed jail that has a myriad of Fatal flaws. 

Thank You, Donna Babbitt 
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I am writing in regards to the citing of the county jail cited at the edge ofBybee And 
Smith Lakes. I am aksing that the decision to put this jail at this location, be reconsidered 
for a variety of reasons. 

I am a teacher at George Middle School. My students and I have been involved 
with the Bybee and Smith Lakes Area. It has been wonderful to work in a low income 
neighborhood that has this wildlife area. Bybee and Smith Lakes has been a place where 
students have become involved with city government, wildlife research and citizenship. 
Much of our work was made possible through Metro enhancement grants , given to the 
Bybee Lake area as a means of building up a resource in North Portland. St. John's was 
the location of the St. John's landfill, which most assuredly would not have been placed in 
a high income neighborhood. The landfill served the city in Portland, at the cost of 
neighborhood degradation for St. John's. The enhancement grants intended to act as a 
"Pay back" to St. John's, a mitigation, of sorts, to create something beautiful and usable 
for the same community that had to put up with the land fill. Now, it seems , that a jail 
will be cited adjacent to the lakes. The jail will make it so I no longer feel safe bringing 
my students to Bybee and Smith Lakes. Looming around the peace and quiet of the lakes 
will be a prison, whose effect will not only harbor a psychological effect on people visiting 
the lakes, but a biological effect to the wildlife as well. The enhancement grants were 
meant as pay back to the ST. John's community for the effects of the landfill. Now a 
prison is being stamped over this enhancement. It is a little bit like giving a child a winter 
coat, because they must live in freezing temperatures, and then voting to put holes in the 
coat. The prison creates the-holes, undoing the good of the enhancement grants. In truth, 
it is a sham and a slap in the face to this low income neighborhood. Simply, St. John's 
does not deserve this weight around its collar. The city gives St. John's target 
improvement funds from one hand, and then saddles it with the county jail. This is wrong. 

Other complaints I have regarding the jails citing are as follows: 
1. The rivergate site is right next to the Smith and Bybee Lake 40 mile 

loop trail. No one will use this trail if it goes by the jail for security reasons. 
2. Bybee Lakes is a site important to a variety of species. My students 

and I have seen wintering Bald Eagles , a federally listed threatened species, at the lakes. 
We have seen them flying and landing in areas near the site of the proposed prison. 

3. Wintering flocks of waterfowl, egrets and migrating neo tropical birds 
seasonally use the lakes. The lights from the prison will be unnatural to this urban natural 
site. The lights have been directed to be pointed downward, however, please remember 
that birds fly .... In New York city, neotropical migrants have been confused by the array 
of lights from the cities landscape, and it has been documented that the reduction of night 
lights help migrants to complete their flight with less casualties. The bright lights of a 
prison during the migration season could very possibly prevent birds from using Bybee 
Lakes as stop over migration site. Do you propose to tum out the prison lights during 
spring and fall migration? 

3. My students have often frequently seen Western Painted Turtles, a species of concern 
in the ponds by the lakes. We fear that run off from the prison could effect the lakes water 
quality 



4. This area is prone to flooding. My students helped to design a site that was 
going to be a visitor center for the lakes. The whole plan was scrapped because prior to 
construction the site flooded. Remember too that Ramsey Lake which was to be a 
reconstructed wetland for the sewage treatment of downspout water had unanticipated 
problems due to flooding ... .! wouldn't want the lakes to be polluted due to flooding of the 
construction site for the prison. 

5. I would find it difficult to feel safe bringing my students to the lakes, 
encouraging them to use it on their own or bring their families to this site. 

Please reconsider locating the prison here. I have worked long and hard to help 
build up community involvement in Smith and Bybee Lake. Please don't shoot holes 
through the coat you have given us. 

Ginny Rosenberg 
Urban Eco Systems school coordinator 
George Middle School 
10,000 N Burr 
Portland , Oregon, 97203 



Scientific-based buffers for wildlife at the B bee Lake Jail Site 
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Table 1: Selected Wildlife in the Smith and Bybee Lake Wildlife Area 

Species Oregon Status Federal Status Minimum Buffer1 

Neotropical migratory birds 328ft 

Birds 246-656 ft 

Small mammals 220- 305ft 

Mink 328- 656ft 

Red fox 328ft 

Beaver foraging 328ft 

Deer 200ft 

Great Blue Heron 328 ft, foraging areaz; 
820 - 984 ft, nesting 

Painted Turtle Critical Sensitive · 1,300- 1,600 ftj 

Northern flicker 407ft 

Little willow flycatcher Vulnerable Species of Concern 

Bald Eagle Threatened Threatened 400 - 2600 ftq 

Wood duck 656- 1,148 ft 

Bufflehead duck Undetermined 

American peregrine falcon Endangered Endangered 

Yell ow warbler Undetennined5 

Belted. Kingfisher 1 00 - 200 ft, roosts 

Brown-headed cowbird 787ft 

Osprey_ 660- 1,100 ft 

Spo,tted towhee 656ft 

1 Primarily from the December 1997 Washington State Department ofFish and Wildlife report 

entitled "Washington's Priority Habitats- Riparian". . . 
2 Feeding areas, especially wetlands, should be protected within a minimum radius of 2.5 miles 

of existing colonies of great blue herons. So long as protective measures are in place, and the 

great blue herons are thriving, they do not meet Oregon's criteria for designation as sensitive 

species although they need to be carefully monitored. 
3 A void upland disturbances and barriers such as roads, ditches, and chain-link fences in or 

. . 

around areas occupied by these turtles. 
4 This buffer applies to nests, perches, roosts, and foraging areas. 
5 ODFW species of interest because their populations have been depleted in the Willamette 

Valley.. · 
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The Protection of Smith and Bybee Lakes Wildlife and Hab~tat 
Testimony Submitted on February 22, 1999 to Multnomah County·:· 

By 
Kevin O'Sullivan, 7624 North Kellogg Street, Portland, OR 97203 

The Bybee Lake Jail Site Buffer 
The proposed 150-foot buffer is much too small; is not based on defensible scientific criteria; 
and will consequentially violate laws designed to protect wildlife and their habitat. According to 
the best available science, the buffer should be at least ten times bigger. The Friends of Smith 
and Bybee Lakes and Metro's Smith & Bybee Lakes Wildlife Area Management Committee 
(SBLMC) recommended a 150-foot buffer based on a 1992 report by the Washington State 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW), which stated that a buffer should be a minimum of 
200 to 300 feet. According to a more recent report, that distance is now :cphsidered to be very 

·.;.·Jf• 
inadequate. 

In December 1997, the WDFW issued a new report entitled "Management Recommendations for 
Washington's Priority Habitats- Riparian" (see attachment). Based on the best available 
science, this new report showed that the size of the buffer could vary greatly, depending upon 
which species is being protected. For example: 

• Assemblages of neotropical migratory birds require a minimum buffer of 328 feet. 

• The painted turtle (listed by Oregon as critical sensitive) requires at least 1 ,600 feet for a 
buffer. 

• The t>ald eagle (listed as threatened by the U.S. and by Oregon) requires up to 2,600 feet 
around its nests, perches, roosts and foraging areas. 

• For great blue herons, all feeding areas within 2.5 miles of existing colonies require 
protection. 

The Smith and Bybee Lakes Wildlife Area is a highly sensitive habitat for a diversity of wildlife. 
The proposed jail site is surrounded by Bybee Lake on three sides and is only -1,000 feet wide. 
It is an integral part of the surrounding wildlife habitat. It is therefore impossible to provide an 
adequate buffer without causing harm and disruption to the wildlife. The Leadbetter Peninsula 
functions as a buffer and as a wildlife corridor, and thereby serves a vital and critical role for the 
wildlife. The proposed jail site would only fragment this habitat. 

Tables 1 and 2 summarize the state status, federal status, and the minimum buffer (if known) for 
several species found in the Smith and Bybee Lakes Wildlife Area and in Multnomah County. 
Fish are not included in these tables, but will need to be added when the Bybee Lake dam is 
removed in approximately one year. When that happens, Smith and Bybee Lakes will become a 
habitat for several federall(' listed fish species, which will further compound the problems of 
building a jail on this site. Also excluded from the tables are the hundreds of diverse species 
that make up, sustain, and are sustained by this unique and sensitive wildlife habitat. 

1 Chinook smelt, which have a pending federal listing as threatened, have been documented in 
the lakes. This is not surprising, considering the spring runoff that annually floods the lakes. 



Scientific-based buffers for wildlife at the Bybee Lake Jail Site February 22, 1999 

In conclusion, the entire Leadbetter Peninsula constitutes a critical habitat and buffer for the 
Bybee Lake wildlife. As such, it must remain_undeveloped. 1 Ifthe county wants to build ajail 
in that part of Rivergate, then the entire Leadbetter Peninsula must be purchased and set aside as 
a buffer. The jail could be situated adjacent to this peninsula, but not on it. An appropriate spot 
would be where the Leadbetter Road (and existing infrastructure) currently dead-ends. This is a 
solution that would be supported by government agencies (local, state, and federal), 
environmental groups and the local COJiliilunity. These agencies could jointly raise the necessary 
funds to help the county purchase and preserve this land. For example, the St. Johns Landfill 
Enhancement Fund's original purpose included the building of parks. Metro also has other 
funds, including the Smith and Bybee Lakes Trust Fund, for the acquisition of land. 

The county's alternative is to become deeply mired by the numerous laws, regulations, and rules 
that are designed to protect wildlife hab~~ats. Defensible scientific criteria form the basis of these 
laws, and on that basis the 150-footbl}f(er will not measure up. To get a sense ofthe immensity 
of this legal quagmire, please refer to the sources below. This is just the tip of the iceberg. At a 
minimum, the county will need to conduct a biological assessment, which in all likelihood will 
result in the need for a full-fledged environmental impact statement, and that's just the 
beginning. 

• ODFW Wildlife Diversity Program 
• ODFW Habitat Mitigation Policy 
• ODFW Wildlife Conservation and 

Management Plan 
• Statewide Planning Goals 1, 2, 5, 6, 7, and 

15 
• Land Use Conservation and Development 

Commission 
• Oregon Administrative Rules 
• Willamette Greenway Plan 

• Oregon Revised Statutes 496, 468B and 
215 

• Endangered Species Act 
• Endangered Species Recovery Act 
• American Eagle Protection Act 
• Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
• National Environmental Policy Act 
• US Fish and Wildlife Rules and 

Regulations 
• Habitat Conservation Planning, USFW 

1 Vehicular and foot traffic should also be banned from the Leadbetter Peninsula wildlife 
preserve to minimize disruption to sensitive species. 
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Scientific-based buffers for wildlife at the Bybee Lake Jail Site February 22. 1999 

Finally, I urge the county to post a performance bond that will guarantee the planting of 
vegetation on the 'buffer, whatever its size. 1 A performance bond will cost very little, and will 
provide assurance:~o the public that the planting will be done. If the county really intends to 
plant vegetation, then it should have no qualms about being bonded. 

A look atjust one species- the painted turtle 
The western painted turtle deserves some elaboration. Many of these turtles bask on logs 
directly _adjacent to the Leadbetter Peninsula. Listed as Critical Sensitive in Oregon, these turtles 
have a well-developed sense of sight and hearing, and are very cautious and shy. They are 
especially sensitive to movement at distances of over 330 feet. The average nest is 200 feet from 
the edge of a marsh, but can range as far as over 1,325 feet. Nests are typically excavated in 
compact, dry soils characterized by sparse vegetation on slopes that vary from.O to 60 degrees. 
Sunny embankments and other open sites used for nesting should be protected from vehicles and 
tran1pling);~y people. Many turtles are killed crossing roads, so it is especially important to avoid 
building~t~ads between their nests and the water. Turtle sensitivity and nesting behavior, when 
taken together, imply a minimum buffer of 530 to 1,655 feet. Even that isn't large enough when 
additional turtle behavior is factored in. Turtles may move overland considerable distances (up 
to 3 miles) to disperse. Thus, it is important to avoid upland activities and barriers such as 
buildings, roads, ditches, and chain-link fences within at least 1 ,650 feet of areas occupied by 
these turtles. 

WDFW recommends a minimum buffer of 1,300 to 1,600 feet for the western pond turtle (also 
listed as Critical Sensitive in Oregon, but not known to inhabit Smith and Bybee Lakes, although 
it inhabits nearby Burlington Bottoms). Although the painted turtle and the pond turtle are 
"ecologically distinct", their habits and habitats differ only slightly (they can exist in the same 
habitat). Therefore, "until more is known" about the painted turtle, a "conservative start" for a 
no-disturbance buffer for this species would consist of 1,600 feet, as recommended for the 
western pond turtle. (personal communication with Dan Holland, 1999). 

Keying off the pond turtle studies, "it is likely that protection and management efforts for the 
[painted turtle] species confined to watercourses or 'buffer' zones surrounding them may be 
inadequate to protect existing dispersal pathways and may also affect both short-term population 
dynamics and long-term gene flow. As such, protection of surrounding terrestrial habitats (for 
nesting and dispersal purposes) is of paramount importance to any protection and management 
effort." (Holland, 1994, emphasis added) Therefore, at a minimum, no development ofthe 
Leadbetter Peninsula should occur until the five-year, painted turtle study has finished and a 
habitat protection plan has been developed and implemented. This means no development 
should occur on the Leadbetter Peninsula until at least 2005. 

1 This vegetation should be planted according to a plan developed in partnership with the public. 
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Scientific-based buffers for wildlife at the Bybee Lake Jail Site February 22. 1999 

Table 1: Selected Wildlife in the Smith and Bybee Lake Wildlife Area 

Species Oregon Status Federal Status Minimum Buffer1 

Neotropical migratory birds 328ft 

Birds 246-656 ft 

Small mammals 220-305 ft 

Mink 328- 656ft 

Red fox 328ft 

Beaver foraging 328ft 

Deer 200ft 

Great Blue Heron 328 ft, foraging areal; 
· 820 - 984 ft, nesting 

Painted Turtle Critical Sensitive · 1,300- 1,600 ftj 

Northern flicker . 407ft 

Little willow flycatcher , Vulnerable Species of Concern 

Bald Eagle Threatened Threatened 400- 2600 ft4 

Wood duck '656- 1,148 ft 

Bufflehead duck Undetermined 
American peregrine falcon Endangered Endangered · 

Yell ow warbler Undetermined' 
Belted Kingfisher 1 00 -· 200 ft, roosts 

Brown-headed cowbird 787ft 

Osprey 660- 1,100 ft 

SpQtted towhee 656ft 

1 Primarily from the December 1997 Washington State Department ofFish and Wildlife report 

entitled "Washington's Priority Habitats- Riparian". 
2 Feeding areas, especially wetlands, should be protected within a minimum radius of 2.5 miles 

. . 

of existing colonies of great blue herons. So long as protective measures are in place, and the 

·great blue herons are thriving, they do not meet Oregon's criteria for designation as sensitive 

species although they need to be carefully monitored. 
3 A void upland disturbances and barriers such as roads, ditches, and chain-link fences in or 

·around areas occupied by these turtles. 
4 This buffer applies to nests, perches, roosts, and foraging areas. 
5 ODFW species of interest because their populations have been depleted in the· Willamette 

Valley. 
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Scientific-based buffers for wildlife at the Bybee Lake Jail Site February 22, 1999 

Table 2: Other Sensitive Wildlife Inhabiting the Low Elevations of Multnomah County 

These species are potential users of the Smith and Bybee Lake Wildlife Area 

Species Oregon Status Federal Status Minimum Buffer• 

Northwestern pond turtle Critical Sensitive Species of Concern 1,3oo- 1,6oo fe 

Common nighthawkj Critical Sensitive 

Harlequin duck Undetermined Species of Concern . 165ft. 4 

Yellow-breasted chat' Critical· Sensitive 

Lewis' woodpecker Critical Sensitive 

Oregon vesper sparrow Critical Sensitive 

Purple Martin Critical Sensitive 

Western bluebird Vulnerable 

Western meadowlark6 Critical Sensitive 

Tricolored blackbird Sensitive Species of Concern 

peripheral 

Barrow's goldeneye duck Undetermined . 

Y ellow..:billed cuckoo Critical Sensitive 

Olive-sided flycatcher Vuhierable Species of Concern 

Pileated woodpecker Vulnerable 
.. 

492-600 ft 

Acorn woodpecker 
Sandhill crane Vulnerable . 2,624 ft 

Aleutian Canada·Goose Endangered· . Threatened ' 

Clouded salamander Undetermined 

Oregon spotted frog 7 .. · Critical Sensitive Candidate 

·Northern red-legged frog Vulnerable Sgecies of Concern 

Pallid bat Vulnerable 

Pacific western big-eared bat Critical Sensitive S_I>_ecies of Concern 

. Yuma bat - Species of Concern .. 

Western gra_y squirrel Undetermined · , . 
_. 

1 From the December 1997 Washington State Department ofFish and Wildlife report entitled 
. 

. 

"Washington's Priority Habitats- Riparian". 
2 A void constructing barriers such as roads, ditches, and chain-link fences in or around areas 

occupied by these turtles. 
3 ODFW recognizes that this formerly common species in the Willamette Valley has become 

uncommon or rare in the Valley. . 
4 Roads should also be farther than 165ft and not visible from the water. 
5 ODFW recognizes that this formerly common species in the Willamette Valley has become 

uncommon or rare in the Valley. . 
6 ODFW recognizes thatthis formerly common species in the Willamette Valley has become 

uncommon or rare in the Valley. 
7 A void diverting storm water runoff into spotted frog habitat. A void applying pesticides or 

herbicides in or adjacent to wetlands used by spotted frogs. 
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Scientific-based buffers for wildlife at the Bybee Lake Jail Site February 22, 1999 

Listings Defined 
A species shall qualify to be included on Oregon's sensitive species list if its numbers are 
declining or its habitat is threatened. Thus, a species is listed as sensitive if it's likely to become 
threatened or endangered. Oregon's sensitive species Classification was created to prevent 
species from qualifying for listing as threatened or endangered. The sensitive species list. 
constitutes an early warning system. Sensitive species may become threatened or.endangered i( 
changes occur. 

Critical' Sensitive 
Species for which an Oregon listing as threatened or endangered is pending; or those species 
for which a listing as threatened or endangered may be appropriate if immediate conservation 
actions are not taken. · 

Vulnerable Sensitive 
Species for which protective measures are needed in order to avoid listing as threatened or 
endangered. 

Peripheral Sensitive 
Maintaining the status quo for the habitats and populations of these species is a minimum 
requirement. , 

Undetermined Status 
Species whose status is unclear. They may be susceptible to population decline that could 
qualify for endangered, threatened, critical or vulnerable status, but scientific study. will be 
requir:ed. · · · 

·Species of Concern . 
Species which the USFWS is reviewing for consideration for listing urider the federal 
Endangered Spe~ies Act. 

The Smith and Bybee Lakes Wildlife Area (SBL W A) 
.Smith and Bybee Lakes Wildlife Area is recognized as a significant natural area, protected 
primarily for wildlife. 

• Multnomah County identifies the SBL W A as an Area of Significant Environmental Concern 
because of the unique wildlife habitat, rare ecosystems, shoreline vegetation, and other 
factors of significant environmental concern (MC Framework Plan, P'olicy 15: Willamette 
River Greenway). · 

• The City of Portland adopted an ordinance i1,1 1989 that stated; in part, that Smith and Bybee 
Lakes Wildlife Area "has tremendous habitat value and diversity, and should be protected." 
(City Ordinance 161896) 

• Metro, the City of Portland, and the Port of Portland set forth the goal, objectives and 
policies for the wildlife area where "its primary use will be as an environmental preserve." 
(Smith and Bybee Lakes Management Plan, 1990) · 

• Smith and Bybee Lakes Wildlife Area is a habitat'fof'many wildlife species that are listed as 
threatened and/or critical sensitive by the U.S. and Oregon. 
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Scientific-based buffers for wildlife at the Bybee Lake Jail Site · February 22, 1999 

The buffer in general 
The purpose of a buffer is: 
• To provide adequate protection of the wildlife habitat; 

• To protect the hundreds of different species that use the habitat; 

• To protect the lakes' ecosystem; 

• To preserve the wildlife corridor. 

Sources 
Oregon Dept of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) 

"Management Recommendations for Washington's Priority Habitats- Riparian", 
Appendices B, C and D, Washington Dept ofFish and Wildlife (WDFW), December 

1997. 

US Dept of Fish and Wildlife 

The Nature Conservancy (TNC) 

. I . 

Oregon Natural Heritage Program (ONHP) · 

Canada Center for Inland Water, Environln.ent Canada (Canadian government agency) 

Dan Holland, "The Western Pond Turtle- Habitat and History", Final Report, ODFW, 1994 .. 

"The Bi~ta of Smith and Bybee Lakes Management Area", Metro, 1994. 
' . . . 

Metro Testimony to Multn~mah County concerning theBybee Lake Jail Site, Dec. 10, 1998. 

Columbia Slough Watershed Council testimony to Multnomah County, Dec. 10, 1998. 

"Management Recommendations for Washington's Priority Species, Volume III: Amphibians 
and Reptiles", WDFW, November 1997. · 

Attachments 
"Management Recommendations for Washington's Priority Habitats- Riparian", 

Appendices B, C and D, Washington-Dept ofFish and Wildlife (WDFW), December 
1997. . . 

-·' 

Habitat Conservation Planning Handbook, Table of Contents, US Fish & Wildlife Service, 1996. 
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Appendix C. Riparian habitat buffer widths needed to retain various riparian habitat functions as 
reported in the literature, organized by riparian habitat function. 

Riparian habitat function 
Perpendicular distance from 

· et · Source 

WATER TEMPERATURE CONTROL 

60-80% shading 
~ . ~· 

11-38 (35-125) Brazier et al. 1973 

11-37 (35-120) Johnson and Ryba 1992 

12 (39) Corbett and Lynch 1985 

15-30 (49-100) Hewlett and Fortson 1982 

18 (59) Moring 1975 

50-100% shading 18-38 (60-125) U.S. Forest Service eta!. 1993 

30 (100) Lynch et al. 1985 

30 (100) Beschta et a!. 1987 

30 (100) Johnson and Ryba 1992 

30-43 (100-141) Jones eta!. 1988 

80% shading 46 (151) Steinblums eta!. 1984 

LARGE WOODY DEBRIS 

30 (100) Murphy and Koski 1989 

31 (103) Bottom et a!. 1983 

45 (148) Harmon et a!. 1986 

46 (150) McDade et a!. 1990 

46 (150) Robison and Beschta 1990 

50 (165) Van Sickle and Gregory 1990 

55 (180) Thomas et a!. 1993 

FILTER SEDIMENTS 

75% sediment removal 30-38 (100-125) Karr and Schlosser 1977 

90% of sediment removal at 2% grade 30 (100) Johnson and Ryba 1992 

Sediment removal 30 (100) Erman et a!. 1977, Moring et a! 
1982 Lynch et a! 1985 

61 (200) Terrell and Perfetti 1989 

50% deposition 88 (289) Gilliam and Skaggs 1988 

Effective control of non-channelized 60-91 (200-300) Belt et a!. 1992 
sediment flow 

FILTER POLLUTANTS 

Nutrient reduction 4 (13) Doyle eta!. 1977 

Minimum 10 (33) Petersen et al. 1992 

15 (49) Castelle et a!. 1992 

16 (52) Jacobs and Gilliam 1985 
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Appendix C. Continued. 

Riparian habitat function 
Perpendicular distance from 

Source stream in meters (feet) 

Nutrient removal using the multi-species 20 (66) Schultz et a!. 1995 
riparian buffer strip system described by the 
authors 

Remove fecal coliforms 30-43 (100-141) Jones et a!. 1988 

30 (100) Grismer 1981 

30 (100) Lynch eta!. 1985 

Nitrates removed to meet drinking water 30 (100) Johnson and Ryba 1992 
standards 

Nutrient pollution in forested riparian areas 30 (100) Terrell and Perfetti 1989 

Nutrient removal 36 (118) Young et a!. 1980 

Pesticides and animal waste 61 (200) Terrell and Perfetti 1989 

Nutrient pollution in herbaceous or 183 (600) Terrell and Perfetti 1989 
crooland rioarian areas 

EROSION CONTROL 

Bank erosion control 30 (100} Raleigh et a!. 1986 

High mass wasting area 38 (125) Cederholm 1994 

MICROCLIMATE INFLUENCE 

In forested ecosystem 61-122 (200-399) Chen et a!. 1990 

160 (525) Harris 1984, 
Franklin and Forman 1987 

WILDLIFE HABITAT 

General wildlife habitat 23 (75) Mudd 1975 

9-201 (30-660) Johnson and Ryba 1992 

61 (200) Zeigler 1992 

Species sensitive to disturbance 25 (82) Croonquist and Brooks 1993 -
Aquatic insects 30 (100) Erman et a!. 1977 

Benthic invertebrates - food suoolv 30 (100) Erman et a!. 1977 

Macroinvertebrate density 30 (100) Newbold eta!. 1980 

Macroinvertebrate diversity 30 (100) Gregory et a!. 1987 

Riparian invertebrates 30 (100) Erman et a!. 1977, 
Roby eta!. 1977, 
Newbold et a!. 1980 

Brook trout 30 (100) Raleigh 1982 

Chinook salmon 30 (100) Raleigh et a!. 1986 

Cutthroat trout 30 (100) Hickman and Raleigh 1982 

Rainbow trout 30 (100) Raleigh et a!. 1984 

Reotiles and amphibians 30-95 (100-312) Rudolph and Dickson 1990 
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Appendix C. Continued. 

Riparian habitat function 
Perpendicular distance from 

Source stream in meters Heet) 

Reptiles and amphibians 30 (100) Rudolph and Dickson 1990 

Birds 75-200 (246-656) Jones et al. 1988 

Full complement of birds - 127 (417) Sedgewick and Knopf 1986 

125 (410) Croonquist and Brooks 1993 

Nest predation reduced 100 (328) Temple 1986 

Forest interior birds only occur in corridors 50 (164) Tassone 1981 
wider than 50 m 

Minimum riparian width to sustain forest 60 (200) Darveau et al. 1995 
dwelling birds 

Minimum distance needed to support area- 100 (328) Keller et al. 1993 
sensitive neotropical migrant birds 

Distance needed to maintain functional 100 (328) Hodges and Krementz 1996 
assemblages of common neotropical 
migratory birds 

Great blue heron feeding 100 (328) Short and Cooper 1985 

Great blue heron nesting 250 (820) Short and Cooper 1985 

250-300 (820-984) Parker 1980, Short and Cooper 
1985, Vos et al. 1985 

Wood duck nesting 80 (262) Gilmer et al. 1978 

183 (600) Grice and Rogers 1965, 
Sousa and Farmer 1983 

200 (656) Lowney and Hill 1989 

Harlequin nesting 50 (164) Cassirer and Groves 1990 

Bald eagle buffer from human disturbance 121 (396) Grubb 1980 

Bald eagle disturbance during feeding 200 (656) Skagen 1980 

Bald eagle feeding areas 75-100 (246-328) Stalmaster 1980 

Bald eagle nesting 100 (328) Smalll982 

Bald eagle perching 50 (164) Stalmaster 1980 

Osprey nesting - no cut zone 61 (200) Zarn 1974, Westalll986 

Pheasant and quail, eastern Washington 23 (75) Mudd 1975 

Mourning dove 15 (50) Mudd 1975 

Belted kingfisher roosts 30-61 (100-200) Prose 1985 

Downy woodpecker 15 (50) Cros;; 1985 

Hairy woodpecker 40 (133) Stauffer and Best 1980 

Pileated woodpecker and some neotropical 15-23 (50-75) Triquet et al. 1990 
migrants 

Pileated woodpecker nesting 150-183 (492-600) Conner et al. 1975, 
Schroeder 1983 
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Appendix C. Continued. 

Riparian habitat function 

Pileated woodpecker nesting 

Black-capped chickadee 

White-breasted nuthatch 

Red-eyed vireo 

Warbling vireo nesting 

Spotted towhee breeding populations 

Brown-headed cowbird penetration from 
edge 

Large mammals 

Small mammals 

Dusky shrew food and cover 

Beaver 

Beaver foraging 

Fisher travel corridor 

Marten food and cover 

Marten travel corridor 

Mink 

Red fox, fisher, marten 

Deer, Eastern Washington 

Deer and elk cover 

INSTREAM HABITAT 

Minimal maintenance of most functions 

Mean buffers:* 

(147ft) 

Temperature Control 
Large Woody Debris 

Filter Sediments 
Filter Pollutants 

27m (90ft) 
45m 

42 m (138ft) 
24m (78ft) 

Perpendicular distance from 
Source stream in meters (feet) 

100 (328) Small1982 

15 (50) Cross 1985 

17 (57) Stauffer and Best 1980 

40 (133) Stauffer and Best 1980 

90 (295) Gilmer et al. 1978 

200 (656) Stauffer and Best 1980 

240 (787) Gates and Giffin 1991 . 
100 (328) Jones et al. 1988 

67-93 (220-305) Jones et al. 1988 

12-70 (39-230) Cross 1985 

67 (220) Cross 1985 

183 (600) Clothier 1955 

30-100 (100-328) Allen 1983 

100 (328) Allen 1983 

183 (600) Freel1991 

61 (200) Spencer 1981 

92 (300) Freel1991 

100 (328) Melquist et al. 1981, 
Allen 1986 

200 (656) Melquist et al. 1981 

100 (328) Small1982 

23 (75) Mudd 1975 

61 (200) Mudd 1975 

Johnson and R ba 1992 

Erosion Control 
Windthrow Protection 
Microclimate Influence 
Wildlife Habitat 

34m (112ft) 
15m (50ft) 
126m (412ft) 
88 m (287ft) 

Instream Habitat 15-30 m (50-100ft) 

* If a range of values was reported in the literature, the median of that range was used to calculate the means. 
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Appendix D. Riparian-related management recommendations for individual priority species, taken 
from Rodrick and Milner (1991 ), Larsen et al. (1995), and Larsen (1997). Referto these publications 
for additional management recommendations outside the riparian zone. 

Species 

INVERTEBRATES 

Silver-bordered bog fritillary 
(Boloria selene atrocostalis) 

AMPHIBIANS AND REPTILES 

Dunn's salamander 
(Plethodon dunni) 

Van Dyke's salamander 
(Plethodon vandykei) 

Oregon spotted frog 
(Rana pretiosa) 

Columbia spotted frog 
(Rana luteiventris) 

Western pond turtle 
(Clemmys marmorata) 

December 1997 

Recommendations 

• Avoid activities that result in wetland drainage or water table 
alteration. 

• Carefully monitor insecticide and herbicide applications near 
occupied habitat, and use alternative treatments whenever possible. 
Specific buffer distances and treatment options need to be 
determined on a site-by-site basis. 

• Maintain riparian habitat along all streams where the salamanders 
are present. 

• Maintain 60-80%.shade along stream banks and wet talus seepage 
areas. 

• Leave understory plants and noncommercial trees in seepage areas 
during logging operations. 

• Retain woody debris of all size and decay classes. 
• A void land use practices that contribute to stream sedimentation. 
• Avoid logging within 30m (100ft) of Type 4 and Type 5 waters. 
• Protect an additional 38 m (125 ft) in unstable portions of riparian 

areas to avoid mass wasting. 

• A void the removal of riparian vegetation in areas inhabited by 
spotted frogs. 

• Activities that alter riparian areas and wetlands, such as intentional 
flooding, dredging, draining, or filling, should be avoided where 
spotted frogs occur. 

• Avoid activities that could cause water temperature to fall below 7 
C ( 45 oF) or rise above 28 C (82 oF) during the breeding season. 

• Avoid diverting storm water runoff from urban developments into 
spotted frog habitat. 

• Avoid applying pesticides or herbicides in or adjacent to wetlands 
used by spotted frogs. 

• Avoid disturbance within 400-500 m (1,300-1,600 ft) around all 
bodies of water inhabited by western pond turtles. 

• Avoid constructing barriers such as roads, ditches, and chain-link 
fences in or around wetlands occupied by western pond turtles. 

• A void draining, dredging, or filling wetlands. 
• A void changes that might cause vegetation in and around 

occupied wetlands to become too dense for turtles to negotiate. 
• Emergent logs-and stumps should not be removed from waters 

where western oond turtles occur. 

• Erect no structures within 150m (492ft) of nest sites. 
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Great blue heron • Establishment of buffer distances will be influenced by factors 
(Ardea herodias) pertaining to a specific heron colony. Whenever possible, a 

minimum habitat protection buffer of 250 to 300 m (820 - 980 ft) 
from the peripheries of a colony should be established. 

• Stands of large trees at least 17 m (50 ft) high and at least 4 ha (10 
ac) in extent should be left in the vicinity of heron breeding 
colonies and feeding areas as alternative habitat. 

• Feeding areas, especially wetlands, should be protected within a 
minimum radius of 4 km (2.5 mi) of existing colonies. Each 
potential foraging area should have a surrounding disturbance free 
zone of at least 100m (328ft). 

Sandhill crane • Avoid vehicle and foot traffic within 400 m (0.25 mi) of nesting 
(Grus canadensis) areas during the breeding period (March -August). 

• A void logging within 800 m (0.5 mi) of nests during the breeding 
period. 

• Do not alter water levels in wetlands used by cranes. 
• Exclude cattle from crane breeding sites. 

Harlequin duck • Maintain. woody debris and riparian vegetation in and adjacent to 
(Histrionicus histrionicus) streams. A 30m (100ft) buffer along nesting streams is necessary 

to recruit suitable large woody debris for loafing, and a larger 
buffer may be necessary on second growth stands. 

• Trails or roads should be farther than 50 m (165ft) and not visible 
from the stream, and fishing activity should be limited on streams 
used by nesting harlequins. 

• A void logging in the riparian corridor. 

Cavity-nesting ducks • Maintain or create snags near suitable nesting habitat (e.g., low 
(Aix sponsa, Bucephala albeola, gradient rivers and sloughs). 
Bucephala clangula Bucephala • A void logging flooded timber, and leave woody vegetation along 
islandica, Lophodytes cucullatus) shores of nesting and brood-rearing areas. 

Bald eagle • Maintain appropriate disturbance-free buffers around nests, 
(Haliaeetus leucocephalus) perches, roosts, and foraging areas [approximately 120-800 m, 

(400-2600 ft), depending on site-specific factors]. 
• Consult WDFW to develop a Bald Eagle Site Management Plan. 

Osprey • Minimize human activities within 201 m (660ft) of active nests. 
(Pandion haliaetus) • Retain all trees within a 61 m (200 ft) radius of a nest or within 61 

m (200ft) of a shoreline where a nest is located. 
• Between 61 m (200ft) and 335m (1,100 ft) of a shoreline where 

nesting occurs, -maintain a "restricted cutting zone" in which at 
least two dominant live trees and two suitable snags per acre are 
retained. 

• Roads should be closed during breeding season if they are located 
near a pair that is sensitive to disturbance. In remote areas, 
campsites and hiking trails should not be located within 1 km (0.7 
mi) and 91 m (300ft) of occupied nests, respectively. 

Blue grouse • Protect streams, springs, and meadows from livestock grazing and 
(Dendragapus obscurus) logging operations in order to provide brooding and feeding areas. 

Band-tailed pigeon • Protect mineral springs and surrounding trees and shrubs. 
(Columba (asciata) 
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Yell ow-billed cuckoo 
(Coccyzus americanus) 

MAMMALS 

Marten 
(Martes americana) 

Columbian white-tailed deer 
( Odocoileus virginianus leucurus) 

Rocky Mountain mule deer 
(Odocoileus hemionus hemionus) 

Elk 
(Cervus elaphus) 

Moose 
(Alces alces) 

December 1997 

• Do not remove riparian vegetation, avoid bank stabilization and 
channelization projects, and exclude livestock from areas used by 
the yellow-billed cuckoo. 

• Do not use insecticides near riparian areas occupied by the yellow-
billed cuckoo. · 

• Leave forested buffer strips at least 100m (330ft) wide along 
waterways, including headwater streams. 

• A void road building, skidding, and other logging activities within 
60 m (200ft) of riparian areas. 

• Livestock should not be allowed to denude stream banks and 
should be excluded from riparian areas where marten occur. 

• Maintain tidal spruce forests and protect riparian areas. 

• Maintain quality, disturbance-free fawning areas near .water. 

• Protect calving habitat from disturbance between May I and June 
30. Habitat should be provided within 300 m (1 ,000 ft) of water on 
gentle slopes that contain at least 40 percent of the area in cover. 

• Optimal vegetative buffer from disturbance in a westside forested 
area is 66 m (200ft) with canopy closure greater than 70% and 
trees over 12m (40ft) in height. 

• In eastern Washington, water sources for elk should be protected 
from grazing. 

• Provide buffers wide enough to conceal an adult moose around 
one-half or more of the perimeter of aquatic feeding sites. 
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Appendix B. Riparian habitat functions or specific wildlife uses, organized by riparian habitat width 
(perpendicular distance from stream). Appendix C contains this information organized by riparian 
function. 

Perpendicular 
distance from stream Riparian habitat function/parameter observed Source 

in meters (feet) 

4 (13) Nutrient reduction Doyle eta!. 1977 

6 (20) Noise reduced by an equivalent of tripling of Johnson and Ryba 1992 
distance from noise to receiver 

10 (33) Minimum needed for nutrient reduction Petersen et a!. 1992 

11-31 (35-100) Distance needed for shade retention, an important Brown and Krygier 1970, 
habitat component for Cascade torrent, Columbia Brazier and Brown 1973, 
torrent, Dunn's, and Van Dyke's salamanders Steinblums et a!. 1984 

11-38 (35-125) Buffer that provides 60-80% shade on stream Brazier and Brown 1973, 
surface; crucial to water temperature control Steinblums eta!. 1984, 

Johnson and Ryba 1992 

12 (39) Control of water temperature Corbett and Lynch 1985 

12-70 (39-230) Riparian buffer capable of supporting small Cross 1985 
mammal communities comparable to undisturbed 
sites 

15 (50) Minimum mean width supporting breeding Cross 1985 
populations of downy woodpeckers 

15 (50) Minimum mean width supporting breeding Cross 1985 
populations of black-capped chickadees 

15 (50) Sufficient width for mourning doves Mudd 1975 

15 (50) 80% of coarse woody debris input in a multiple Van Sickle and Gregory 1990 
canopy forest 

15-23 (50-75) Some edge/mature forest adapted birds retained in Triquet et a!. 1990 
clearcut landscape; neotropical migrant birds and 
pileated woodpeckers lost 

15 (50) Median distance of coarse woody debris travel Harmon et a!. 1986 

15 (50) Minimum heeded for nutrient reduction Castelle et a!. 1992 

15-30 (50-98) Control of water temperature Hewlett and Fortson 1982 

15-30 (50-98) Provides minimal maintenance of most functions Johnson and Ryba 1992 

16 (52) Nutrient reduction Jacobs and Gilliam 1985 

16-137 (52-137) Edge effect on forest structure: the distance from Chen et a!. 1992 
an edge into a forest where its structure (e.g., 
stocking density, tree mortality) is affected by the 
adjacent open environment 

17 (57) Minimum mean width supporting a breeding Stauffer and Best 1980 
population of white-breasted nuthatches 
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Appendix B. Continued. 

Perpendicular 
distance from stream Riparian habitat function/parameter observed Source 

inmeters (feet) 

18 (59) Maintains stream temperature in a logged Moring 1975 
watershed (but does not fully mitigate changes in 
sediment, dissolved oxygen, or increased 
streamflow) 

18-38 (60-125) Provides 50-100% shading U.S. For. Serv. eta!. 1993 

20 (66) 10% mortality of instream mosquito larvae after Payne et a!. 1988 
application of permethrin 

20 (66) Nutrient removal using the multi-species riparian Schultz et a!. 1995 
buffer strip system described by the authors 

23 (75) Needed for maximum populations of pheasant, Mudd 1975 
quail, and deer 

20-50 (66-164) Width of riparian vegetation Strong and Bock 1990 

25 (82) Species sensitive to disturbance did not occur Croonquist and Brooks 1993 
unless an undisturbed corridor this wide was 
present 

25-50 (82-164) Width of riparian vegetation Medin and Clary 1991 

30 (100) Minimum width of riparian buffer to avoid Erman et a!. 1977 
affecting food supply of benthic invertebrates 

30 (100) Protects aquatic insect communities from Erman et a!. 1977 
sedimentation 

30 (100) Reduces fecal coliforms Grismer 1981 

30 (100) Minimum width of riparian buffer that maintained Erman et a!. 1977, Roby et a!. 
invertebrate populations equal to those in control 1977, Newbold eta!. 1980 
areas with no logging 

30+ (100+) Large woody debris use by loafing harlequin Murphy and Koski 1989 
ducks 

~30 (~ 100) Full complement of herpetofauna Rudolph and Dickson 1990 

30 (100) Recommended buffer to control erosion of Raleigh et a!. 1986 
undercut banks for cutthroat, rainbow, and brown 
trout; and chinook salmon 

30 (100) Buffers incoming nutrient pollution when buffer Terrell and Perfetti 1989 
contains trees (600ft required when buffer is 
herbaceous or cropland) 

30 (100) 80% of large woody debris input (coniferous Van Sickle and Gregory 1990 
riparian) 

30 (100) Buffer provides same stream temperature as old Beschta et a!. 1987 
growth 

30 (100) 90% sediment removal at 2% grade Johnson and Ryba 1992 
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Appendix B. Continued. 

Perpendicular 
distance from stream Riparian habitat function/parameter observed Source 

in m~t~r« (feet) 

30 (100) 75-80% of suspended sediment removed from Johnson and Ryba 1992 
storm water in logged areas; less effective where 
surface flows are channelized than where runoff is 
in sheets 

30 (100) Removed nitrates, exceeding drinking water Johnson and Ryba 1992 
standards 

30 (100) Stream temperatures maintained within 1 o of Johnson and Ryba 1992 
baseline ... 

30-60 (100-200) Belted kin_gfisher roosts Prose 1985 

30-95 )100-312) Amphibians and reptiles more numerous with Rudolph and Dickson 1990 
buffer width in mature vegetation 

30 (100) Shannon index of macroinvertebrate diversity Gregory et a!. 1987 
same as control with buffer of this size 

30-100 (100-328) 30m=90% foraging distance for beaver; Allen 1983, Hall 1970 
1 OOm=maximum foraging distance (but 200m has 
been reported) 

30 (100) 99% of large organic debris recruitment Murphy and Koski 1989 

30 (100) Macroinvertebrate density begins to increase with Newbold et a!. 1980 
buffer this size 

30 (100) Nutrient reduction Lynch eta!. 1985 

30-43 (100-141) Nutrient reduction Jones eta!. 1988 

30 (100) Sediment removal Erman et a!. 1977, Moring 
1982, Lynch et a!. 1985 

30 (100) Water temperature control Lynch eta!. 1985 

30-43 (100-141) Water temperature control Jones eta!. 1988 

30-38 (100-125) 75% of sediments removed Karr and Schlosser 1977 

30 (100) Maintains fish habitat for cutthroat, brook and Hickman and Raleigh 1982, 
rainbow trout, and chinook salmon Raleigh 1982, Raleigh et a!. 

1984, Raleigh et a!. 1986 

31-55 (100-180) Distance needed for woody debris recruitment, an Bottom et a!. 1983, Harmon et 
important habitat component for Cascade torrent, al. 1986, Murphy and Koski 
Columbia torrent, Dunn's, and Van Dyke's 1989, McDade eta!. 1990, Van 
salamanders Sickle and Gregory 1990 

31-88 (100-289) Distance needed for sediment control, important to Erman eta!. 1977, Lynch eta!. 
maintaining habitat quality for Cascade torrent, 1985, Terrell and Perfetti 1989, 
Columbia torrent, Dunn's, and Van Dyke's Johnson and Ryba 1992 
salamanders 

31 (102) Contribution of woody debris to stream structure Bottom et a!. 1983 
within this distance 

36 (118) Nutrient reduction Youn!! et a!. 1980 
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Appendix B. Continued. 

Perpendicular 
distance from stream Riparian habitat function/parameter observed Source 

in meters (feet)_ 

40 (133) Minimum mean width supporting breeding Stauffer and Best 1980 
populations of hairy woodpeckers 

40 (133) Minimum mean width supporting breeding Stauffer and Best 1980 
populations of red-eyed vireos 

45 (148) Maximum distance of tree-fall (source of coarse Harmon et a!. 1986 
woody debris) 

46(151) Maintains large woody debris McDade et a!. 1990, Robison 
and Beschta 1990 

46 (151) Provides travel corridors for marten when buffers Freel 1991 
are on both sides of streams in mature uncut basins 

46 (151) Buffer width provides 80% shading of streams at Steinblums eta!. 1984 
minimum flow 

50 (164) Most bald eagles perch within this distance of Stalmaster 1980 
water during daylight hours 

50 (164) Stream buffer needed to maintain harlequin nests Cassirer and Groves 1990 

50 (164) Lesser scaup prefer nesting habitat within this Allen 1986 
distance in emergent vegetation 

50 (164) Forest interior birds only occurred in corridors Tassone 1981 
greater than 50m 

50 (164) 100% of coarse woody debris input Van Sickle and Gre_gory 1990 

55 (180) Maintains large woody debris U.S. For. Serv. eta!. 1993, 
Thomas et a!. 1993 

75-200 (246-656) Recommended buffer for birds Jones eta!. 1988 

75-100 (246-328) Recommended leave strip for bald eagles along Stalmaster 1980 
shoreline of major feeding areas 

50-100 (164-328) Riparian vegetation width in shrub-steppe Medin and Clary 1991 

60 (200) Marten food/cover -- recommend no harvest Spencer 1981 

60 (200) Adequate buffer to remove sediment as a result of Broderson 1973 
logging -- buffer measured from edge of floodplain 

60 (200) Minimum riparian width needed to sustain forest- Darveau et a!. 1995 
dwelling birds 

60-91 (200-300) Effective buffer strip width to control non- Belt et a!. 1992 
channelized sediment flow 

60-120 (200-399) Microclimate edge effects into forest patches: light Chen et a!. 1990 
penetration, increased tree mortality, soil 
desiccation, temperature effects 

61 (200) Recommended no-cut zone around osprey nest Zarn 1974, Westall1986 

61 (200) Buffering distance for sediment from cropland, Terrell and Perfetti 1989 
animal waste across ungrazed buffers pesticides 
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Appendix B. Continued. 

Perpendicular 
distance from stream Riparian habitat function/parameter observed Source 

in meters (feet) 

61 (200) Deer and elk -- distance hiding cover needed at Mudd 1975 
90% vegetative cover 

63-88 (207-289) Riparian width in Blue Mountains Bull and Skovlin 1982 

67 (220) No small mammal species lost Cross 1985 

67-93 (220-305) Recommended buffer for small mammals Jones eta!. 1988 

75-100 (246-328) Recommended leave strip along shorelines of Stalmaster 1980 
major bald eagle feeding areas 

80 (262) Average distance of wood duck nests from water Gilmer et a!. 1978 

90 (295) Average distance of warbling vireo nests from Gilmer et a!. 1978 
water 

91 (300) Needed on each side of stream to provide a 600ft Freel1991 
travel corridor in mature uncut basins for fisher or 
a travel corridor between clearcuts for marten 

91 (300) Recommended hiking trail buffer near osprey nests Zarn 1994 

91 (300) Buffer required by yellow-billed cuckoo Gaines and Lavmon 1984 

100 (328) Recommended buffer for large mammals Jones et a!. 1988 

100 (328) Majority of beaver foraging Allen 1983 

100 (328) Minimum distance needed to support area- Keller et a!. 1993 
sensitive neotropical migrants in 
forest/agricultural areas 

100 (328) Distance needed to maintain functional Hodges and Krementz 1996 
assemblages of common neotropical migratory 
birds 

100 (328) Mink dens/cover/forage Melquist et a!. 1981, Allen 
1986 

100 (328) Recommended disturbance free zone around great Short and Cooper 1985 
blue heron feeding areas 

100 (328) Area of optimum mink cover and forage habitat Allen 1986 

100 (328) Vegetation within this distance used by red fox Small1982 
and marten as travel corridors and habitat 

100 (328) Pileated woodpecker nests within this distance Sma111982 

100 (328) Bald eagles nest within this distance Small1982 

100 (328) 45% reduction in birds in agricultural areas if no Croonquist and Brooks 1993 
fencerows within this distance of stream 

100 (328) Red fox and fisher use Small1982 

100 (328) Eagles nest within this distance of water Sma111982 

100 (328) Buffer width that reduces nest predation Temple 1986 

100 (328) Minimum buffer to provide adequate large woody K. Koski, pers. comm. 
debris in streams 
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Appendix B. Continued. 

Perpendicular 
distance from stream Riparian habitat function/parameter observed Source 

in mP.ters (fP.P.t) 

124 (407) Northern flicker avoided isolated forest patches Gutzwiler and Anderson 1987 
farther than this distance from water 

1 00x300 (328x984) Minimum riparian dimensions for yellow-billed Gaines 1974 
cuckoo 

119 (396) Average distance of successful bald eagle nests Grubb 1980 
from human disturbance 

125 (410) . Size of naturally vegetated buffer needed to retain Croonquist and Brooks 1993 
full complement of birds 

127 (417) Avian richness declines after this point in Sedgewick and Knopf 1986 
cottonwood floodplains 

133 (443) Average distance from snowmobile traffic that Freddy et a!. 1986 
elicited a locomotor avoidance response in mule 
deer 

150 (492) Most pileated woodpeckers nest within this Conner et a!. 1975, Schroeder 
distance 1983 

160 (525) Distance microclimatic changes occur within a Harris 1984, Franklin and 
forest, due to disturbance created edges Forman 1987 

180 (590) Slopes greater than 15% used as Rocky Mt. mule Thomas eta!. 1976 
deer fawning habitat 

183 (600) Distance needed on both sides of stream to provide Freel1991 
travel corridor for fisher in clearcut landscapes 

183 (600) Food and cover for dusky shrews Clothier 1955 

183 (600) Wood duck nesting distance Grice and Rogers 1965 

183 (600) Wood duck nesting where woody/herbaceous Sousa and Farmer 1983 
cover is between 50-75% 

183 (600) Distance needed to filter confined animal waste Terrell and Perfetti 1989 

191 (636) Average distance from foot traffic that elicited a Freddy et a!. 1986 
locomotor avoidance response in mule deer 

200 (656) Limit of mink use Melquist et a!. 1981 

200 (656) Minimum mean width to support breeding Stauffer and Best 1980 
populations of American redstarts 

200 (656) Minimum mean width to support breeding Stauffer and Best 1980 
populations of spotted towhees 

200 (656) Red-winged blackbird foraging distance from Short 1985 
nests in wetlands 

200 (656) Distance from human activity at which feeding Skagen 1980 
eagles are disturbed 

200 (656) Wood ducks nest within this distance Lowney and Hill 1989 

240 (787) Distance brown-headed cowbirds penetrate from Gates and Giffin 1991 
stream opening 
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Appendix B. Continued. 

Perpendicular 
distance from stream Riparian habitat function/parameter observed Source 

in meters (feet) 

250 (820) Great blue herons nest within this distance; Short and Cooper 1985 
disturbance-free zone around nests is 
recommended 

250-300 (820-984) Minimum buffer zone around peripheries of great Bowman and Siderius 1984, 
blue heron colonies Kelsall 1989, Vos et a!. 1985 

250-300 (820-984) Recommended buffer for eagle perch areas with Stalmaster 1987 
little screenin~ 

305 (1,000) Elk calving grounds are usually within this Thomas 1979 
distance of water 

350 (1,148) Maximum distance from water where wood ducks Gilmer et a!. 1978 
will nest 

400 (1,312) A void road and foot travel within this distance of Schlorff et a!. 1983 
sandhill crane nests 

800 (2,624) During breeding season (March-August), avoid Schlorff et a!. 1983 
logging within this distance of sandhill crane nests 
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PREFACE 

The habitat conservation planning (HCP) program under section 10(a)(1)(B) of the 
Endangered Species Act (ESA) has grown rapidly in recent years. In the first 10 years of the 
program (1983-1992), 14 incidentaltake permits were issued. As of the end of August, 
1996, 179 incidental take permits had been issued and approximately 200 HCPs were being 
developed. In just a few years the HCP process has been transformed from a relatively little 
used option under the ESA to one of its most important and innovative conservation 
programs. 

Another pattern has begun to emerge, as evidenced by the growing number ofHCPs being 
developed and by the size of the conservation planning areas involved. As of late 1995, most 
HCPs approved were for planning areas less than 1,000 acres in size. However, of the HCPs 
being developed as of early 1996, approximately 25 exceed 10,000 acres in size, 25 exceed 
100,000 acres, and 18 exceed 500,000 acres. This suggests that HCPs are evolving from a 
process adopted primarily to address single developments to a broad-based, landscape level 
planning tool utilized to achieve long-term biological and regulatory goals. It also suggests 
that the underlying spirit of the HCP process has begun to take hold. 

. . These large-scale, regional HCPs can significantly reduce the burden of the ESA on small 
landowners by providing efficient mechanisms for compliance, distributing the economic and 
logistic impacts of endangered species conservation among the community, and bringing a 
broad range of landowner activities under the HCPs' legal protection. In addition, the 
Services have helped reduce the burden on small landowners and have made it easier for 
them to be involved in the HCP process through streamlining measures in the HCP process. 

The HCP process was patterned after the San Bruno Mountain HCP--an innovative 
land-use planning effort in California's San Francisco Bay area that began in the mid-1970s 
with a classic conflict between development activities and endangered species protection and 
culminated in the issuance of the first incidental take permit in 1983. What made the San 
Bruno Mountain case unusual was that it attempted to resolve these conflicts through 
negotiation and compromise rather than continued litigation. This fundamental approach 
was endorsed and codified by Congress when it incorporated the HCP process into the ESA 
in 1982. 

One of the great strengths of the HCP process is its flexibility. Conservation plans 
vary enormously in size and scope and in the activities they address--from half-acre lots to 
millions of acres, from forestry and agricultural activities to beach development, and from a 
single species to dozens of species. Another key is creativity. The ESA and its 
implementing regulations establish basic biological standards for HCPs but otherwise allow 
the creative potential of HCP participants to flourish. As a result, the HCP program has 
begun to produce some remarkably innovative natural resource use and conservation 
programs. 



The challenge of balancing biology with economics is a complex one, but is fundamental to 
the HCP process. Policy and procedure have at times frustrated HCP users and hampered 
the program's ability to meet its full potential. The HCP process was historically viewed as 
procedurally difficult; permit approvals took too long in some cases and long-term regulatory 
certainty under HCPs was widely desired by applicants but rarely available. 

However, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service have 
made significant improvements in the HCP program in recent years. We have increased 
section 1 0 staff and improved guidance about section 1 0 objectives and standards, clarified 
and streamlined permit processing requirements, and substantially raised the certainty 
provided to HCP permittees. This handbook incorporates all these improvements and 
reflects updated policies and procedures in the HCP program. 

The handbook is organized as follows. Chapter 1 provides a summary and overview of the 
HCP process. Chapter2 summarizes the roles of the applicant and the Fish and Wildlife 
Service and National Marine Fisheries Services' Field, Regional, and Washington Offices. 
Chapter 3 explains the process of developing an HCP. Chapter 4 explains how unlisted 
species may be addressed in an HCP. Chapter 5 deals with section 10 NEPA requirements. 
Chapter 6 explains how to process and review an incidental take permit application. Chapter 
7 explains the section 10 permit issuance criteria. Finally, Chapter 8 contains a glossary of 
important terms used throughout the handbook. 

The handbook also contains numerous appendices, which include pertinent Federal 
regulations and policies; a reference list of publications about HCPs; "template" HCP 
documents that can be used as guides; and examples ofHCP documents such as a permit 
application form and Federal Register notices. The handbook 'is organized to make 
information readily available. All important issues have labeled sections or subsections. The 
reader can find specific subjects of interest by scanning the Table of Contents and turning to 
the appropriate page. 

11 

Acting Director 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

Assistant Administrator for Fisheries 
National Marine Fisheries Service 



Spt-~Kt:R. ~ ,o 
~"r~ O'Su\\~~ 

February 22, 1999 
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?~. ~~ 97203 

FROM: St. Johns Neighborhood Association 

TO: Multnomah County Commissioners 

CC: . Sheriff Dan Noelle 

SUBJECT: Public Hearing for the Bybee Lake Jail Site 

Please enter into the record the following attached exhibits, which summarize the St. 
Johns Neighborhood Association's (SJNA) positions regarding the proposed Bybee Lake 
jail site. 

Exhibit: 

A. The Association's February 11 request that the county include representatives from 
the Association and the local community in any and all workgroups and advisory 
committees. The local community continues to be shut out of the process. The 

, County has given no reply to this request. 

B. The Association's February 11 request for a public hearing to be held in St. Johns to 
allow the community to be heard. There are many people who cannot travel 25 miles 
roundtrip to testify at today's hearing. The county has given no reply to this request. 

C. Two letters, dated December 14 and November 30, 1998, whereby the Association: 

1. Declares full support for the position paper of the Concerned Citizens of North 
Portland, 

2 •. Declares the public was inadequately-involved i~-the selection-of the Bybee Lake -~~- - --~~--~ 
site, 

3. Declares the site is unsuitable for a jail, as it violates too many ofthe county's 
selection criteria, 

4. Requests the county to compile a list of all available 22-acre sites, 
5. Requests the county to convene a Siting Advisory Committee to evaluate these 

sites, and, 
6. Requests the county to involve the public in all stages of decision-making . 

. h. A copy of the AssoCiation's concerns suomitted to tlie County Commission on.· 
December 10, 1998. 
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E. A letter to the County from Jeff McMahon, member of the former Siting Advisory 
Committee (SAC), stating that the Bybee Lake site was never considered or reviewed 
by that committee. 

F. A map that shows that a very specific site in Rivergate was evaluated by the Siting 
Advisory Committee. This site is completely different from the Bybee Lake site. 

G. A letter from the Mayor's Business Roundtable that the county should not use 
Rivergate land for a jail site. 

H. The sixteen Selection Criteria developed by the SAC and used to rank the eight 
original jail sites. Twelve of those criteria are violated by the Bybee Lake site. 

I. The Screening Factors used to come up with the list of eight candidate sites. Each 
site was required to have infrastructure and to be at least 35 acres. The Bybee Lake 
site has neither. If an exception can be made for Bybee Lake, then other sites ought 
to be considered, too. 

J. Position Paper oi:l the Proposed Rivergate Jail, Submitted to Multnomah County by 
Concerned Citizens ofNorth Portland on November 20, 1998. 

In addition, the SJNA has taken the following position: 

On January 11, the SJNA took the position that the Rivergate property should not 
be sold for a new county jail because it would violate the Port of Portland's 
mission to promote industrial and commercial stability, and to create and retain 
quality jobs. Rivergate is a vital maritime trade center comprised of industries · 
that drive the region's economy. 

Thank you and we hope the county will find this material is a useful guide in its 
deliberations. 

~(};~ 
Kevin O'Sullivan 
Selected by the St. Johns Neighborhood Association to present this material to the 
County for the February 22, 1999 Public Hearing. 
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February 11, 1999 

TO: SheriffDan Noelle 
Lt. Bobbi Luna 
Commissioner Beverly Stein 
Commissioner Gary Hansen 
Commissioner Sharron Kelley 

Commissioner Diane Linn 
Commissioner Lisa Naito 
Commissioner-elect Serena Cruz 
John Legry, CIC 
Ed Lyle, CIC 

SUBJECT: Local Community Representation on Workgroups 

By a unanimous decision, the St. Johns Neighborhood Association does hereby request 
the County to include representatives from the Association and the local community on 
any and all workgroups and advisory committees dealing with all aspects of siting a jail 
in North Portland. 

The County has made many assurances that "representatives ofthe local neighborhood" 
would be included on "any citizens working group," and also that "the St. Johns 
Neighborhood Association would have representation." (various memos from Sheriff 
Noelle and Lt. Luna dated August 28, October 13, and October 29, 1998). 

Unfortunately (and at public expense), a small group of carefully selected, non­
representative citizens has already met several times with Lt. Luna and several of her 
consultants to provide advice about an environmental buffer. This violates the letter and 
spirit of public involvement. If the purpose of these "private" meetings is to help the 
County "develop a clear understanding of the environment," then local representation is 
essential. 

Please respond ASAP to this request. Thank you. 

Respectfully yours, 

Linda Hval, Chair 
St. Johns Neighborhood Association 
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February 11, 1999 

TO: Sheriff Dan Noelle 
Lt. Bobbi Luna 
Commissioner Beverly Stein 
Commissioner Gary Hansen 
Commissioner Sharron Kelley 

SUBJECT: Public Hearing in St. Johns 

Commissioner Diane Linn 
Commissioner Lisa Naito 
Commissioner-elect Serena Cruz 
John Legry, CIC 
Ed Lyle, CIC 

By a unanimous decision, the St. Johns Neighborhood Association does hereby request 
the County to hold a public hearing in St. Johns to allow the community a chance to be 
heard. This public hearing should be held prior to any County decision about the 
proposed Bybee Lake jail site. 

The Association believes that the February 22 public hearing scheduled for downtown is 
impracticable. There are many people for whom a 25-mile roundtrip drive on a 
work/school night is impossible. There are many other people who don't drive or cannot 
drive at night. It would be much easier for eight County people to travel to St. Johns than 
for eighty or eight hundred people to travel downtown. 

We urge you to honor this request ASAP and to use bulk mailing to notify the peninsula 
community of this public hearing in St.. Johns. Thank you. 

Respectfully yours, 

Linda Hval, Chair 
St. Johns Neighborhood Association 
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December 14, 1998 

TO: Sheriff Dan Noelle 
Lt. Bobbi Luna 
Commissioner Beverly Stein 
Commissioner Gary Hansen 

Commissioner Sharron Kelley 
Commissioner Diane Linn 
Commissioner Lisa Naito 
Commissioner-elect Serena Cruz 

On December 14, the St. Johns Neighborhood Association ratified the position taken 
Board to fully support the "Position Paper on the Proposed Rivergate Jail, Submitted to 
Multnomah County by Concerned Citizens of North Portland on November 20, 1998." 

The Association believes the general public was inadequately involved in the County's 
selection of this new jail site at Smith and Bybee Lakes. Also, the site is unsuitable for a 
jail, as it violates many of the selection criteria established by the County. 

Therefore, the St. Johns Neighborhood Association requests the County to involve the 
public in all stages of decision-making; to convene a Siting Advisory Committee; and to 
create a new list of suitable locations for the jail. 

The St. Johns Neighborhood Association would be happy to assist the Sheriff and the 
County in whatever way possible to locate a suitable jail site. Thank you. 

Respectfully yours, 

Linda Hval, Chair 
St. Johns Neighborhood Association 
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November 30, 1998 

TO: Sheriff Dan Noelle 
Lt. Bobbi Luna 
Commissioner Beverly Stein 
Commissioner Gary Hansen 

CC: Portland City Council 
Port of Portland Board of Commissioners 
Metro Council 

Commissioner Sharron Kelley 
Commissioner Diane Linn 
Commissioner Lisa Naito 
Commissioner-elect Serena Cruz 

On November 30, the St. Johns Neighborhood Association Board voted unanimously to 
fully support the "Position Paper on the Proposed Rivergate Jail, Submitted to 
Multnomah County by Concerned Citizens of North Portland on November 20, 1998." 
(Please refer to your own copies of that position paper, as no copy is attached to this 
letter). We fully expect our general membership will ratify this position at our next 
meeting. 

In essence, the Association believes the general public was inadequately involved in the 
County's selection of this new jail site at Smith and Bybee Lakes. Also, the site is 
unsuitable for a jail, as it violates many ofthe selection criteria established by the 
County. 

Therefore, the St. Johns Neighborhood Association requests the County to involve the 
public in all stages of decision-making; to convene a Siting Advisory Committee; and to 
create a new list of suitable locations for the jail. 

The St. Johns Neighborhood Association would be happy to assist the Sheriff and the 
County in whatever way possible to locate a suitable jail site. Thank you. 

Respectfully yours, 

Linda Hval, Chair 
St. Johns Neighborhood Association 
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December 10, 1998 

FROM: 

TO: 

CC: 

SUBJECT: 

Kevin O'Sullivan, St. Johns Neighborhood Association 
7624 N. Kellogg Street, Portland, OR 97203 

Multnomah County Commissioners 

Sheriff Dan Noelle 

Testimony on the Smith & Bybee Lakes Jail Site 

Executive Summary 

First off, in all fairness, the Sheriff did a commendable job of involving the public in all phases 
of the site selection process during the two years leading up to last September (1998). This was 
an excellent example of how to involve the community in the siting of public facilities. The 
County also deserves praise for developing and adopting the Facilities Siting Public Involvement 
Manual. 

In September, however, the jail siting process took an unexpected tum for the worse, when the 
County effectively chose a new jail site without any public involvement. This violated the very 
principles of public involvement that the County has worked so hard to develop and uphold. So, 
I'd like to offer constructive criticism to help not only salvage the process, but also to help the 
County and the Sheriff to successfully build the jail on time, within budget, and at a location that 
satisfies all concerned parties. I therefore offer the following proposed solutions. 

Proposed Solutions 

1. Immediately compile a list of all available 22-acre sites, and show how each site fits the 
well-established Screening and Selection Criteria. (See Attached Criteria) 
Expected time: 2-3 weeks. 
Comments: 
(a) Bob Oberst (County Property Manager) can readily compile a list of all available 22-acre 

sites within Multnomah County that meet all the Screening Criteria. 
(b) Mr. Oberst will very likely find a feasible site where the jail can be built more quickly 

and easily than at Smith & Bybee Lakes. 
(c) 22-acre sites were never before considered during the past two years because the Initial 

Screening Criteria required a minimum site size of 35 acres. This automatically ruled out 
many smaller, available sites. For example, two years ago, ten potential sites were 
eliminated solely because they were smaller than 35 acres, even though they met all other 
Initial Screening Criteria. 

(d) There are likely to be sites within Rivergate that are privately held, and which could be 
acquired without involving the Port. 



Testimony on Smith & Bybee Lakes Jail Site 
Submitted by Kevin O'Sullivan 

December 10, 1998 
St. Johns Neighborhood Association 

2. Create and convene a Siting Advisory Committee to review this new list of candidate 
sites. The members should be chosen on the basis of where the candidate sites are located. 
Expected time: 4-6 weeks. 

3. Use bulk mail to inform the public about the candidate sites, and to publicize all public 
meetings, including the SAC meetings. The list of addressees must also include schools, 
PTA's, environmental groups, business groups, and government agencies. 

4. Hold several public hearings for the SAC members and the public to assess each site's 
strengths and weaknesses. Expected time: 3 weeks. 

5. Inform the public of the SAC's final recommendations. Form a Citizens Working 
Group for the selected site. This Group should be comprised of the selected site's 
neighbors. 

Total Expected Time to accomplish all this: 3-4 months. 

Concluding Remarks 
The Smith & Bybee Lakes site is entirely new, and is significantly smaller and substantially 
more complex than the original Rivergate site and perhaps even the Radio Towers site. The 
County's selection of this site was a decision made without due process of citizen participation. 
It is absolutely essential to examine more than one new site, and to involve the public at all 
stages of the process. You might roll your eyes at this prospect, but this won't necessarily 
require a lot of time because the County and the public have already established the necessary 
Screening and Selection Criteria. Furthermore, this approach would minimize the high risk of 
betting everything on Smith & Bybee Lakes. That site is riddled with problems and issues that 
will require an even greater amount of time and resources to resolve, with no success guaranteed, 

In the Sheriffs technical presentation today, you will hear many reassurances that there are no 
fatal flaws. It will appear that everything has been studied, but it hasn't. I encourage you to hear 
the unspoken, to see the unexamined, to read between the lines, and see the big picture. Flaws 
and uncertainties abound, and they add up to many substantial risks. I urge you to please 
exercise your good sense and better judgment as you consider the wisdom (or folly) of building 
on this site. I implore you to hedge your bets by considering more than just one 22-acre site. A 
diversified, "portfolio" approach would consist of multiple sites, and would minimize risk and 
increase the likelihood that the jail money will be wisely spent. 

Today, you can do the County, the Sheriff, and the public a lot of service by adopting these 
proposals as the most sensible and correct course of action. Beyond that, I suggest you peruse 
the attachments submitted with this testimony. Thank you. 

Attachments: 
Critique of the Process and the Site, pp. 3-6 
Statement by SAC member, JeffMcMahon, refuting County's claim of SAC approval, pp. 7-8 
Initial Site Screening Criteria, p. 9 
SAC Selection Criteria Violations, p.l 0 
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CRITIQUE 

I. THE PUBLIC PROCESS IS SERIOUSLY FLAWED 

A. There is No Valid Justification for Choosing this New Site 

December 10, 1998 
St. Johns Neighborhood Association 

1) The SAC (Siting Advisory Committee) never studied the Smith & Bybee Lakes site. 
The site was never on the list of candidate sites studied by the SAC. 

2) By choosing this new site, the County has de facto started over, but because no other 
site is being considered, there is every indication that this site is a done deal. 

3) The County has "justified" its choice ofthis new site by declaring that the original 35-
acre Rivergate site (chosen by the SAC, but no longer available) extends to the entire 
Rivergate District. 

4) This leap of reasoning is entirely without basis. To quote author Flann O'Brien, "the 
conclusion of your syllogism is fallacious, based on licensed premises." 

5) The County now claims that "any place in Rivergate is basically approved through the 
[SAC] process." Conversations with some SAC members supposedly "affirmed that 
that was the intent of that group." (Quotes from Chair Beverly Stein at the September 
24, 1998 Board meeting). 

6) By this same flawed rationale, however, one can argue that any industrial site in 
Northeast Portland "is basically approved through the process" by virtue of the SAC 
having studied specific sites in that area. 

7) Such blanket statements about the SAC are wrong. According to SAC members I've 
spoken with, the SAC never indicated that the original Rivergate site extended to any 
other place in Rivergate. I can provide written testimony from SAC members who 
refute the County's argument. (See attached statement from Jeff McMahon). 

8) The County's selection of the Smith & Bybee Lake site circumvents and subverts the 
SAC and the public process. This adds insult to injury to the public and especially to 
the SAC members who worked long and hard, in good faith, only to be arbitrarily 
ignored and misrepresented. 

9) The only remedy to this problem is to look at other 22-acre sites. 

B. The Lack of Public Process 
1) Public notification about this new site was far too little and too late. 
2) The public was not involved in the critical decision of choosing this new site. 
3) The Sheriff relies on a two-year-old mailing list that has shrunk significantly. 
4) At a minimum, bulk mail should have been used in September to inform the public that 

an entirely new site was going to be considered. 
5) The majority of the public does not know about this new jail site. That's a lot of 

ignorance attributable to the County. For example, most educators are unaware of this 
threat to Smith & Bybee Lakes, even though they conduct outdoor education programs 
at these lakes. 

6) Those people who are aware have had to scramble frantically to learn more about the 
site and the process within a short amount oftime (less than two months). 

Page 3 
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7) The Sheriff cites his attendance at several meetings to get the word out. But only a total 
of 200 people attended all those meetings, and many people probably attended more 
than one, lowering the effective head count. 

8) The technical report has only been available since December 3, leaving only one week 
for aware citizens to study and respond to it. 

9) Contrary to a statement issued by the County Sheriff and the Commissioners, the 
"public involvement" since September 24 cannot be described as "an exhaustive 
program of community outreach." 

1 0) What discussions, understandings or agreements have happened between the County the 
Port regarding County jails? Has the airport runway expansion and its impact on the 
Columbia River Corrections Facility been discussed? Who owns that land? 

C. The Jail Bond 
1) The rush to build the jail seems driven primarily by the need to spend the Jail Bond 

money within the 5 years, starting from 1996. 
2) However, according to Dave Boyer of the County Finance Division, that 5-year 

deadline can extended when unforeseen events and extenuating circumstances are 
encountered. Examples would include having two sites rejected; litigation; or delays in 
the permitting process. 

3) With no real time pressure, the County should take time to adequately deliberate the 
siting decision. 

4) If the jail is not built within a reason time, after allowing for unforeseen events, then the 
only "penalty" would be an audit by the IRS. 

5) The use of the Jail Bond to finance the construction of infrastructure could potentially 
cause problems. For instance, is it legal for the County to make improvements on land 
that doesn't belong to the County? Also bear in mind that the funds are specifically 
targeted for a jail, not for infrastructure that will benefit other industries. A cost 
recovery mechanism will not be failsafe, as no industry will want to build on a flood 
plain. Great care must be taken to be sure that not only are costs recovered, but also 
that any recovered costs are used to refinance the jail debt or spent on the jail site. 

D. Proposal for Selecting a Site 

1) It is absolutely essential that the County compile a list of all available 22-acre sites 
within Multnomah County that meet all the Initial Screening Criteria. 

2) The chances are very good that a feasible site will be found where the jail can be built 
more quickly, easily, and inexpensively, and with little likelihood of legal challenges. 

3) The Bybee Lake site is unique in that no other site of this size was ever before 
considered. 

4) The Initial Screening Criteria called for a minimum site size of35 acres. This 
automatically ruled out many smaller, available sites. For example, ten potential sites 
were eliminated solely because they were smaller than 35 acres, even though they met 
all other Initial Screening Criteria. 

5) The Initial Screening Criteria also required that utility services and infrastructure be 
available. 
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6) The County can save over $6 million by abiding by the Initial Screening Criteria 
requirement that utility services and infrastructure be available. 

7) There may be feasible sites in Rivergate that are owned privately, not by the Port. They 
need to be identified. 

II. THE SITE HAS TOO MANY SERIOUS FLAWS 

The Smith & Bybee Lake site is encumbered by a host of difficult and costly problems, and 
despite all the reassurances given by the Sheriffs consultants, these numerous flaws and 
uncertainties add up to substantial overall risk. Should this site plan fail, the County will 
have no other site to fall back upon. The County needs to step back and assess this site from 
the broad perspective of getting maximum use out of the bond funds while minimizing the 
risk of the project. The County must proceed cautiously and wisely in order to succeed in 
getting this jail built on time and within budget. 

1) The Sheriff and his consultants have raised more questions about this site than they've 
answered. These questions translate into many unknowns, uncertainties, additional 
costs, further delays, and an overlay of needless complexity and risk. 

2) The Sheriff has failed to volunteer information that could potentially be of interest to the 
public. For example, why wasn't the public told that the Troutdale Jail and Columbia 
River Jail will likely be closed, and all the inmates moved to the new and expanded jail? 

3) Recovery of $6 million of infrastructure costs is highly uncertain. All the surrounding 
land lies in the flood plain and was underwater in 1996. No industry will build where 
flooding is likely, especially with much better land available in Rivergate and elsewhere. 
Without industries, there will be no cost recovery. 

4) The technical report lacks specific figures on costs. Proceeding further without cost 
studies and the comparable costs of other sites is unwise. 

5) The site violates the Initial Screening Criteria (see attachment) 
o The site is less than the required minimum of 35 acres. 
o There are no utility services or infrastructure. 

6) Other sites are likely to have fewer flaws and difficulties. 
7) The site violates twelve of the sixteen Selection Criteria (see attachment). These 

violations are fatal, as far as the public is concerned. 
8) The County must justify to the public these violations of the Selection Criteria. 
9) At full buildout, 800 vehicles per day translates into approximately one vehicle per 

minute during the busiest 10 hours ofthe day. 
1 0) The proposed access road will run too close to the Columbia Slough and the planned 40-

Mile Loop Trail. Heavy traffic on this road will adversely affect recreational use of that 
trail. Other impacts will consist of noise, pollution, runoff, roadkill, illegal dumping, 
and lights. This is unacceptable. 

11) The site is too close to planned and existing parks and wildlife areas, consisting of Smith 
& Bybee Lakes, the 40-Mile Loop Trail, the Columbia Slough, and the St. Johns 
Landfill (which might ultimately be made into a park). That totals 4 distinct parks. 

12) A colony of western painted turtles resides in the immediate vicinity of the site. These 
turtles are listed by ODFW as "critical sensitive", which means that listing as threatened 
or endangered is pending. 
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13) The site will drain stormwater into the Columbia Slough, a TMDL-listed body ofwater. 
This requires an environmental review that will likely involve the federal government, 
due to the federal listings of salmon. Expect a legal quagmire. 

14) The site is too close to Bybee Lake, which is listed as water quality "limited." 
15) The site will adversely impact the Smith & Bybee Lakes wildlife area. Noise, traffic, 

lights, and erosion must be minimized, if not eliminated. 
16) A minimum setback buffer of 150 feet from the top ofthe bank is absolutely essential. 

If the County can't do this, then build the jail elsewhere. 
17) The height restriction at this site is 60 feet, yet the jail will be only 45 feet high. The 

County should determine whether or not the 150-foot buffer requirement could be met 
by building the jail up. The parking lot could also be built up, rather than out. 

18) The 150-foot buffer could also be met by not expanding the jail. This might require 
keeping the Troutdale Jail open and locating the Residential Drug and Alcohol 
Treatment Center elsewhere. 

19) The site has no public transportation. Workers and visitors will need to walk almost two 
miles from North Marine Drive to the Jail site. This is unacceptable. 

20) Not enough soil tests have been performed. Further exploration could likely reveal 
widespread PCB contamination, which will cost more money and time to clean up. 

21) Archeological artifacts pose a significant hurdle, and may result in legal difficulties that 
cost time and money. 

22) This site will likely to encounter many more legal challenges. So far, one has already 
been raised (Mike Jones). Two more are known to be in the works (private citizens). 
Other legal challenges will focus on environmental impacts, wildlife impacts (for state 
and federal listed species), native American artifacts, soil cleanup, railroad crossing, just 
to name a few. 

23) Emergency access to the site will be too frequently restricted. The Port of Portland's 
transportation plan calls for an increase of at least 12 more unit trains per day within the 
next few years. This will significantly restrict access to the site. The Sheriff's technical 
report mentions only 3 unit trains per day, which is naive and unrealistic. 

24) Seasonal floods will periodically restrict emergency access to and from the site. 
25) A Master Plan will likely be needed for the full buildup of 2,000 beds. This will cause 

significant delays. This has been glossed over by the technical review. 
26) An unmentioned Conditional Use Permit issue will be buffering for the 40-Mile Loop 

Trail. 
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Initial Site Screening 
Factors: 
New Multnomah County 
Corrections Facility 

Threshold: 
1. Size 

35 acres minimum, 60 acres 
maximum, with configuration 
suitable to accommodate present 
and anticipated future 
requirements. 

2. In Multnomah County 

3. Zoning 
Industrial (not allowed in 
residential or commercial areas}. 

4. Transportation 
Access to major arterial streets 
and freeways. 

5. Services Available 
Utilities, water & sewer, 
infrastructure. 

6. Early Availability of Site 
Short time frame for purchase 
and construction. 
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Additional 
Considerations: 
• Topography 

Preferred site should have a level 
area, foundation grade soils, no 
other construction constraints. 

• No or Few Relocations 
Of existing businesses or 
residents 

• Acceptable Capital and 
Operating Costs 
A levy approved by Multnomah 
County voters in May 1996 
provides funding for the facility 

• Community Impact 
A prime consideration of the 
Siting Advisory Committee will be 
to design facility for best fit into 
surrounding land uses. 
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Violations of SAC Selection Criteria 

The following 16 criteria were agreed upon by the Siting Advisory Committee at their 
November 14, 1996 meeting. These criteria are based upon public testimony given at 
SAC meetings, the results of public workshops and a survey. 
The SAC never examined the Smith & Bybee Lakes site. 

~ -- indicates Criteria that are violated by the Smith & Bybee Lakes Jail Site 

• The site should be as far as 
possible from current and planned • The site should allow for 
residential zoned property. reasonable transport of inmates. 

• The site should be as far as ~ The jail site should cause 
possible from current and planned minimal financial hardship to 
schools/daycare facilities. neighboring property owners. 

~ The site should be in accordance ~ The site should be one with the 
with: lowest opportunity cost of 
-Economic development plans foregone development, including 
- Metro 2040 plan impact on tax base. (Avoid 
-Applicable state planning goals prime industrial land offering 
(LCDC) services the jail doesn't need.) 
- Community plans 

~ The site should offer the 
~ The site should not be in an area possibility of adequate buffering. 

susceptible to natural disasters 
(e.g., in a 1 00-year flood plain, ~ The site should have soil of 
near seismic fault. Dikes - if foundation quality. 
applicable - must be strong 
enough to withstand projected ~ The site should have no negative 
earthquakes and flood level at impact on the watershed. 
the same time). 

~ The site should have access to 
~ The site should be one with the public transportation. 

least amount of community 
opposition. • The site should be as far as 

possible from current and planned 
~ The sites should not over- commercial development. 

saturate an area with corrections 
and social services facilities. ~ Consider the relative costs of 

each site when making the siting 
~ The site should be as far as decision. 

possible from current and 
planned parks. 

Page 10 



FROi·l :. saucebox cafe b.:n-

To: 

From: 

Fl~" 1·10. 

Multnomah Co. Commissioners & 
Commissioners-Elect 

[•ec. 0'3 1998 139: 2414!·1 Pl 

December 9, 1998 . 

Jeff McMahon, former member, Siting Advisory 
Committee 

Dear Commissioners: 

I served as the St. Johns Neighborhood Association representative on 
the SAC. I attended every meeting and, to the best of my ability, 
worked to help select a good jail site. It is, as you well know, not an 
easy thing to do. -'7- · 

Before you make your dec;ision about siting this new facility, I would 
like to express a few comments and concems. 

1. The site currently being reviewed (the one on Smith and Bybee 
Lakes) was never reviewed by the SAC. There was a different site in 
Rivergate, that was reviewed. I have recently heard the view 
expressed that the SAC's review of that one site could be extrapolated 
to mean that the SAC reviewed and considered all of Rivergate on 
equal terms. To me, this is ludicrous. I never looked at the current site 
or any other in Riveigate. This is a leap of logic that might be applied 
to half of the other sites in outer Northeast that we look~d into 
individually. 

2. The former site in Rivergate is much preferable to the current one. 
This is for two reasons. First, the County must lay in all of the 
infrastructure services to this site (water, power, sewer, etc) at 
substantial cost. This violates one of the initial screening criteria used 
to pick sites for consideration by the SAC. Second, The current site 
sits adjacent to the "crown jewel" of North Portland, Smith and Bybee 
Lakes. The former site was not on the lake or slough. 

3. The reduction of needed acreage to 22 acres <from 35) must mean 
that many sites were not subjected to review by the SAC. This is a 
very important point. While I am sure that the idea of reopening the 
search for site has limited appeal, the process of site selection has 
been tarnished. I would like to look at all possible sites a·round the 
County. As you know most of sites were in North and Northeast 
Portland: it would have pleased me to look at more sites in other parts 

the County. 
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The site selection process started out strongly and the SAC did a great 
deal of work and listened to hundreds of people. We selected a site. 
The site that was agreed to by the SAC, the Sheriff and County 
Commissioners. Then things changed and the site was removed for 
several reasons. (It is my belief that the site will be developed, even 
with the environmental concerns, in the next few yours.t This makes 
me personally very disappointed in the outcome of the process. 

In fairness, I have always felt that Sheriff Noelle has done (and 
continues to do) a commendable job with public outreach and i-n 
listening to all stakeholders. 

Finally, I wish for you to remember all of the social services the the St. 
Johns area bears. A large CSD office, a large proposed low income 
health center, a parole office, the sewage treatment plan~r much of 
the city and let's not forget the St. Johns landfill. That is a lot. And . 
now, probably what will become the .largest County jail. It does seen 
an unfair distribution to me. 

Home: 232-0429 
Work: 241-3393, 

cc: Sheriff Dan Noelle 

. Voicemail: 203-3232 

Concerned Citizens of North Portland 



Draft Site 1. Rivergate 

INTRODUCTION 

This draft report describes the characteristics and context of the Rivergate site for a proposed Multnomah 
County Corrections Facility. These considerations include the the neighborhood, land use, and environmental 
context; transportation issues; life safety; and costs. In addition, the report presents a preliminary design for a 
potential facility on this site, and explains how the design addresses the context and site considerations. 

The intent of this draft report is to present siting information to the Siting Advisory Committee to allow compari­
son between all eight sites. Further planning studies will need to be conducted on each site to obtain land use 
and building permit approvals. 

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF FACILITY PROGRAM 

The Initial Facility 
300 Bed Alcohol and Drug 'freatment and Mental HealthAssessment Center; One level structure, with a 

mezzanine, approximately 35' tall 
210 Bed Jail; One level structure with a mezzanine, approximately 35' tall 
125 Parking Stalls 

The Expanded Facility 
2000 Bed Facility 
500 Parking Stalls 

Plus additional infrastructure:, Laundry, kitchen, general office, warehouse, workcrew warehouse, gas 
station, vehicle storage, and various storage buildings. 

ALTERNATE 

j 
SITE OPTION 

r --, 

Site pla11. 

c 

SITE DESCRIPTION 

The site is l~ated in Portland between 
North Ramsey Blvd. and North 
Harborgate Street, adjacent to the 
Columbia Slough. The site is generally 
flat and slopes gently away from North 
Lombard Street towards the Columbia 
Slough. The site is 35 acres and is 
currently for sale to industrial users by 
the Port of Portland. 

Multnomah County Corrections Facility 
Siting Advisory Committee 

1 



January 20. 1997 

Siting Advisory Committee 
c/o Dan Oldham 

City of Portland 
MAYOR'S BUSINESS 

ROUNDTABLE 
Vera Katz 

Mayor 

Multnomah County Sheriffs Department 
12240 NE Glisan Street 
Portland, Oregon 97230 

Dear Members of the Committee: 

RECEIVED 

JAN 211997 

The Mayor's Business Roundtable meetS monthly with the Mayor of Portland to discuss issues 
affecting businesses in the City and to foster major community improvement initiatives. The 
Roundtable's current membership and current initiatives are attached to give you some sense of the 
range of the group's interests and activities. As you will note, one of our members is from the Port 
of Portland. 

As a recent Roundtable meeting, several members, including the Port's representative, discussed the 
proposed siting of a new Multnomah County jail in Rivergate. 

While our group did not have th~ benefit of hearing all sides of the issue, our experiences in trying 
to build successful enterprises in Portland have given us an appreciation for the extent to which 
marine-related industries drive this region's economy. We recognize that the pool of suitable jail and 
prison sites .is limited. But large parcels ofland for siting major marine-related industries are even 
more scarce and are key to this region's vitality as a maritime trade center. 

Accordingly, the Business Roundtable has asked me to ·conveylo the Siting Advisory Committee its 
view that the County should not use 40 acres of prime, rail-served Rivergate land within the 

terprise Zone and within the Foreign Trade Zone for a jail site. 

/ ohn Russell _ 
Business Roundtable Chainnan 

1220 S.W. 5th Avenue. Room 303 • Portland. Oregon 97204-1995 
(5031 873-4120 • FAX (503) 823-3588 • IDD (5031 823-6868 



SAC Selection Criteria .·F.· 
The following 16 criteria were agreed upon by the Siting Advisory ·c'oh,mittee at their 
November 14, 1996 meeting. These criteria are based upon public'.testimony at SAC 
meetings and the results of the public workshops and a sur\iey. The SAC never examined 
the Bybee Lake site. Criteria in bold letters are violated: 

1. The site should be as far as possible from current and 'planned residential zoned property. · 

2. The site should be as far as possible from current and planned schools/daycare facilities. 

3. The site should be in accordance with: 
- Economic develop·ment plans 
- Metro 2040 plan 
-Applicable state planning goals (LCDC) 
-Community plans 
Comment: Rivergate land designated for siting major marine-related industries as drivers 
of the region's economy. 

4~ (tie) The site should not be in an area susceptible to natural disasters (e.g., in a 100 
year flood plain, near seismic fault. Dikes - if applicable - must-be strong enough 
to withstand projected earthquakes and flood level at the same time). 
Coniment: This is a Zone A (highest dsk) earthquake zone. The access to the site lies 
within the 1 00-year flood plain. ·The site is a landfill that is essentially a dike. 

4 .. (tie)Tbe sites should not over-saturate an area with corrections and social services 
facilities. · · · 
Comment: St. Johns and North Portland are already saturated by corrections and social . 
services facilities . 

. 4. (tie) The site should be one with the least amount of community opposition .. 
Comment: This site has not been compared to any other site. Community opposition 
grows as more people find out about the sudden change in site that happened just5 
months ago.· 



5. (tie) The site should be as far as possiblefrom current and planned parks. 
Comment: Three parks will be affected. The 'sit~· couldn't be closer to them. The site sits 
right on Bybee Lake and is surrounded by thatwi:iter on three sides. Bybee Lake is a 
Metro Greenspace park. The site also abuts the Columbia Slough and the pian ned 40-
mile Loop Trail. The St. Johns Landfill lies v~ry closeby, and there are plans to make that 
into a public park. 

5. (tie) The site should allow for reasonable transport of inmates. 

5. (tie) The jail site should cause minimal financial hardship to neighboring property 
owners. 
Comment: The jail might not allow neighboring industries to expand and develop on this 
land. No assessment of financial impacts has been done .. 

.-' 

6. The site should be one with the lowe.st opportunity cost .of foregone development, 
including impact on tax base. (AYco.id prime industrial land offering services the jail 
doesn't need.) ·:. ·' 
Comment: This site lies within a major marine-related industrial area that is an Enterprise 
Zone and a Foreign Trade Zone. Foregone taxes will also be large. 

7. The site should offer the possibility of adequate buffering. 
Comment: The Leadbetter Peninsula is too small to allow adequate buffering for the 
Lake, the Slough, the 40-Mile Loop Trail, park users, and the wildlife. (threatened or 
otherwise). · 

. ' 

8. (tie) Tf:Je site should have soil of foundation quality. 
· Comment: The soil is highly susceptible to liquefaction during a seismic event. 
Furthermore, as a landfill, it is of poor foundation quality. The soil is contaminated. There 
are archeological artifacts. These are just a few of the many .problems with the soil. 

8. (tie) The site should have no negative impact on the watershed. 
Comment: Construction and operation of the jail will cause significant amounts of runoff 
into two water-quality limited bodies of water (the Lake and the Slough). Endangered and 
threatened species (painted turtle and salmon) will be adversely impacted. 

8. (tie) The site should have access to public transportation. 
Comment: There is no public transportation to this site for workers and visit.ors. The 
nearest bus stop is nearly two miles away. · 

. 8. (tie) The site should be as far as possible from current and planned commercial 
development. 

9. Consider the relative costs of each site when making the siting decision. 
Comment: No such cost evaluation has been done. The cost will be needlessly high 
because of the lack of infrastructure. The overall cost will further increase due to the 
additional costs of seismic building construction, environmental permits, and various 
litigation. 



Initial Site ·screening 
Factors: ·. ·.- ·,:· >. 

New Multnomah County Corrections Facility 

Threshold: 
1. Size 

Additional Considerations: 

35 acres minimum, 60 acres maximum, 
with configuration suitable to accommo­
date present and anticipated future 
requirements. 

2. In Multnomah County 

3. Zoning 
!:-:d:.:st:ia! (~ct a!!owec! !n r~sidential or 
commercial areas). 

4. Transportation 
Access to major arterial· streets and 
freeways. 

5 ~ Services Available 
Utilities, water & sewer, irfrastructure.__ 

6. Early Availabjlity 
of Site 
Short time frame for purchase and 
construction. 

• TopogTaphy 
Preferred site should have a level area, 
foundation grade soils, no oth~r:·con-
struction constraints. · : ·"' 

• No or Few Relocations 
Of existing businesses or residents 

• Acceptable Capital ~nd 
Operaci11g Costs 
A levy approved by Multnomah County 
voters in May 1996 provides funding 
for the facility 

• ~~~~~}~~~i~~-
sory Committee will be to design facility 
for best frt into surrounding land uses. 

7f22196 



Position Paper on the Proposed Rivergate Jail 
Submitted to Multnomah County 

by 
Concerned Citizens of North Portland 

November 20, 1998 

We would like to support the efforts of the Sheriff and the County to build a· new jail. Very 
few people objected to the old Rivergate site, primarily because it went through an 
appropriate public process and met many of the selection criteria. We are, however, 
seriously concerned about the new Rivergate site, which is significantly different in many 
ways from the old Rivergate site. Our concerns boil down to the lack of public process and 
suitability. There has been no meaningful public process to select this new Rivergate site. 
Furthermore, the new Rivergate site fails many of the selection criteria for a jail. This 
paper summarizes the positions and concerns of North Portland citizens. 

Positions 

I. Start the public process over again. Up until now, the Sheriff has worked in a 
commendable manner to involve the public in the selection of a jail site. However, we 
are deeply concerned because the new Rivergate site was chosen without any 
meaningful public involvement. The public hearing(s) for this site will be held a few 
days before the Sheriff goes before the County Commission, and only one month 
before a final decision will be made. The public hearing amounts to mere window 
dressing for a decision already made. This is a direct snub to the hundreds of decent 
citizens who toiled long and hard on the specific list of eight candidate sites which did 
not include-this Rivergate site. The public needs to be involved in a meaningful and 
effective way in every stage of the decision-making process. 

II. Reconvene the SAC (Siting Advisory Committee). This is an important part of the 
public process. 

Ill. Expand the list of suitable locations. This Rivergate site was never on the list of 
sites examined by the SAC (Siting Advisory Committee). It does not meet many of the 
SAC's selection criteria. The jail size has been scaled down from 35 acres to 17-20 
acres. This opens up many new possibilities for suitable locations. Therefore, a new 
list should be drawn up and examined by a citizens advisory committee. Other sites 
may be less costly, less objectionable, and more technically and politically feasible. 

IV. The Rivergate site is not suitable for a jail. For a variety of reasons, expressed 
below, the new Rivergate site is a poor choice for the jail. It never should have been 
chosen without fully involving the public. This site violates many of the selection criteria 
adopted by the County. The site is significantly different from the SAC's recommended 
site in Rivergate. 



Rivergate Jail 

Concerns 

November 20, 1998 Concerned Citizens of North Portland 
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The above Positions are based upon the following concerns: 

1) There has been no public process for choosing this new Rivergate site. Open. public 
workshops are needed. 
• The public must be involved in all phases of decision-making in the site selection. 
• The SAC must reconvene to consider this site and others. 
• The SAC's deliberations must be conducted in a series of open, public meetings. 

• Without meaningful and effective 'public involver:nent, the County's selection of the 
Rivergate site will shun the efforts of hundreds of citizens, who worked hard to 
create selection criteria and to choose sites that meet those criteria. 

• If it would help, we are prepared to share a mailing list of nearly 1,000 interested 
citizens with the Sheriff for his outreach to the community. However, we 
recommend bulk mailings as the preferred means of outreach. 

· 2) The Sheriffs process of selecting the new Rivergate site violates Multnomah County's 
Citizen Involvement Principles (see attachment). 
• For example, Principle 5 states that "Citizens should be involved early in planning, 

projects and policy development." 
• Principle 7 requires the County to "make the best use of citizens' time and efforts." 

Because the site was selected without ·any public input and without reference to the 
selection criteria, the County is neglecting the considerable time and efforts of 
citizens involved in the process during 1996 and 1997. 

3) The process of selecting this site violates many of the principles and strategies of 
Multnomah County's Facilities Siting Public Involvement Manual(see attachment). 
The following are just ·some of the principles and strategies that are being violated: 

• Principle 3 requires "being flexible to adjusting plans, where feasible, to meet public 
needs and desires." Comment: it remains to be seen whether the public's desire for 
a better siting proces~ will be fulfilled by the County. 

• Principle 2 requires public participation in "a// critical decisions" with "ample 
opportunity for public input. Comment: the new Rivergate site seems like a done 
deal that was slipped in through the back door. 

• Principle 6 requires the County to engage and solicit "the advice of nearby 
community members at every level and every stage." 

• Strategy 6 requires opportunities for public involvement in key decisions. Thi~ 
includes citizen committees and public workshops. 

4) Inadequate Notification. The public notification for this new site has been too little and 
too late. 

5) No Siting Advisory Committee was involved in the selection of this site. Two years ago, 
the SAC worked on a list of candidate sites. This Rivergate site was not on that list. 
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6) New candidate sites are needed. 

• Why stop at just one new site? The County must develop a new list of potential 

sites. 
• In 1996, the County did an initial screening of over 30 potential sites based on 10 

screening factors (see attachment). One of the screening factors required a 

minimum of 35 acres. 
• Ten sites were dropped because they were smaller than 35 acres. For example, 

the Sandy North Site -East was rejected solely because there was "not enough 

land, only 20-25 acres." 
• The threshold size is now 17- 20 acres. Many new sites can and should be 

considered. Many of these new sites will likely include rural areas. 

7) The Rivergate site violates the County's Initial Screening Criteria (see attachment). 

• There are no Services Available (utilities, water, sewer, infrastructure) at this site. 

Yet, many other potential sites were rejected because no services were available. 

• The soil is not of foundation grade. 

• Geo-technical and other design engineering factors (including infrastructure) will 

raise Capital Costs above acceptable levels. 

• The facility will not fit into the surrounding land uses (parks, recreation, wildlife). 

8) The site violates most of the SAC's Selection Criteria (see attachment). A full-fledged 

public process developed these selection criteria. They formed the basis for choosing 

among the eight specific candidate sites. Here are examples of violated Selection 

Criteria: 

i. The site is much too close to current and planned parks. The Rivergate site is 

directly adjacent to Smith-Bybee Lake and the planned 40-Mile Loop Trail. It can't 

get any closer than this. This clearly violates the County's selection criteria. 

ii. Buffering at this site will be entirely inadequate and impossible. 

iii. The site is an area susceptible to natural disasters (e.g. floods or earthquakes). 

Dikes are unlikely to be strong enough to meet the requirement to withstand 

earthquakes and floods at the same time. 

1v. The site has no access to public transportation. 

v. The site has considerable community opposition. 

vi. There will be negative impacts on the watershed (the slough and the lakes). 

vii. The relative costs of all potential sites were not taken into account, because this 

site was not on the list of candidate sites. 

viii. The soil is not of foundation quality. It consists of dredged fill. 

ix. The site is not in accordance with economic development plans. 

x. There are high opportunity costs for foregone development. This is valuable 

industrial land and the tax base will be significantly eroded. 

9) Environmentally sensitive natural area. 

• The Smith-Bybee Lake natural area is environmentally sensitive to all noise, traffic, 

lights, erosion, runoff, etc associated with the construction and operation of the jail 

facility. There will be significantly large and adverse impacts. 

• The area is inhabited by the western painted turtle, a listed species. 
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10) Port of Portland's mission will be unfulfilled. A Rivergate jail will violate the Port of 
Portland's economic development plan for industrial use only. This violates one of the 
selection criteria. 

11) Infrastructure costs are too high. There is no infrastructure (sewer, utilities, water). 
• This clearly violates the Initial Screening Criterio_n that requires infrastructure 

services be available. 
• The County should not pay for constructing sewer lines, water, utilities and 

infrastructure, which will be used primarily by non-paying industries. 
• The Port and industries should pay these costs. 

12) The site is an illegal landfill and unsuited for development. 
• The wetland should be restored, not developed. 
• The County's use of this site will only serve to justify the Port's illegal fill of this 

wetland. 
• A lawsuit is currently pending on this illegal landfill. The only acceptable settlement 

is to make this a greenspace. 
• The land is unsuitable for construction because the dredge-fill material creates an 

unstable foundation. 
• The unsuitability of landfill material for construction was cited by County Property 

Manager, Bob Oberst, as a major reason for rejecting the Vance Pit and Vance 
Park Properties as a jail site (11-8-96 memorandum to the SAC). 

• The dredge-fill might be contaminated, and might need to be contained, capped or 
removed because the lake is listed as "water quality limited" by DEQ. 

13) High-Risk Earthquake zone. The Smith-Bybee Lake area is classified as a Zone A 
earthquake hazard area, the highest possible hazard classification. The site is 
extremely susceptible to liquefaction. 
• This high hazard is further increased by the soil composition of the underlying 

landfill. 
• This imperils the safety of the workers, visitors, and inmates. 
• Compliance with seismic building standards will be difficult and costly. 
• Engineering costs will be unacceptably high. 
• No public facility should be built on such a hazardous site. 

14) The site is in a 1 00-year flood plain. A significant portion of this site, and access to the 
site, was under. water during the 1996 flood. 

15) The Access Road is in a 1 00-year flood plain. 
• Emergency evacuation will be impossible during a flood. 
• The use of fill material to raise the road above the 1 00-year flood level may violate 

wetland protection codes. 

16) Public safety. Visitors to the jail will frequent Kelly Point Park and the Smith & Bybee 
Lakes parking lots. Crimes against property and/or people may also increase at local 
Rivergate industrial facilities. 
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17) The recreational public at Smith-Bybee Lake will be adversely impacted. The negative 
impacts on the recreational use and enjoyment of this open space will not be in 
accordance with the Metro 2040 Plan. 

18) Educational programs will be adversely impacted. 
• Many educational tours and studies of Smith and Bybee Lakes are conducted each 

year. 
• Sponsors of these programs include Portland Public Schools; other public schools; 

Metro; and the Audubon Society. 
• Participants in these programs include children as well as adults. 

1 9) Traffic impacts. Jail traffic will increase congestion and interfere with the area's 
industrial activity. Site access will be frequently obstructed by 1 00-car unit trains. 

20) Public Transportation is entirely inadequate. The bus stop is on N. Marine Drive. 
People will have a long walk on the Leadbetter Peninsula access road to reach the jail 
site. 

21) Tarnished image of St. Johns and North Portland. 
• Citizens are struggling to build up this community. A tarnished image negates this 

community effort. 
• Smith and Bybee Lakes are the crown jewels of North Portland. 
• This jail will be highly visible to growing numbers of recreational users of Smith­

Bybee Lake (and the planned 40-Mile Loop Trail) and to Rivergate workers. 
• The St. Johns Neighborhood is already saturated by other existing and planned 

social services and corrections facilities. The Jail will only compound this problem. 
This clearly violates one of the SAC Selection Criteria. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Concerned Citizens of North Portland 
Contacts: 
Sherry Dahlen, 286-3873 Kevin O'Sullivan, 285-5322 

Attachments 
• Initial Site Screening Factors 
• Siting Advisory Committee Selection Criteria 
• Multnomah County's Citizen Involvement Principles 

Evelyn Smith, 283-1998 

• Principles and Strategies from the Multnomah County Facilities Siting Public 
Involvement Manual 



Initial Site Screening 
Factors: 
New Multnomah County 
Corrections Facility 

Threshold: 
1. Size 

35 acres minimum, 60 acres 
maximum, with configuration 
suitable to accommodate present 
and anticipated future 
requirements. 

2. In Multnomah County 

3. Zoning 
Industrial (not allowed in 
residential or commercial areas). 

4. Transportation 
Access to major arterial streets 
and freeways. 

5. Services Available 
Utilities, water & sewer, 
infrastructure. 

6. Early Availability of Site 
Short time frame for purchase 
and construction. 

Additional 
Considerations: 
• Topography 

Preferred site should have a level 
area, foundation grade soils, no 
other construction constraints. 

• No or Few Relocations 
Of existing businesses or 
residents 

• Acceptable Capital and 
Operating Costs 
A levy approved by Multnomah 
County voters in May 1996 
provides funding for the facility 

• Community Impact 
A prime consideration of the 
Siting Advisory Committee will be 
to design facility for best fit into 
surrounding land uses. 



SAC Selection Criteria 

The following 16 criteria were agreed upon by the Siting Advisory Committee at 
their November 14, 1996 meeting. These criteria are based upon the public 
testimony at SAC meetings and the results of the public workshops and a survey. 

• The site should be as far as 
possible from current and planned 
residential zoned property. 

• The site should be as far as 
possible from current and planned 
schools/daycare facilities. 

• The site should be in accordance 
with: 
- Economic development plans 
- Metro 2040 plan 
-Applicable state planning goals 
(LCDC) 
- Community plans 

• The site should not be in an area 
susceptible to natural disasters 
(e.g., in a 100 year flood plain, 
near seismic fault. Dikes - if 
applicable- must be strong 
enough to withstand projected 
earthquakes and flood level at the 
same time). 

• The site should be one with the 
least amount of community 
opposition. 

• The sites should not over-saturate 
an area with corrections and 
social services facilities. 

• The site should be as far as 
possible from current and planned 
parks. 

• The site should allow for 
reasonable transport of inmates. 

• The jail site should cause minimal 
financial hardship to neighboring 
property owners. 

• The site should be one with the 
lowest opportunity cost of 
foregone development, including 
impact on tax base. (Avoid prjme 
industrial land offering services 
the jail doesn't need.) 

• The site should offer the 
possibility of adequate buffering. 

• The site should have soil of 
foundation quality. 

• The site should have no negative 
impact on the watershed. 

• The site should have access to 
public transportation. 

• The site should be as far as 
possible from current and planned 
commercial development. 

• Consider the relative costs of 
each site when making the siting 
decision. 



Multnomah County's Citizen Involvement Principles 

Resolution 95-245 "declares citizen involvement to be top priority for the county", 
and suggests nine principles to guide relations with citizens. 

1. Citizen involvement is essential to the health of our county. 

2. Active relationships with neighborhoods, community groups and other citizen 
participation organizations promote on-going dialogue with citizens. 

3. Understandable County communications and processes respect and 
encourage citizen participation. 

4. Outreach efforts reflect the County's rich diversity. 

5. Citizens should be involved early in planning, projects and policy 
development. 

6. The County and its departments and divisions should respond in a timely 
manner to citizen input and should respect all perspectives and insights. 

7. Coordinated County outreach and involvement activities make the best use of 
citizens' time and efforts. 

8. Evaluation and report on the effectiveness of County outreach efforts 
achieves the quality of County/citizen cooperation critical to good 
government. 

9. On-going education in community organizing, networking and cooperation for 
citizens in neighborhood and community groups, and County officials and 
staff is promoted. 

Adopted by Multnomah County Board of Commissioners on November 30; 1995. 



Facilities Siting Public Involvement Manual 
Multnomah County, Oregon 

March 1997 

Part 1: Principles for Facilities Siting Public lnvoJvement Plans 
(Emphases have been added) 

1. Sharing information early with a broad spectrum of citizens well beyond those 
who are active in community organizations. 

2. Inviting public participation in all critical decisions for a project, and providing 
ample opportunity for public input to be given directly to top project decision­
makers; 

3. Being flexible to adjusting plans, where feasible, to meet public needs and 
desire; 

4. Keeping publics to be directly impacted by the siting decision fully informed 
throughout the process; 

5. Involving and incorporating community values into the project; 

6. Engaging and soliciting the advice of nearby community members at every 
level and every stage, from planning and construction through the operation 
of the proposed facility. · 

Part 2: Public Involvement Strategies for Siting Decisions Plans 
(For brevity, the text is abridged and/or paraphrased, but the substance remains unchanged) 

1. Initial Description of Project 
Prepare a public information fact sheet. including ... a clear map of potential areas 
for the new facility; total land; time-line for decisions; a description of the decision­
making process; and a description of opportunities for the public to give input. 

2. Minimum Criteria 
Identify essential site characteristics necessary for the facility to serve its purpose. 
These will be used to guide the search for potential locations for the facility. Each 
must be fundamental to the project: if a site does not meet any one of them, the 
facility cannot perform its function effectively. 

3. Identify Key Project Decisions 
Identify decisions that will be important to the public. Among these will be: facility 
location (including criteria for site search and evaluation of potential sites), design 
issues. construction mitigation, operations concerns, and monetary impacts to the 
County. 



Facilities Siting Public Involvement Manual - Part 2 : Strategies (Continued) 

4. Identify Stakeholders 

5. Inform Stakeholders 
Public education and information will be conveyed through direct contact with area 
leaders, adjacent property owners, and tenants. In addition, informational mailing 
will be sent to all deliverable addresses ... around prospective sites. This 
information will include: 
• Facility description, size, cost. schedule, design requirements and services; 
• Description of the minimum criteria; 
• Map showing potential locations; 
• Description of potential community impacts of facility operation, including 

identification of traffic and parking impacts·; 
• Timeline for the project, including critical decision points; 
• A description of the decision-making process, including identification of the 

decision-maker; 
• A description of how to get involved in making decisions for the projects. 

6. Offer Opportunities for Public Involvement in All Key Decisions 
Notify media of scheduled presentations on the project. These opportunities may 
include, but not be limited to, the following: 
• Presentations to neighborhood associations, business associations and civic 

organizations; 
• Surveys included inn bulk mailings in the area; 
• Public open houses/ public workshops with top project decision-makers, where 

all key community leaders and all businesses and all residents in the area are 
invited through the mail as well as through notices in The Oregonian, 
neighborhood newspapers, and, if possible, civic organization newsletters. 

• The formation of citizens committees from members of key community 
associations and/or interested citizens including residents or businesses from 
areas near potential project locations, who meet regularly with project decision­
makers. 

7. Communicate Results of Public's Input 
Communicate the results of key decisions and the resolution of all citizen 
suggestions. 

8. Maintain Community Support 
Provide opportunities for nearby communities to be an advocate and steward of the 
proposed project. Their participation should be contingent on receiving a high 
quality design or related mitigation or amenities projects giving the community 
tangible benefits based on the community's needs. 
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Multnomah County Commissioners 
c/o Deborah Bogsta.d, Board Clerk 
1120 SW Fifth Avenue, Suite 1510 
Portland, Oregon 97204 

Dear Chairwoman Stein and Fc:llow Commissioners: 

February 22, 1999 

1 am writing in regard to the siting of the new Multnomah County jaiL As a 
member of the original Siting Advisory Committee and the Citizen Working Group, I have 
been closely involved ·with this siting process for almost two one-balfyears. I have 
attended all of the community meetings and workshops. I have visited all of the sites that 
have been considered for the jail. l have listened to the many arguments that have been 
put forth by the citizens of Portland, and I have listened to the consultants hired by the 
County. Additionally 1 have testified before your board on two occasions. 

I fully support the siting of the new jail on the Leadbetter Peninsula in the North 
Rivergate area. If all ofthe requirements, restrictions, public concerns, costs and public 
good are taken into account, this is currently the best choice far the County to make. 

When the Siting Advisory Committee made its original recommenda1ion to this 
Board, I voted in favor of siting the jail on the Radio Towers site. I felt that it would have 
been the best use for a marginal site that is industrially wned. The Rivergate site that was 
originally looked at was a good piece of industrially zoned land that should have been 
saved for private development However, I agreed that if the Radio Towers site did not 
work out then the Rivergate property was the next best option. At that time we knew that 
there was a potential buyer for the specific piece ofRivergate property that we were 
looking at. Most, if not all, of the Siting Advisory Conunittee understood and agreed that 
if the piece were sold then we would tind another site within Rivergate that met the 
criteria. Perhaps the Siting Committee fell short by not asking enough questions or 
looking hard enough to find the Leadbetter Peninsula within Rivergate. Since the 
committee's decision the Port ofPortland has stepped forward and offered the Leadbetter 
Peninsula as a potential jail site, For this I commend them. 

Now some have said that the consideration of the Leadbetter Peninsula site 
violates the selection process because it was not specifically discussed earlier. They 
believe that the entire selection process should be thrown out and we should start over. I 
strongly disagree. I look upon the Leadbetter Peninsula as another portion, or area, ofthe 
Rivergate property. And as such, when the original Rivergate site became unavailable, the 
consideration of the Peninsula was fair game. This was not a violation ofthe selection 
process as some have suggested. 

In reality, had the Peninsula been the site considered as the first choice in 
Rivergate, I probably would have voted for it over the Radio Towers site. The Peninsula 
could be considered marginal industrial land because of its current lack of utilities, being 
limited on three sides and its somewhat isolated location. On the positive side, this land is 
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not within a wetland, it is above the 1 00-year flood plain, its development costs are tower 
than the Radio Towers site, and it could be developed quicker than the Radio Towers site. 
As a taxpayer, I like it. 

This entire selection process has lasted much too long already. The time has come 
to make a decision and get on with the construction of a jail facility that this county 
desperately needs. Delay no longer. There are no easy answers on this subject, and no 
matter what decision is made someone will be upset. I strongly urge you to approve the 
Leadbetter Peninsula as the site for the new jail It is the best available site. 

~~·--.--·----~ 
Chuck Harrison 

cc: Lt. Bobbi Luna (Multnomah County Sheriff's Dept) 
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Smith & Bybee Lakes Natural Area 
Management Committee 
Nancy Hendrickson, Chair 

February 5, 1999 

Multnomah County Commissioners 
1120 SW Fifth Ave., Suite 1500 
Portland, OR 97204 

RE: North Rivergate Site Location for the New County Jail Facility 

To the Multnomah County Commissioners, 

~'L2lG'1. 

S~t.A\<Ei< ~ l B 
dt('(\ 5\u l~~ 

coordinated by: 

Metro 

600 NE Grand Ave. 
Portland, OR 97232 

(503) 797-1870 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit these comments regarding the North Rivergate site location for 
the new county jail facility. This testimony is provided on behalf of the Smith and Bybee Lakes 
Management Committee (expect for the Port of Portland). We would like to express our appreciation 
to Sheriff Dan Noelle and Lt. Bobbi Luna for attending a couple of our meeting to talk about the 
proposed location and to answer questions. They have also met with representatives from the 
committee to discuss the design of the proposed buffer area. The committee's general and specific 
comments are detailed below. 

Background 
Smith and Bybee Lakes Wildlife Area is recognized throughout our region as a significant natural area, 
protected primarily for wildlife values. The wildlife area is the largest, protected, urban wetland in the 
United States. It is home to or visited by over a hundred bird species, river otter, beaver, western 
painted turtles, Columbia slough sedge and numerous other native species. The wildlife area is the 
remaining remnant of the wetland, slough, riparian complex that used to exist at the confluence of the 
Columbia and Willamette Rivers. 

The Multnomah County Framework Plan, Policy 15 Willamette River Greenway, identifies Smith and 
Bybee Lakes Wildlife Area as an Area of Significant Environmental Concern. The factors of significant 
environmental concern include shoreline vegetation, rare ecosystems, unique wildlife habitat, views 
and vistas, recreational needs and water quality. The City of Portland also recognized the complexity 
and uniqueness of the area in their "Inventory and Analysis of Wetlands, Water Bodies and Wildlife 
Habitat Areas for the Columbia Corridor" (City Ordinance #161896, April20 1989). In the report, the 
wildlife habitat inventory score for the lakes was the highest of all areas evaluated. The narrative for 
the report states, "Smith and Bybee Lakes is the most complex and unique natural C)rea within 
Portland's Urban Growth Boundary. (T)he Smith and Bybee Lakes area is the largest, most significant 
wetland area in the City of Portland, and the largest natural resource inventory area in the Columbia 
Corridor. It has tremendous habitat value and diversity, and should be protected." 

Recognizing the unique habitats and importance of Smith and Bybee Lakes to the region, The City of 
Portland, Metro and the Port of Portland developed and adopted the Natural Resources Management 
Plan for Smith and Bybee Lakes in 1990. The plan set forth the goal, objectives and policies for the 
wildlife area. The goal of the Management Plan "is to protect and manage the Smith and Bybee Lakes 
area as an environmental and recreational resource for the Portland region. (l)ts primary use will be 
as an environmental preserve.· Included in the plan was the formation of the Smith and Bybee Lakes 
Management Committee (SBLMC) 1. The management committee is responsible for overseeing the 

1 Committee Representatives include Metro Executive Office, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, Audubon 
Society of Portland, Friends of Smith and Bybee Lakes, Port of Portland, City of Portland Bureau of Environmental 
Services, City of Portland Parks and Recreation and Private Landowners. 

1 



implementation of the plan and provides ongoing policy guidance. One of the ongoing responsibilities 
is to review and comment on any development activities adjacent to the wildlife area boundaries. 

Concerns and Recommendations 
At the SBLMC meeting held October 27,1998, Sheriff Dan Noelle and Lt. Bobbi Luna presented a 
concept for the proposed jail that may be built in the Rivergate Industrial Area, adjacent to Bybee Lake 
on the Leadbetter Peninsula. The wildlife area surrounds this area on three sides. The SBLMC met 
on November 24,1998, to discuss the potential siting and construction of the new jail facility. The 
committee voted 6 to 1 (the Port of Portland opposed and the representative for the private landowners 
was not in attendance) to submit the following concerns and recommendations about the jail siting. 
The concerns and recommendations are made under the assumption that Multnomah County allows 
for a thorough and complete public process for siting the new jail facility. 

1. Wildlife and Habitat Protection - the lakes provide unique habitat for many species. The largest 
known western painted turtle population in the lower Columbia River ecosystem uses them. The 
turtles are listed as "critically sensitive" by the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife. They bask 
on the logs within Bybee Lake, next to the Leadbetter Peninsula. The turtles may use the sand 
area for nesting. The peninsula also provides a valuable upland wildlife corridor along the 
Columbia Slough, connecting the Willamette River to the wildlife area~ 

To protect the lakes' ecosystems and preserve the wildlife corridor: 
• The facility should be placed a minimum of 150 feet back from the top of the bank to provide a 

buffer from the development. For wildlife habitat, a 1992 Washington State Department of 
Wildlife report entitled "Buffer Needs of Wetland Wildlife" states that, "To retain wetland­
dependent wildlife in important wildlife areas, buffers need to retain plant structure for a 
minimum of 200 to 300 feet beyond the wetland. This is especially the case where open 
water is a component of the wetland or where the wetland has heavy use by migratory birds 
or provided feeding for heron. The size needed would depend upon disturbance from 
adjacent land use and resources involved.· 

• The buffer should be planted with native vegetation, including conifers (evergreen) and have 
ground, shrub and canopy layers. Some areas should be left unplanted to provide turtle 
habitat. 

• Construction should be limited to daylight hours to prevent additional interference with wildlife 
movement. Dusk and dawn are active wildlife periods. 

• Construction of the perimeter road and fence should be limited to enclose the facility to be 
built in the first phase. The road and fence can be moved in the future if the facility is 
expanded. This will limit disturbance and leave more area for wildlife use. The vegetative 
buffer should be planted to the edge of the fence. 

• Ensure that there is no direct light from the jail, perimeter road and the road to the facilitY into 
the wildlife area that would disturb wildlife. Lighting should be controlled by lighting type, 
direction, distance from the lakes and vegetative screening. -

2. Recreation and Public Access - a variety of passive recreation users enjoy bird watching, paddling 
canoes or kayaks, walking and wildlife watching at the wildlife area. The area is also used by 
schools and other educational programs throughout the region as an outdoor classroom to learn 
about wetlands, wildlife and water quality. Numerous North Portland schools participate in 
restoration and monitoring projects there. 

To maintain or enhance the high quality of passive recreation opportunities: 
• The jail facility needs to be visually screenec:l from the lakes. 
• Avoid eliminating opportunities for future public access. The SBLMC is developing a facility 

plan for the wildlife area including a possible option to site a small boat launch facility at 
Bybee Lake. The planning process will examine each potential site for habitat sensitivity and 
numerous other factors. 

• As a community amenity for siting a jail adjacent to the wildlife area, Multnomah County 
should fund the construction of a boat launch and parking area. For having the jail sited next 
to a regionally significant natural area, used by residents from the entire Metro region, the 
county should compensate users by providing this amenity. 

2 



3. Water Quality -the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality lists Smith and Bybee Lakes as 
water quality limited. The SBLMC is concerned that surrounding development would cause further 
degradation of the water quality in the lakes; it is looking for opportunities to improve water quality. 
As more area adjacent to the lakes is paved, the quality and quantity of stormwater entering the 
lakes and slough needs to be controlled and monitored. 

To prevent further degradation: 
• No stormwater should be directly discharged into Bybee Lake. 
• Treat all stormwater on site with controlled release into the slough or retain the water on site 

to use for summer watering. 
• Treat all stormwater runoff during construction. 
• Use best management practices to treat stormwater, above and beyond the City of Portland's 

requirements, because of the area's sensitivity. 

4. Creative Alternatives- consider alternatives that would allow the jail to be sited on the Leadbetter 
Peninsula and be compatible with the wildlife area. 

The following are just a few design changes and suggestions: 
• Redesign the building to meet the uniqueness of the site. Instead of trying to "fit" the building 

designed for the radio tower site at Leadbetter Peninsula, look at design changes that would 
allow the concerns and recommendations in this letter to be met. 

• Limit the scope of the project, keeping it a smaller facility. 
• Lay out a traffic pattern that has the least impact of lights on the wildlife area. 
• Have an eco-roof to treat and retain stormwater. Capture the rainwater in cistern to store and 

use for irrigation in the summer. 
• Reduce the amount of parking, build a two-story garage or place the parking under the 

building to allow for a larger buffer area. 
• Provide a lighting design that does not encroach into the wildlife area. 

If this site were selected, the SBLMC would like to work with the Sheriffs Office and Multnomah 
County to ensure that site preparation and building design protects the wildlife area and is acceptable 
to the community. A member of the committee would be available to participate in any working group 
to address the concerns and recommendations in this letter. The full committee would appreciate a 
chance to review the site preparation and building design before any activity begins. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

·~7 a~~({_~J~ 
Nancy Hendrickson, Chair 
Smith and Bybee Lakes Management Committee 

C: Charles Ciecko, Director, Metro Regional Parks and Greenspaces 
Mike Burton, Metro Executive Officer 
Sheriff Dan Noelle and Lt. Bobbi Luna, Multnomah County Sheriffs Department 
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INDIAN 

AssoCIATION OF 

PORTLAND 

Sande Sam 
Executive Director 

503 I 284·0863 • Fax 503 I 284-0873 
4029 NE Tillamook • Portland, Oregon 97212 



AMERICAN 
INDIAN 
ASSOCIATION OF 
PORTLAND 

4029 N.E TILLAMOOK 
PORTLAND, OREGON 97212 

503/ 284-0863 
FAX 503/ 284-0873 

Beverly Stein, Chair 
Multnomah County 
Portland Building . 
1120 S.W. Fifth, Room 1515 
Portland, OR 97204 

Dear Commissioner Stein, 

.9.9 NAR - 4 ·pm 4: llliD 

I am writing to verity that Mr. Laf Keaton is not authorized to represent the American 
Indian Association of Portland. I understand that Mr. Keaton spoke as a representative of 
the American Indian Association ofPortland at a recent Multnomah County public hearipg 
for the Bybee Lake jail site, regarding native land issues. 

Mr. Keaton has been involved with our organization as a volunteer, over the past five or 
six years, but is not a staff member or board member, and can not speak on our behalf 
without approval from myself or the board of directors. 

Unfortunately our organization is unaware of the exact contents of Mr. Keaton's 
statements and would like the Multnomah County Commissioners to disregard any portion 
of Mr. Keaton's. statement in reference to his representing the American Indian 
Association ofPortfand. 

A copy of this letter will be sent to Mr. Keaton, along with clarification to him regarding 
his .representation of the American Indian Association of Portland. I appreciate your 
attention to this matter. If you have any questions, please contact me at 284-08()3. 

Respectfully, 

~=-~ 
Executive Director 

cc: LafKeaton 
Lewis Marcus, President, North Portland Citizens Committee 



February 22, 1999 

Tom Swift 
9742 N. James St. 

Portland, OR 97203-2249 
(503) 286-7005 

Dear Multnomah County Board of Commi~$ioners: 

· I am a SQ-year St. Johns resident and a criminal justice major at PCC. I would like to 
speak in favor of siting the new jail on fill next to Bybee Lake. 

St. Johns was the site of the city incinerator, the city dump, and the sewage treatment 
plant is located there. More recently, St. Johns was selected for the Multnomah 
County Parole and Probation Office on N. Lqmbard. The sewage treatment plant has 
been massively expanded to handle much of Portland's sewage. It gets pretty ripe on 
N. Columbia Blvd. in the summer! The area has several major industrial polluters and 
is a potential EPA Superfund cleanup site. The Port of Portland routes jets over the 
area from runway 2 - 8. I was enduring them while writing this statement. 

So, there is a long tradition of siting facilities in St. Johns that other communities 
simply would not stand for. The new jail should blend right in. If these whiners 
from St. Johns do not like stench, noise, filth, criminals, and other unpleasantness, 
they are simply living in the wrong place. They should move! 

Now these folks do not have any right to complain because that portion of St. Johns 
has been renamed "Rivergate" by the Port of Portland. To deal with the current 
objections to the Rivergate siting, I suggest we rename the area around the jail site 
"Jailgate" so that it will no longer be in Rivergate. 

With regard to the jail disturbing the wildlife on Smith and Bybee lakes, I fail to see 
how the waterfowl could relax anyway with the constant jet blast overhead as has 
been reported in the Oregonian. 

And finally, as a criminal justice student, I know that the crime rate has been 
dropping since the voters approved this funding in 1996. If we do not get this jail 
built soon, there is a possibility the tax dollars could be frittered away on crime 
prevention or rehabilitation efforts. This would hurt future employment 
opportunities in the criminal justice industry. 

Thank you for your consideration of these issues. 

Sincerely, 

Tom Swift 
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and Treasurer 
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Multnomah County Board of Commissioners 
Chair Beverly Stein 

March 1 , 1999 

1120 SW Fifth Avenue, Suite 1500 
Portland, Oregon 97204 

Re: North Rivergate Site - New Multnomah County Jail 

Dear Commissioners: 

This is in support of the selection of the North Rivergate Site for the new 
County Jail, up to and including the eventual possibility of a two story, 2,000 
bed facility comprising 22 acres. I support the site as a corporate officer 
working near Interstate-S and Marine Drive, as a year round residential and 
recreational user of Hayden Island, and as a person deeply concerned with 
the waterways which encompass "Rivergate" as a whole. 

The following are the primary reasons I support the Rivergate Site: 

• Need, combined with current economic feasibility. 
• The site benefits from the natural terrain and location, both of which 

enhance its effective isolation. 
• The long term environmental benefit which will likely ensue from a 

near-by, directly involved, law enforcement presence. 

With respect to the last item: I believe it is important that environmentally 
concerned citizens openly acknowledge the Sheriff's current role in ensuring 
the prudent, safe, and therefore largely protected use of the local waterway 
system. Personal experience tells me that the Sheriff's presence on both the 
Columbia and Willamette Rivers is a major factor in minimizing vandalism to 
nesting sites, dens, and wildlife habitat. As the County's population grows it 
will inevitably seek greater use of the sensitive Rivergate waterway system. 
What better way to truly protect and conserve the system in the long run than 
to have a formidable, and knowledgeably protective "presence" close by? 

It is a matter of balance. In this case, even the long range environmental 
balance seems to favor the Sheriff's Rivergate site proposal. 

Sincerely, :- / j 

54~ 
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January 26, 1999 
Beverly Stein ,· 

I am very concerned about the proposed jail site at Smith & 
Bybee Lakes! This is a very sensitive wetland area. When and 
where have the opportunities for public involvement in this decision making 
process taken place? What provisions have been considered for increased 
public transportation for family members and workers at this public institution? 
This would increase traffic in an area already traumatized by development that 
has redefined the wetlands and natural area. How does this site fit into the plan 
the "Port Commission" has for the economic development? ThSiWOUid not 
consider small businesses (family owned stores) because of their' plan, yet a jail 
site does? I'm confused... North Portland is no longer a dumping ground! Our 
focus needs to be on improving the living conditions and cleaning up messes 
we have inherited: the slough, toxic contamination, traffic flow, noise pollution 
from the PAl and being considered second class citizens not worthy of light rail 
as promised. LISTEN TO THE CITIZENS! IJIJ f\,. . . 

t V(L{f7/lU~tfl_J~ 
Myroa Dunnigan (289-~9) -
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A newsletter in the public interest keeping citizens infomted on the planning and design 
of the new cmnctions facility 

in Mulmomah County. 

NOTICE: Public Hearing on Nurth 
Rivergate Jail Site 1 . 

~ 
The Multnomah County Board of Commissioners is hold­
ing a public hearing to accept public testimony on whether 
to select the parcel in North Rivergate on the southern end 
of the Leadbetter Peninsula as the new site for the new 
Multnomah County jail. A 15-member citizens Siting Ad­
visory Committee selected Rivergate as the first alternative 
location for the voter-approved jail. The new jail will help 
meet future needs for jail space and help prevent early re­
lease of inmates due to overcrowding. 

The public hearing is set for: 

Monday, February 22, 1999 
6:00p.m. 
Board of County Commissioners Meeting Room 
Multnomah County Courthouse, Boardroom 602 
1021 SW Fourth Avenue, Portland 
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Proposed North Rivergate Site 

Individuals with disabilities may call the Board Clerk at (503) 
248-3277, or Multnomah CountyTDD at (503) 248-5040, 

Testimony at the hearing will be limited to three (3) min- for information on available services and accessibility. 

utes~per-person.~~~~~~~~~~~~~~=l Formore~inforrnation~on-the~new-jail,or-if~o~wish-to"re-~ 

Persons wishing to submit written testimony may give one ceive future copies of the New Jail Newsletter (if not al-
copy to the Board Clerk at the hearing or have it delivered ready a subscriber), please contact Lt. Bobbi Luna of the 
to: Multnomah County Sheriff's Department. Lt. Luna can be 

Deborah Bogstad, Board Clerk 
1120 SW Fifth Avenue, Suite 1510 
Portland, OR 97204 

or fax the Board Clerk at (503) 248-3013 
or e-mail her at: deborah.l.bogstad@co.multnomah.or.us. 

The public hearing will be cable-cast live on Cable Chan­
nel30. 

reached by phone at: (503) 248-3282. 
You can write her at: 

Lt. Bobbi Luna 
Multnomah County Sheriffs Department 
112 0 SW Third Avenue, Room 3 2 2 
Portland, OR 97204 

Or, you can send her a fax at (503) 736-6829 or an 
e-mail at: bobbi.l.luna@co.multnomah.or.us 



A11'EN110N- Board of C(JUnty Commissfuners 
Public Hearing on North Rivergate Jail Site 

When: 

Where: 

Tri-Met: 

Monday, February 22, 1999 
6:00p.m. 
Mulmomah County Courthouse 
1021 SW Fourth Avenue, Boardroom 602, Portland 
on the downtown Portland transit mall 

Testimony will be limited to three (3) minutes per individual. 
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