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MEETINGS OF THE MULTNOMAH COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

FOR THE WEEK OF 

July 25 - 29, 1988 

Monday, July 25, 1988 - 1:30PM- Work Session with City of Portland 
City Council, regarding gang situation, Portland 
Building, Second Floor, Conference Room C 

Tuesday, July 26, 1988 - 9:30 ~1 - Fair Opening 
2060 N. Marine Drive 
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Wednesday, July 27, 1988- 10:00 AM~. Finance Committee .. Page 3 

Thursday, July 28, 1988- 9:30PM- Formal .......... Page 4 
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Tuesday, July 26, 1988 - 1:30 PM 

Multnomah County Courthouse, Room 602 

INFORMAL 

Informal Review of Bids and Request for Proposals: 
a) High Volume Copier for District Attorney's Office 
b) Herman Miller Parts/Accessories 
c) Three Current Model Crew Bus Bodies 
d) Development of Classification Compensation System 
e) Direct Access Storage Sub-System for ISD 

Briefing concerning Internal Audit Report #2-88 
Administration of Support Services, Multnomah County 
Sheriff's 0 ice -;Anne Kelly Feeney, County Auditor 

Informal Review of Formal Agenda of July 28 

Work Session regarding EMS Ambulance Plan, Request for 
Credentials and Request for Proposals 

Discussion of Economic Development Issues in Columbia Gorge 
and other areas following informal - Commissioner Casterline 
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Wednesday, July 27, 1988 - 10:00 AM 

FINANCE COMMITTEE 

Multnomah County Courthouse - Conference Room B 
Room 606 

Indirect Costs - Linda Alexander 

Savings Policy 

Motor Vehicle Rental Tax - Dave Boyer 

Downtown Economic Improvement District - Paul Yarborough 
and Henry Mi 
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Thursday, July 28, 1988 - 9:30AM 

MULTNOMAH COUNTY COURTHOUSE, 

FORMAL AGENDA 

REGULAR AGENDA 

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

ROOH 602 

R-1 In the matter of the appointment of Glandion W. Carney to 
the Multnomah County Central Advisory Board, term ending 
June 30, 1989 

R-2 In the matter of the appointment of Harold Adams (term 
expiring March 15, 1992) and Peter Finley Fry (term 
expiring March 15, 1990) to the Multnomah County Planning 
Commission 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 

R-3 Order in the matter of accepting Deed from the State of 
Oregon on N.W. Reeder Road for County Road Purposes 

ORDINANCES - DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 

R-4 First Reading - An Ordinance amending Multnomah County Code 
Chapter 5.30 (Motor Vehicle Fuel Tax) 

PUBLIC CONTRACT REVIEW BOARD 

(Recess as the Board of County Commissioners and reconvene 
as the Public Contract Review Board) 

R-5 Order in the Matter of Exempting from Public Bidding 
Structural Steel Flame Straightening on the Stark Street 
Bridge by David L. Holt Company, Inc. 

(Recess as the Public Contract Review Board and reconvene 
as the Board of County Commissioners) 

DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES 

6 In the matter of accepting the Data Processing Management 
Committee Recommendations 

R-7 Budget Modification Nondepartmental #2 making appropriation 
transfer in the amount of $79,960 from General Fund 
Contingency to Nondepartmental Special Appropriations, to 
support new data processing projects, and requesting Board 
to authorize three new development projects: 1) Integration 
of CPMS/JAWS/SRMS ($169,910); 2) Animal Control Field Services 
Tracking ($70,280); 3) Integrated 1 Justice System 
Framework Project ($51,000) 
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DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE SERVICES 

R-8 Resolution in the Matter of Implementing an Integrated 
Criminal Justice Information System in Multnomah County 

DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN 

R-9 

R-10 

R-11 

R-12 

In the matter of ratification of an Intergovernmental 
Revenue Agreement with the State Mental Health Grant for 
FY 1988-89 (Amendment #15) for the County to receive 
additional $649,303 to increase DD Case Management Staff 
and adjust subcontract services in MED, DD and A & D 
effective July 1, 1988 

Budget Modi cation DRS #1 receiving additional revenues 
in the amount of $649,303 from State Mental Health Services 
to Social Services, various line items, to implement 
Amendment #15 

In the matter of r~t ion of Intergovernmental 
Revenue Agreements with the City of Portland 1) to provide 
emergency shelter and related services to homeless youth 
($76,800); 2) to operate 24-hour, 7 day/week inebriate 
emergency response system ($35,000); and 3) for support and 
administration of a homeless shelter program for the 
chronically mentally ill ($52,000), all for period July 1, 
1988 to June 30, 1989 

Budget Modification DRS #2 reflecting additional revenues 
in the amount of $52,000 from the City of Portland to 
Social Services Divison, various line items, for partial 
operations of a shelter for homeless chronically mentally 
ill 

ORDINANCES - DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES 

R-13 

R-14 

Second Reading - An Ordinance relating to Food Service 
Inspection Fees, Swimming Pool License Fees, and Tourist 
and Travelers Facilities Inspection Fees, and amending MCC 
5.10 

Continued Second Reading - An Ordinance adopting an 
Ambulance Service Plan and amending MCC 6.31.039 (Continued 
one week from July 21) 

DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES 

R-15 Order in the matter of approving a Request for Credentials 
and Requests for Proposals for Emergency Ambulance Service 
(Continued one week from July 21) 

NOTE: Items R-14 and R-15 will be discussed at the same time 
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BOARD OF COUNTY lONERS 

R-16 Resolution in the matter of Establishment of a Cooperative 
Partnership Among Columb River Gorge National Scenic Area 
Counties to , Support and te tive and 
Related Recreational Opportunities and Facilities throughout 
the Gorge 

INFORMAL BRIEFING - FOLLOWING FORMAL SESSION 

1. Briefing concerning procedures to be followed on August 2 
regarding appeal by AA Ambulance 

Thursday meetings of the Multnomah County Board of Commissioners are 
recorded and can be seen at the following times: 

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

Friday, 6:00PM, Channel 27 for Rogers Multnomah East 
subscribers 

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

0397C-15-18 



mULTnOmRH COUnTY OREGOn 

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

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Jane McGarvi n, Clerk of the Board 

GLADYS McCOY 
COUNTY CHAIR 

FROM: Lillie Walker, Director, Purchasing Section 

DATE: July 20 1988 

SUBJECT: FORMAl BIDS AND REQUESTS FOR PROPOSAlS SCHEDUlED FOR INFORMAl BOARD 

The following Formal Bids and/or Professional Services Request for Proposals 
(RFPs) are being presented for Board review at the Informal Board on Tuesday, 7 26 88. 

Bid/RFP No. Description/Buyer Initiating Department 

B45-500-3029 High Volume Copier DJS/District Attar 

contact: Lisa Moore 
Buyer: Roger Bruno E_x. !)Ill Pnone: 3133 

B43-100-3028 Herman Miller Parts/Accesories DES/Fac. Mgmt. 

contact: Lennie Soboc 
Buyer: Roaer Bruno tx. 5111 Phone: 3322 

B07-l00-3032 ( 3 ) Current Model Crew Bus Bodies DES 

t;Ontact: Tom Guinev 
Buyer: Roaer Bruno tx. 5lll Phone: 5050 

ney 

nski 

cc: Gladys McCoy, County Chair 
Board of County Commissioners 
linda Alexander, Director, DGS 
caroline Miller, Commissioner 

Copies of the bids and RFPs are 
ava flab le fran the Clerk of the 

Board. 
Page 1 of 
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mULTnOmRH COUnTY OREGOn 
DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVIC 
PURCHASING DIVISION 
2505 S.E. 11TH AVENUE 
PORTLAND. OREGON 97202 
(503) 248·5111 

Tuesday, 

Continued ... 

I Bid RFP No. Description/Buyer 

GLADYS HcCOY 
rnr1wrv CH zn P 

Initiating Department 

RFP# 8P0395 Development of Classification DGS 
Compensation System 

Contact: Susan Avers 
Buyer: rLctllllct .KJ..l-4 Ex. 5111 Phone: 5015 

RFP# 800385 Direct Access Storage Sub-System DGS/ISD 

i 
l Contact:Doug Fischer 

Buyer: Roger Bruno Ex. 5111 Phone: 3749 
! 

I • 

. ~·~"~ 

Contact: 
Buyer: Ex. 5111 Phone: 

!-.. .. . .. .,.. 
I 
l 

Contact: 
Buyer: Ex. 5111 Phone: 

Contact: 
Buyer: Ex. 5111 Phone: 

• 

AN rOUAL Of>POfHUNITY tMf'l OYf fl Page _of_ 



TO: DAILY JOURNAL OF COMMERCE 

Please run the following Classified Advertisement as indicated below, under your 
•cALL FOR BID• section 

MULTNOMAH COUNTY 

Proposals Due: August 11 1 1988 at 2:00 P.M. 

Proposa 1 No. 845-500-3029 

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

The purchase of a high volume copy machine 

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

Speci fica tions may be obtained at: __ M_u_l_t_n_om_a_h_C_ou_n_t .. y_P_u_rc_h_a_s_i_n"'"g_S_e_c_t_i_o_n __ _ 

PUBLISH: 

2505 S.E. 11th Avenue 

Portland, OR 97202 

( 5 03 ) 2 48 -5111 

Lillie M. Walker, Director 
Purchasing Section 

.}11ly 28, 29 & Apg. ] • ]988 

AD2:PURCH2 



Please run the following Classified Advertisement as indicated below, under your 
•cALL FOR BID• section 

MULTNOMAH COUNTY 

Proposa 1 s Due: ____ A=u .... s .... u ... s ..... t__.l.;;.l .... 1_1_9_8_8 ______ at 2:00 P.M. 

Proposa 1 No. 843-100 3028 

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

The purchase of Herman Miller Furnishings & Accessories on a 

r:eqqirements basis for a period of one year with two, one year, 

optjonal renewals 

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

Speci fica tions may be obtained at: __ M_u_l_t_n_oma_h_C_o_un_t...:;y_P_u_rc_h_a_s_i_ng..._S_e_c_t_i_o_n __ _ 

2505 S.E. 11th Avenue 

Portland, OR 97202 

(503) 248-5111 

lil He M. Walker, Director 
Purchasing Section 

PUBLISH: July 28, 29 & Augll. 1, 1988 

AD2:PURCH2 



Please run the following Classified Advertisement as indicated below, under your 
•cALL FOR aro• section 

MULTNOMAH COUNTY 

Proposa 1 s Due: ___ ..l.,lA..:;:u.;;;jq,.:;:U,.:;:S~t........,:9;..&c-..:1"""9;..;8'-l8'-------- at 2: DO p.M. 

Proposal No. 607-100-3032 

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

The purchase of three (3) new current model crew Bus bodies 

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

Speci fica tions may be obtained at: __ M_u_l_t_n_om_a_h_C_o_un_t""'y_P_u_rc_h_a_s_i_n..:.g_S_e_c_t_i_o_n __ _ 

PUBLISH: 

2505 S.E. 11th Avenue 

Portland, OR 97202 

(503) 248-5111 

Lillie M. Walker. birector 
Purchasing Section 

.J I I 1 ¥ 2 8 I 2 9 & A 11 g 11 s t 1 , 1 9 8 8 

AD2: PURCH 2 



TO: WALL STREET JOURNAL 
Please run the followfng t1ass1ftea Aoverttsement as 1no1cateo below. unoer your 
•cALL FOR sro• section 

MULTNOMAH COUNTY 

Proposals Due: at 2:00P.M. 

Proposal No. REP# 8P0395 

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

A Consultant to develope a classification/compensation system 

for Multnomah County employees. 

Multnomah County reserves the right to reject any or all proposals. 

Specifications may be obtained at: ____ M~u~l~t~n~oma~~h_C~o~u~n~t~y~Pu~r_c~h~a~s~i~ng~S~e~c~t~i~o_n ____ __ 

PUBLISH: 

2505 S.E. 11th Avenue 

Portland, OR 97202 

(503) 248-5111 

Lillie M. Walker, Director 
Purchasing Section 

Please run for 3 consecutive days 
as close to August 5 as possible. 

---------------------------



TO: DAILY JOURNAL OF COMMERCE 
Please run the to11owtng Classiriea Advertisement as indicated below. under your 
•cALl FOR BID" section 

MULTNOMAH COUNTY 

Proposa 1 s Oue: 

Proposal No. RFP# 800385 
--~------------------------------

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

Direct Access Storage Subsystem attached to an Amdahl 5860 

Computer operating IBM OS/MVS 

Multnomah County reserves the right to reject any or all proposals. 

Speci fica tions may be obtained at: __ M_u_l_t_n_oma-..-h_C_o_u_nt....:y_P_u_r_ch_a.....;s_i_n..._g_S_e_c_t_i_o_n __ _ 

PUBLISH: 

2505 S.E. 11th Avenue 

Port 1 and, OR 97202 

(503) 248-5111 

July 28, 29 & August 1, 1988 

Lillie M. Walker, Director 
Purchasing Section 



Date 
-~=->:~.W:::...-

\ 

(For Clerk's 
Meeting Dat 

~genda No.~~~=------

REQUEST FOR PLACEMENT ON THE AGENDA 
SUBJECT: SHERIFF'S OFFICE AUDIT 
Iii Informal Only July 26, 1988 

(date) 
0 Formal Only 

(date) 

Department NON-DEPAETMENTAL Division COUNTY AUDITOR 

Contact ANNE KEI.I.V FEENEY Telephone _?'-'a=R""'-;;;;..i..._i.._.?....,O...__ ____ , ____ _ 

(If informal, name of person making presentation) 
Brief Summary (should include other alternatives explored, if applicable, 
and clear statement of rationale for the action requested): 

sent Internal Audit Report 1!2-88 - Administration of Support S ces 
Hultnomah County Sheri 's Office. 

REQUEST TIHE CERTAIN 

(IF ADDITIONAL SPACE IS NEEDED, PLEASE USE REVERSE SIDE) 

ACTION REQUESTED: 

GQ Information Only 
[] Policy direction 

IMPACT: 

OPersonnel 

[]Fiscal/Budgetary 
General Fund 

Other 

SIGNATURES: 

0 Preliminary approval 
U Approval 

Department Head or County Commissioner 

Office of County Management ___________________________________________ __ 

Office of Countv Counsel 
(Ordinances,'resolutions, agreements, contracts) 

Department of Adm ini's t rat :j:v e Se rv i c e.ss---.....-----.,------:---..-----------'--­
(Le~ses, su~pl~s ~roperty, space, purchasing, etc.) 

Department of Intergovernmental Relations 
(~tems with impact on oth~r jurisdictions) 



INTERNAL AUDIT REPORT #2-88 

ADM~NISTRAT~ON OF SUPPORT SERV! ES 

MULTNOMAH COUNTY SHERIF OFFICE 

JULY 1988 
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18, 1988 

TO: 

RE: 

The Internal 
administration of 
County ff's Off 

In summary, 
direction 
disclosed 

ANNE KEllY FEENEY 
COUNTY AUDITOR 
ROOM 
PORTLAND BUILDING 

OREGON 97204 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

RECOMMENDATION #1 

MCSO SHOULD: 
A. COMBINE ALL SUPPORT SERVICE FUNCTIONS UNDER ONE 

MANAGER. 
B. COMBINE ITS PLANNING AND RESEARCH UNIT AND LIFE 

SAFETY/PROCEDURES FUNCTION. 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

RECOMMENDATION #2 

. 12 

MCSO SHOULD DEVELOP ITS BUDGET IN ACCORDANCE WITH ITS ACTUAL 
FUNCTIONAL ORGANIZATION. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • • • . . 13 

RECOMMENDATION #3 

MULTNOMAH COUNTY'S SHERIFF SHOULD SPECIFICALLY ESTABLISH THE 
ROLES VARIOUS SUPPORT SERVICE FUNCTIONS PLAY. 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • • • • . 15 

RECOMMENDATION #4 

MCSO SHOULD: 
A. ESTABLISH SPECIFIC MISSION STATEMENTS, GOALS 

AND OBJECTIVES, AND WORKPLANS FOR ITS VARIOUS 
FUNCTIONS. 

B. DEVELOP A PROCESS FOR REVISING AND UPDATING ITS 
GOALS AND OBJECTIVES. 

. . . . . . 16 

RECOMMENDATION #5 

MCSO SHOULD REQUIRE ITS UNIT MANAGERS TO BE MORE PROAC'I'IVE 
IN THE PLANNING OF THE BUDGET. 

RECOMMENDATION #6 

MCSO SHOULD DEVELOP AND IMPLEMENT ADDITIONAL FISCAL 
ACCOUNTABILITY MEASURES FOR ITS PROGRAM MANAGERS. 

RECOMMENDATION #7 

MCSO SHOULD: 

• • • 17 
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A. DEVELOP SPECIFIC PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR USE IN 
APPRAISALS OF ITS SUPPORT SERVICE EMPLOYEES. 

B. CONDUCT PERFORMANCE APPRAISALS ON A ROUTINE BASIS. 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19 
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'S 

This report the result of our operational audit of certain 

's Our primary support 

was to MCSO's Unit was adequately 

performing its 

ability to provide 

functions and 

accountable 

whether 

We also reviewed the Office's 

to support 

were 

our review indicated that certain support functions were 

needs of the Office. 

functions resulting 

not operating a manner meet 

Little provided to 

in some necessary responsibilities being overlooked. Its current 

organizational structure not organized according to functional 

lines. 

ma 

Office: Law 

Services, combine to 

of the County. 

County, 

detention and 

non-custodial programs. Civil 

courts and 

these functions 

MCSO managed by an elected 

organized 

Mul tnomah county 's 

1 Process, and Support 

a variety of services to residents 

lawbreakers, defends the 

provides both 

as well as a wide variety of 

executes the orders of the 

• 

Support 

ities .. 

The Office currently 

as Operations and 

are allocated to both 
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organization has very little resemblance to the Office's actual 
structure. 

To provide the Office with accurate information about of 
programs and the correct organizational structure, MCSO's budget 
should reflect its functional organization. Costs of support 
services can be allocated to each branch to identify actual costs 
of the function. 

QFFICE-WIDE ADMINISTRATION 

Our review of the Multnomah County Sheriff's Office showed that 
long-range strategic planning has taken place over the last five 
years. The Office has established its role and function within 
the County and region. 
of roles, mission 
procedures - has been 
and his senior staff. 

Gyidonce ond Direction 

However, little direction - establishment 
statements, goals and objectives, and 
provided to MCSO personnel by the Sheriff 

MCSO top management has not provided its support service units 
with the level of guidance required to determine their precise 
roles within the Office. Specifically, the Fiscal and Planning 
and Research units have been given limited instruction into what 
their purpose within the Office actually is. 

Without an adequate level of guidance and direction, 
Management and Planning and Research personnel are unable to be 
responsive to the needs of the Office or others, nor are they 
able to assume the responsibility of acting in a support 
capacity. Both Units need to be provided specific identification 
of their primary responsibilities and allowed to function 
accordingly. 
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PerformAnC9 ARPrAi&Al& 
During a limited of two support service functions, we 
found that employee performance appraisals have not taken place 
for over 2.5 years within these units. Evaluations provide both 
the employee and management with comments on actual performance. 
Expectations are identified and an agreement reached. Appraisals 
allow methods to be produced to correct performance problems and 
develop potential. 

FISCA~ MANAGEMENT 

fiscAl MAnAgement Duties 
Our review of the fiscal management of MCSO revealed that 
specific financial duties have not been conducted on a regular 
basis. Distribution of management information within the 
Sheriff's Office has been minimal. Information which has been 
provided has not been adequate in meeting MCSO managers' needs. 
The Fiscal Unit has failed to complete and submit the budget on 
time for the last five years. 

ReliAnce on One PerSQD 
During our review we found that the Fiscal Unit was relying 
solely on one person for most fiscal related information. All 
major budgetary duties, special projects, and projections of 
costs were the responsibility of this person. Budget development 
was, for the most part, performed by this person and little 
knowledge of the process was held by anyone else in the Office. 

Fiscal Unit management must identify specific responsibilities of 
each person and allocate these duties accordingly. Appropriate 
distribution of responsibilities among staff will allow for the 
better accomplishment of necessary functions and reduce the 
reliance on one person. 

-x-
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CPifCLUSlOBS 

our audit has indicated that the administration of certain 

support services in the Multnomah County Sheriff's Office is not 

functioning at a level which promotes efficiency and 

effectiveness within the organization·. During the time of our 

review, we found that some basic management practices were 

absent. As a result, many necessary responsibilities have been 

overlooked. Although the environment MCSO is currently operating 

in is difficult, its support service functions continue to be 

reactive rather than proactive. 

We initially focused on the fiscal administration of the 

Sheriff's Office because of concerns identified during a 

preliminary survey and comments expressed by other County 

Departments. During our audit we identified other areas which 

warranted further review: specifically the ability to establish 

and administer Office direction and the adequacy of MCSO's 

current organizational structure. We found both areas to be in 

need of improvement. 

MCSO management has 

certain support units 

being accomplished. 

not effectively addressed the needs of 

resulting in specific responsibilities not 

Support Services, specifically the Fiscal 

and Planning and Research Units, have been functioning with 

limited knowledge of their roles within MCSO or what is required 

of them. currently, no single manager has the administrative 

responsibility of support services and little emphasis has been 

placed on their productivity. These units are located throughout 

MCSO and have not served the organization in the capacity they 

should. 

Although staffing levels were not reviewed in all support service 

units, we looked specifically at the Fiscal Unit. With the 

recent reallocation of a Management Analyst to this Unit, the 

current needs of the organization should be met. 

i"" 
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Ilf,mODUCTIOB 

Our performance audit of the administration of certain support 

services of the Multnomah County Sheriff's Office was conducted 

as a result of a preliminary survey completed in April 1988. Our 

survey initially identified two areas which warranted further 

review: Law Enforcement and Fiscal Administration. At the 

request of the Sheriff, an audit of the Fiscal Unit was 

initiated. We elected to expand this review and include other 

support service functions. This report summarizes the results of 

our performance audit. 

AUDIT OBJECTIVES 

SCOPE 

The objectives of our performance audit were to: 

1. determine if MCSO's Fiscal Unit is adequately performing 

its responsibilities; 

2. determine if short- and long-range planning is taking 

place within MCSO; 

3. determine if proper direction is provided to MCSO 

functions by top management; 

4. determine if various program managers are fiscally 

accountable for their functions; 

5. determine if the organizational structure of MCSO is 

conducive to efficient and effective management; 

6. determine if current available management information is 

meeting the needs of MCSO managers; and 

7. review compliance with applicable statutes, rules, etc. 

Our audit focused primarily on the fiscal administration of MCSO 

and included typical management duties (accountability, planning, 

organization, etc.). We did not specifically look at "other" 

support functions such as Personnel, Payroll, Training, or Word 

Processing except to identify how they were organizationally 

located within the Sheriff's Office. 
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The Multnomah county Sheriff's Office 

services to residents of the County. 

provides a variety of 

As a law enforcement 

agency, MCSO's diverse responsibilities range from rural patrol 

to drug investigations. As a corrections agency, the Office 

houses, feeds, and sustains the general welfare of persons 

incarcerated in Multnomah County Correctional facilities. It 

also executes the process and orders of the courts, delivers 

warrants, and administers the County's Alarm Ordinance program 

through its Civil Section. 

MCSO has seen dramatic growth in personnel in the past eight 

years - increasing approximately 85%. The majority of this growth 

has occurred in Corrections while sworn personnel have 

experienced a notable decrease. Resolution 'A', agreed upon in 

1983, significantly changed the focus of MCSO. The transfer of 

approximately one-third of the Office's sworn personnel to the 

County's contiguous cities occurred. 

emphasis on Corrections resulted. 

MCSO FDJICTIQHS 

In addition, an increased 

The Sheriff's Office contains four major "functions", each with 

its own diverse responsibilities. 

Law Enforcement 

MCSO carries out its statutory obligation to arrest law-breakers, 

defend the county against those who riot or otherwise endanger 

the public safety, and execute warrants through its Law 

Enforcement Branch. Approximately 80, ooo people in Mul tnomah 

County are protected by the Sheriff's Office, as well as 93 miles 

of waterways. Volunteers also play a major part in the 

operations of the Office by participating in the Sheriff's 

Reserve, Aero Squad, Mounted Posse, and two Explorer Posts. 
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Effective Fiscal Year 1988-89, Tax Title will be transferred to 

Facilities Management of the Department of Environmental 

Services. 

Support Services 

MCSO Support Services have been designed to assist the previously 

stated functions in carrying out their varied responsibilities. 

Personnel, Planning and Research, Training, Word Processing, 

Police Records, Corrections Records, Fiscal, Information Systems, 

Life Safety/Procedures (Accreditation Function), and Equipment 

and Property each help to support Law Enforcement, Corrections, 

and Civil Process programs. 

CDBREI'1' ORGAIIIZATIOII 

The Multnomah County Sheriff's Office is managed by an elected 

Sheriff, who is presently serving in the last of two terms 

allowed by County Charter. MCSO is currently organized along 

operational lines being defined as Operations and Corrections. 

Actual support services are allocated to both "branches" as well 

as within the Office of the Sheriff itself. The following chart 

depicts the current organization of the Multnomah County 

Sheriff's Office. 
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BQDGBTS 

The Sheriff's Off budget 

million. The lowing 

FY 1988-89 approximately $34 

1 budgets for the past four 

fiscal years and the 

Multnomah County Sheri 's 

for FY 1988-89 for the 

MCSO Budgets 
(In Millions of Dollars) 

1984-85 1985-86 1986-87 1987-88 1988-89 

PS $16,457 $15,846 $19,219 $24,714 $26,544 
M&S 4,309 3,742 4,306 5,838 7,326 
co 447 

TOTAL $2Q«78Q $32,12:2 $J~-Jl7 

SOURCE: Multnomah County Adopted Budgets FY84-85 thru 
1987-88, Approved Budget FY88-89 

Illustration 2 

MCSO operations are very labor intensive. On the average, 79% of 

its budget has been personnel services. The following chart 

lists personnel services as a percent MCSO's total budget for 

the last five fiscal years. 

PERSONNEL SERVICES 
AS A PERCENT OF TOTAl MCSO BUDGETS 

100 

GO 1 
60~ 

20 

Percent 

1984-85 1985-86 1986-87 1987-88 1988-89 

vear 

MATERIALS & SUPPUES c:::J PERSONNEL SERV:CES 

Sourcoe: Adopt"d Buelgeto, F"Y 191:'!4-89 

Il 3 
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recently assumed 1 function responsibilities while other 

in the two branches and under various integral units are 

managers. No one 

for MCSO. As a 

has assumed 1 support responsibilities 

allocation of existing 

resources not 

During our review, we found of requests for information 

being made directly to staff with no notification of unit 

managers. This has caused prioritized projects to be delayed and 

managers to have reduced direct control over the duties and 

responsibilities of their personnel. 

Similar types of services are being performed by the Office's 

Planning and Research Unit and its Corrections fe 

Safety/Procedures Function. Both are currently performing like 

functions for different operations, but have very little 

communication and minimal coordination. As a result, procedures 

are being issued without advance notice and without being added 

to an Off ice-wide master 1 ist. In addition, a catalog of past 

procedures has not been maintained. No Corrections personnel 

currently reside in the Planning and Research Unit although 

approximately 80% of all activity in the Unit is related to 

Corrections. 

MCSO management has stated that the Corrections Life 

Safety/Procedures Function will be combined with the Planning and 

Research Unit in the near future. 

MCSO has also experienced in the distribution 

information, completion of projects, and submission of its budget 

(see Chapter IV). problems were experienced in part 

because no single manager was able to coordinate projects and 

responsibilities nor allocate support services personnel to 

effectively accomplish needed tasks. 
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RICO,'IQMDATIOI 12 

MCSO SBOOLD DBYBLOP :ITS BUDGET IR ACCORDARCB WITH :ITS 
ACTUAL FOJifCTIORAL ORGARIZATIOR. 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
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for support units. 

including both measurable and 
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RECOJQIERDATION 17 

HCSO SHOULD: 

These performance standards, 

events, then become 

A. DEVELOP SPECIFIC PERP'ORIIA'MCE STANDARDS FOR USE IN 
APPRAISALS OF ITS SUPPORT SERVICE EMPLOYEES. 

B. CONDUCT PERP'ORJIA'MCE APPRAISALS ON A ROUTDE :BASIS. 
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result, both staff and personnel outside of the organization 

are unable to obtain requested information. Misinformation 

and have resulted. Duplication of 

documents - because personnel are unaware of their existence 

- also can occur. 
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Source: 

One of the 

or program has been as consistently late, 
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29 

23 

38 

15 

28 

indicates. 

MULTNOMAH COUNTY 
Budget Submissions 

Days Between Due Date and,Delivery 

D.7S oos DES NON 

0 0 0 0 
DA - 14 DIR - 7 

0 0 0 0 
AC - 5 

0 0 0 0 
DIR - 25 EX- 30 

0 0 0 0 
DIR - 23 EX- 22 

0 0 0 

DHS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

DA - District Attorney DIR - Direqtor•s Office 
AC - Animal Control EX - Executive's Office 

I 

MultCO Budget Office 

Illustration 5 
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MCSO currently has no and regarding 

personnel's use PC's. As 

potential ma data, the inability to process 

data, the potential for errors, the lack of supervision 

and procedures, and a ability all 
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Multnomah County 
SherifFs Office 

12240 N.E. GLISAN ST., PORTLAND, OREGON 97230 

FRED B. PEARCE 
SHERIFF 

(503) 255-3600 

MEMORANDUM 

F 

ANNE FEENEY 
ltnomah County Auditor RECEIVED 

B.PEARCE ~~ //. 
i ~77at0 

JUL 13 

.Multnomah County Aut:litor 
J u 1 y 13, 1988 

RESPONSE TO INTERNAL AUDIT REPORT #2-88, SHERIFF'S OFFICE SUPPORT 
FUNCTIONS 

ank you for the opportunity to respond to the draft report. As you are 
aware, this is the second year I have requested an audit of our Fiscal Unit. 

As we emerge from six years of operational, organizational, budgetary and 
litical turmoil, we look forward to a period of stability in which we can 

only continue our successful long range planning efforts with the Board of 
County Commissioners, the Criminal Justice System and the State of Oregon but 
also focus more attention on work plans and the lack of personnel in our 
entire internal support structure. As we discussed with the Auditors, through 

tran r of Corrections the Sheriff's Office and the significant budget 
cuts in Law Enforcement beginning in 1982, as well as the growth in 

rections, we have sacrificed adequate support staff for desperately needed 
line functions, particularly Corrections Officers. 

acknowledge that reduced staffing in our Fiscal Unit, since the transition 
in 1983, has resulted in serious ongoing deficiencies in the operation the 
unit. In fact, they have not been able to perform many typical duties and 

is ility is further diminished when I request "special projects" 
roughout the , such as preparing new budgets for the Courthouse Jail, 

Claire Argow Cen r, the Inverness Jail, the Restitution Center, etc. 
is is particularly difficult during the seven month budget season. It has 

vir lly become a "crisis" unit. 

also agree that our managers need a working understanding of the County's 
Financial Accounting System <LGFS> -- a difficult and cumbersome system at 
best, and from which our fiscal people have to produce an interpretive report 

our managers. Over the last two years, we have requested help from the 
nty's Finance Division on the LGFS regarding program adjustments to meet 

our s and ining for our people. Although they have been responsive, 
ing limitations have precluded more than minimal support. 
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c planni until the 1990-91 

issues. 
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Procedure # 1201 
Page 3 of 4 

DATE SUBMI TIED ------- (For Clerk' 
Meeting Da 
Agenda No. 

-....-:c..:....J"""""-'---

REQUEST FOR PLACEMENT ON THE AGENDA 

briefing 

Only*7-26-88 
(Date} 

Formal Only ____ --=-::__....--;:------
(Date} 

DEPARTMENT ____ B_o_a_r_d_o_f ___ c_o_nun __ i_s_s_~_·_o_n_e_r_s __ __ 

CONTACT. __ c_o_mm __ i_s_s_i_o_n_e_r __ c_a_s_t_e_r_l_~_· n_e ___ TELEPHONE _5_2_1_3 _____________ _ 

*NAME(s) OF PERSON MAKING PRESENTATION TO BOARD -------
BRIEF SUMMARY Should include other alternatives explored, if applicable, and clear state­
ment of rationale for the action requested. 

Briefing concerning Ec~nomic Developmept in the Columbia Gorge and 
' ' other County areas 

(IF ADDITIONAL SPACE IS NEEDED, PLEASE USE REVERSE SIDE} 

ACTION REQUESTED: 

.GJ INFORMATION ONLY 0 PRELIMINARY APPROVAL 0 POLICY DIRECTION 0 APPROV.AL 

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

PERSONNEL 

(] FISCAL/BUDGETARY 

[] ·General Fund 

Other --------
SIGNATURES: 

BUDGET / PERSONNEL -------------------------~----------------------
COUNTY COUNSEL (Ordinances, Resolutions, Agreements, 

OTHER 
...._:-,~~--~--~~~~~~----~-~~--------------------------------­(Purchasing, Facilities Management, etc.) 

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

1984 



BOARD RETREAT 

What Should Be the 's Role in Economic Deve 

I. Mul tnomah 's role now. 

A. Code MCC 11.08.010 amended 8 ng in 
of EDAC. 

1. Economic Advisory Commission p. 1 and 2. 

2. EDAC and BCC criteria for state economic 
revenue bond pro 11.08.250 p. 11-42 and p. 
11-43. 

3. EDAC and BCC of Criteria 
Business 
p. 11-48. 

Fund loans E.D.D. p. 11-47 and 

B. Other funds for economic 
approval. 

pro needing BCC 

1. C.D.B.G. 

2. C.D.D. 

3. E.D.D. 

4. U.D.A.G. - , 1988, exhibits. 

5. O.T.A. 

6. P.D.C. 

c. Planning rtment. 

1. Monitor economic deve in of 
Plan recorded with L.C.D.C. 

2. By nature a reactive role. 

D. Federal Columbia River Gorge Scenic Area Act. 

1. Dual role in the Act. 

a. Preservation of Scenic 

Limited economic 
Continued use. 
Tourist related use. 

areas for economic deve 
Commercia 1 • 

's 



BOARD RETREAT 
What Should Be the 

2 
's Role Economic ? 

I • 

E. 

2. ng 
Gorge Commission's final 
an ove to our 

Commissioners must approve this. 

's stance. 

which creates 
The Board of 

1. CDBG Grants usual go to nant moderate--low 

2. 

income pro and other government infrastructure 
needs. 

Multnomah has no overall for economic 
the Gorge or n Mid- and East 
for the creation of a Columbia 

National Scenic Area s needed. 

3. Multnomah 
Gorge Act which economic 

The Columbia 

limits 
, Bridal Veil, Dodson, 

Troutdale, Warrendale areas' abili to deve what 
s allowable under the Gorge Act because there is not 

a ent other than the to collect and 
dispense funds pursuant to the act. 

Board of Commissioners decisions on what actions 
Casterline's comments on creating a constructive will support. 

and ve for in century 21 within 
the Columbia 
communities. 

Gorge and the Central and East Multnomah 
Discussion and direction. 

A. Assume a pro-active role in economic 

1. Establ Task Forces, the Board of 

2. 

3. 

Commissioners, where appropriate; e.g. 
Rockwood, East , East cities, 
Co idal Veil, Dodson for citizen 
discussion of economic needs and bilities. 

Focus on what 

a. 

b. 

Bri ng 
or create and 
off ice. 

Assist in deve 

in economic 

to 
for economic 

of fund 



BOARD RETREAT 
What Should be the 

3 
's Role n Economic ? 

4. Reinstate the EDAC as in Multnomah code? n 

5. Work acti with PDC, State EDD, CDD. 

B. Multnomah 
needed? 

and the Columbia Act -- action 

1. work with the Federal government and local government 
making Corbett area an urban area or 

in final 

a. would allow more opportunities in economic 
and fund 

2. Work with owner and operator of Bridal Veil Mill. 

a. Either mill and operates as a mill or--

b. Mill moves -- Cascade Locks in Hood River 

c. 

or Troutdale. efforts for mill to 
Multnomah 

Site of mill if it moves 
area for Multnomah Falls, 
area theme tourist 

a scenic 
• (Camp 18) 

d. Bed and Breakfast vi at Bridal Veil 
ble with mill site deve 

e. Work on funding for Bridal Veil. 

c. What is on now in ? 

1. Working with a consortium of the six counties to 
ve services to the National Scenic 

Area. 

2. six counties on emergency ng a 
in the e. 

3. Monitoring the amount of land taken off tax rolls and 
its on schools and the reduction n 
timber revenues. lost tax revenues for 
schools with increase in economic 

islative action need on timber 

4. Working with smaller cities and the Chamber of 
Commerce to and a va of 
tourist-related businesses and funding for them. Big 
and small ente ses. Working with 
f nance counsel, Senator Otto, 



BOARD RETREAT 
What Should be the 

4 
's Role n Economic ? 

Unless Multnomah 
will become a further 
the r hands, and prope taxes 
reduction in p from the 

Multnomah 
living and working in the 

t and readi , the area 
area, schools will have a crisis on 
will increase to absorb the 

tax rolls. 

the a livelihood for those 
assistance in 

facilitat to information on for allowable 
economic , funding sources, for the schools. 

What is needed most is a ng effort with all six counties in 
the Gorge to create a regional st 

A is a must if the is to realize an enhanced 
scenic experience for tourists and all of us. We do not want 

or underdeve This balance can be achieved 

Ideal , I think the 
this area. We have received 
Multnomah Planning 
should agree to assist, 
with citizens, governments, 
in and my office. 

eval ng, etc. 

should for ng and staff n 
,000 from the State which went to 

• for staff work in the Gorge. We 
, encourage, work toward 

funders, etc. Staff time is needed both 

In the run, it means satisfied citizens, a beautiful 
and more money for all of us. 

0821L 
scl 
June 17, 1988 
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11.08.010 

DEVELOPMENT ADVISORY COMMISSION 

11.08.010 Definitions. 
context requires otherwise: 

As used in this chapter, unless the 

(A) "Board" means the Multnomah County Board of Commissioners. 

(B) "Commission" means the Economic Development Advisory Com­
mission established in MCC 11.08.020. 

(C) "DED11 means the Oregon Department of Economic Development. 

(D) "Director" means the Planning Manager of Multnomah County, 
Department of Environmental Services. 

(E) "EDAC" means the Multnomah County Economic Development 
Advisory Commission. 

(F) "EDC" means the Oregon Economic Development Commission. 

(G) "Indirect increase in employment'' means jobs created out­
side the applicant's business and in the local area as a result of 
the additional economic activity generated from the Economic Devel­
opment Revenue Bond project. 

(H) "Statewide Planning Goals 11 means the Oregon Land Conserva­
tion and Development Commission (LCDC) planning goals. 
[Ord. 138 s. 2 (1977); Ord. 282 s. 3 (1981)] 

11.08.015 Polic~ and purpose. The Board of County Commis­
sioners finds that t ere is a need to develop coordinated long range 
objectives, strategies, work programs and projects designed to main­
tain a stable and diversified local economy, create new and continu­
ous employment opportunities, attract private capital investment, 
coordinate economic development with land use and other planning 
undertaken by the county and other cities within the county and 
coordinate the activit s of public agencies with private industries 
and organizations to maximize the positive impacts of economic 
development and that planning, coordination and implementation of 
economic develoment can best be achieved through the creation and 
operation of a county-wide Economic Qevelopment Advisory Commission. 
[Ord. 138 s. 1 (1977); Ord. 479 s. 1 (1985)] 

11.08. 020 Economic Deve lo ment Advisor 
nomic Development A v1sory omm ss1on 1s 
development advisory body to the board. 
[Ord. 138 s. 3 (1977)] 

11-35 

Commission. The Eco­
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11.08.030 

11.08.030 Powers and duties of the commission. 

(A) The commission shall: 

(1) Have such powers and duties as are required for eligi­
bility for technical and financial assistance from the U.S. Depart­
ment of Commerce, Economic Development Administration (EDA), under 
the Publ Works Economic Development Act of 1965, 42 U.S.C. sec. 
3121, as amended, including, but not limited to. 

(a) Preparation and recommendation to the board of an 
Overall Economic Development Plan for Multnomah County, coordinated 
with the jurisdictions Comprehensive Land Use Plan and updated and 
reported to the board annually; 

(b) Selection and recommendation to the board of eco­
nomic development programs and projects in Multnomah County eligible 
for Economic Development Administration assistance and implementa­
tion, monitoring, assessment and annual reports to the board on the 
status of those programs and projects; and 

(c) Coordination of the activities of public agencies 
with private industries and organizations involved in economic de­
velopment activities affecting the Overall Economic Development Plan 
for Multnomah County. 

(2) Advise the board and the Multnomah County Planning 
Commission, on request, concerning economic development matters 
relating to the Comprehensive Plan or otherwise affecting unincor­
porated Multnomah County. 

(3) Advise the appropriate city councils and planning com­
missions, on request, concerning economic development matters relat­
ing to the comprehensive plans or otherwise affecting that juris­
diction. 

(4) Exercise such other powers and perform such other 
duties as may be given to the commission by law. 

(B) The commission shall have no regulatory powers over the 
activities of private persons. Its function shall be solely advi­
sory, coordinative and promotional. 
[Ord. 138 s. 10 (1977); Ord. 479 s. 2 (1985)] 

11.08.040 Membership. 

(A) The commission shall consist of 15 members, who shall be 
selected for appointment as provided in MCC 11.08.040(B) and 

11-36 Rev. 5/86 
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11.08. 240 

and the action taken by the EDAC. The Board shall next receive 
testimony from the applicant and by other persons having a substan­
tial interest in the application. 

(D) At the conclusion of the hearing, the Board shall either 
approve or deny the application. The action shall be in the form of 
a resolution similar in form to that adopted by the EDAC. The deci­
sion shall promptly be filed with the Clerk of the Board, and mailed 
to the applicant. 

(E) Rehearing by the Board shall be allowed, if at all, within 
ten business days after the decision has been filed with the Clerk 
of the Board. Rehearing shall be allowed only on motion of a Board 
member who voted with the majority in the initial decision, and 
shall not be available on motion of a party. 
[Ord. 282 s. 8 (1981)] 

11.08.250 EDAC and Board approval criteria for state economic 
development revenue bond projects. 

(A) The project must be on the Oregon Economic Development 
Commission's eligible activity list. First priority in Multnomah 
County shall be given to the following types of projects: 

(1) Manufacturing or other industrial production; 

(2) Agricultural development or food processing and fish-
eries; 

(3) Development or improved utilization of natural re-
sources; 

(4) Scientific testing including, but not limited to, 
medical, clinical and engineering testing services; 

(5) Convention and trade centers which serve a cross­
section of the general public; 

(6) Product distribution facilities; 

(7) Transportation or warehousing; 

(8) Timber production or processing; 

(9) Construction of buildings for corporate headquarters. 

(B) An application shall comply with: 

11-42 Rev. 5/86 
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( 11.08.250 

(1) The Comprehensive Land Use Plan (or the Statewide 
Planning Goals if the plan has not been acknowledged by LCDC), the 
Economic Development Plan, and plan implementation ordinances of the 
unit of government having jurisdiction over the site in question; and 

(2) Multnomah County's Overall Economic Development Plan 
and plan implementation ordinances; and 

(3) Multnomah County's Equal Employment Opportunity as 
indicated in MCC 11.08.255; 

(4) Multnomah County's Economic Development Revenue Bond 
as adopted by Ordinance No. 282 (MCC 11.08.010, 11.08.220 through 
11.08.260). 

(C) An applicant must assert, in writing, that Economic Devel­
opment Revenue Bond financing is necessary for expansion or location 
in the County at this time (i.e., without such financing, the pro­
ject would not be undertaken). 

(D) An applicant must demonstrate that: 

(1) The project will result in the creation of permanent 

(
, employment opportunities, competively available for all Multnomah 

County residents, or will prevent a substantial direct reduction in 
total employment by the applicant, in Multnomah County. "Permanent 
employment opportunities" are long-term, full time jobs, including 
such jobs in seasonal industries. Jobs related solely to the con­
struction of the economic development revenue bond project shall not 
be considered permanent employment opportunities. 

(2) A substantial proportion of new jobs created, exclu­
ding managerial/supervisory, shall be entry-level positions. Entry 
level positions are those requiring less than two years of training 
or work experience or combination thereof. The objective is that 
approximately 50 percent of new non-managerial/supervisory positions 
created will be entry level. 

(3) The amount of bond issue per new or retained job shall 
be reasonable for the industry. The word "retained" refers to those 
jobs which, but for the Economic Development Revenue Bond, would be 
lost. 

(4} The project will result in one of the following: 

(a) More of the applicant 1 s total production expen­
ditures being made locally; 

(b) More of the production processes taking place 
locally; 

11-43 Rev. S/86 
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11.08.540 

(F) A copy of the Board order shall be promptly sent by the 
Clerk of the Board to the applicant and Financial Program Manager of 
the Oregon Economic Development Department. 

(G) Rehearing by the Board shall be allowed, if at all, within 
10 business days after the decision has been filed with the Clerk of 
the Board. Rehearing shall be allowed only on motion of a Board 
member who voted with the majority in the initial decision, and 
shall not be available on motion of an applicant. 
[Ord 408 s. 6 (1983)] 

11.08. 550 
Fund Loans. 

Criteria for approval of Oregon Business Develo:ement 

(A) The project must be on the Oregon Economic Development De­
~artment's eligible activity list. Eligible projects are to result 
~n the development, promotion, or facilitation of one or more of the 
following activities: 

(I) Manufacturing or other industrial production; 

(2) Agricultural development or food processing; 

(3) Aquacultural development or seafood processing; 

(4) Development or improved utilization of natural 
resources; 

(5) Convention facilities and trade centers; 

(6) Tourist facilities other than retail or food service 
businesses; 

(7) Transportation or freight facilities; and 

(8) Other activities representing a new technology or type 
of economic enterprise that the Oregon Economic Development Commis­
sion determines is needed to diversify the economic base of an area 
other than office buildings, corporate headquarters, retail busi­
nesses, shopping centers, food service facilities. 

(B) An application shall also comply with the Comprehensive 
Land Use Plan, the Overall Economic Development Plan and applicable 
plan implementation sections of this code. 
[Ord. 408 s. 7 (1983)] 

11-47 Rev. 5/86 



EXHIBIT I to 11.08.255 

mULTnOmRH COUnTY OREGOn ( 
====================================== 

DIVISION OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
2115 S E MORRISON 
PORTLAND. OREGON 97214 
(503) 248-3591 

EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY 

AGREEMENT 

DONALD E CLARK 
COUNTY EXECUTIVE 

The applicant agrees that in consideration of the issuance of Oregon Economic 
Development Revenue Bonds or inclusion in the Oregon Economic Lagging Area Pro­
gram the applicant will not unlawfully discriminate against any employee or 
applicant for employment because of sex, age, race, creed, color, national origin, 
physical or mental handica~ or previous employment status with respect to the 
following: employment, upgrading, demotion or transfer, recruitment or recruitment 
advertising, layoff or termination, rates of pay or other forms of compensatton, 
and selection for training, including apprenticeship. 

The applicant will send to each labor union or representative of workers with whom 
applicant has a bargaining agreement or other contract or understanding, a notice 
advising the labor union or workers' representative of the applicant's commitment 
to the Multnomah County Equal Employment Opportunity Agreement and shall post 
copies of the notice in conspicuous places available to employees and applicants 
for employment. ~ 

The applicant for Oregon Economic Development Revenue Bonds and/or the Oregon Economic 
Lagging Area Tax Credit Program shall submit Form MC-DES 1 to the Oregon Economic 
Development Commission and Multnomah County Department of Environmental Services, 
Division of Planning and Development at the time of filing of application for deter­
mination of Oregon Industrial Revenue Bond and/or Economic Lagging Area project 
eligibility. 

The applicant for Oregon Industrial Revenue Bonds shall submit Form MC-DES 2 to 
the Oregon Economic Development Commission and Multnomah County Department of 
Environmental Services, Division of Planning and Development, at the 6-month an­
niversary of final expenditure of Oregon Industrial Revenue Bond sale proceeds. 

The applicant for the Oregon Economic Lagging Area Tax Credit Program shall submit 
Form MC-DES 2 to the Oregon Economic Development Commission and Multnornah County 
Department of Environmental Services, Division of Planning and Development, at the 
end of each fiscal year for which Oregon Economic Lagging Area Tax Credits are 
claimed. 

The applicant for Oregon Economic Development Revenue Bond Program and/or the 
Oregon Economic Lagging Area Tax Credit Program who generates ten or more new 
positions as a result of the utilization of the above mentioned program(s) will 
submit form MC-DES 3 to the Oregon Economic Development Commission and Multnomah 
County Division of Planning and Development at the time of filing of the first 
MC-DES 2 form. 

11-48 Rev. 5/86 
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GLADYs(AcCOY, Multnomah Co( 1ty Chair 

Room 134, County Courthouse 
1021 S.W. Fourth Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97204 
(503) 248-3308 

January 29, 1988 

John Bonham, Director 
community Planning and Development 
u.s. Dept. of Housing & Urban Development 
520 s.w. Sixth Avenue 
Portland, OR 97204 

R~: Preapplication Request for UDAG Eligibility Determination 

Dear Mr. Bonham: 

Mul tnomah county requests determinat.ion of eligibility pr to submission of 
a full application for federal Urban Development Action Grant funds. 

Enclosed are Standard Form 424 and Part V in accordance with program 
regulations. This preapplication provides documentation and discussion of 
Multnomah county's performance in providing housing for persons of low-and­
moderate income and providing equal opportunity in employment and housing for 
low-and-moderate income persons and members of minority groups. 

we look forward to working with you on this program. If you need more 
information or we can assist your review of this material, please contact me 
or Cecile Pitts of the community Development Division (248-5000). 

Yours truly, 

Gladys McCoy, Chair 
Board of County Commissioners 

CP:cak 

Encl os ur es 

Dl05/4171I 
An Equal Opponur<•ly Employt?r 



MEMORANDUM 

DATE: 12, 1988 

TO: 

FROM: Cecile Pitts 

RE: urban oevelopment Action Grant 

According to Regional Development Trends, published by the Metropolitan 

Services District, 20,200 were lost to east Mu1tnomah County between 1980 

and 1985. One of our goals as county Government is to assist local businesses 

create or retain jobs in the east county area. 

In December, Multnomah county received notice that it qualified for 

participation in the federal Urban Development Action Grant program (UDAG). 

The purpose of UOAG is to assist communities exper economic distress to 

stimulate economic development activity. An example of a local UDAG project 

is the Yamhill Market Place reconstruction. 

UDAG projects are typically ~3-~5 million. The program has a matching 

requirement of $2.50 in private funds for every UDAG dollar invested. UDAG 

assistance is usually loans which can recycle into an on-going economic 

development program. 

Multnomah County competes with the rest of the nation for these funds. It is 

a complicated process to develop a successful proposal. The county, through 

the Community Development Division, is actively working to use the UOAG to 

create jobs in the east county area. 

107I/4770I 



Urban Development Action Grant 

February 12, 1988 

Page 2 

The UDAG process includes two steps: preapplication and full appl icat.ion • . ; 
The preapplication requests formal and full determination of eligibility. It 

focuses on demonstrated results in providing assisted housing and employment 

opportunities to persons of low-and-moderate income and members of minority 

groups. 

Full applications to assist an economic development project are accepted three 

times a year. 

Review criteria include: area need# number of jobs created for 

persons, the amount of private match, and need fo.r. the UDAG funds. 

This program is a lie/private par 

cak 

Dl07/4770I 



Orban Development Action Grant 

April 19, 1988 

1. Multnomah county is applying for county eligibility under the federal 

Urban Development Action Grant program (UDAG). 

2. The purpose of ODAG is to assist communities experiencing economic 
>; 

distress to stimulate economic development activities. 

3. communities are eligible for UDAG funds based on various distress factors 

such as population loss, unemployment, poverty, and age of housing. 

4. Projects are reviewed in a nationwide competition. This review considers 

seriousness of distress and various project merits such as job creation 

and amount of leveraged funds. Competitive projects include motels, 

restaurants, office buildings and retail space. The Yamhill Market Place 

in Portland used some UDAG funding. 

5. About one third of the UDAG funds are set aside for review o~ project 

merit only. Multnomah county does not rank high in the program distress 

factors so this is important to our projects. 

6. our most likely success will be from the project merit competition. 

Typically these are larger projects which are primarily financed with 

Industrial Revenue Bonds. 

UDAG acts to waive the capital expenditure limitation of the Industrial 

Revenue board. An example project financing schedule is: 

UDAG 

IRB 

Other 

750,000 

10,000,000 

4,250,000 

15,000,000 

( 5%) 

(67%) 

(28%) 

7. UDAG is not the answer to economic development financing needs to East 

county communities, but it is a resource for larger projects. UDAG 

projects can be effective at highlighting the strengths and opportunities 

of this area. 

Dl07/4987I 



MAY 3 1988 

Jane Burda, Program Manager 
Multnomah County Community Development 
2115 S.E. ~brrison St. 
Portland, OR 97214 

Dear Ms. Burda: 

U.S. Department ol Housing and Urban Development 

Portland Office. Region X 
520 Southwest Sixth Avenue 
Portland. Oregon 97204-1596 

SUBJECT: Urban Development Action Program 
Determination of Eligibility - Recertification 

Your request for a Determination of Eligibility to participate in the 
Urban Development Action Grant (UDAG) program has been approved. Multnomah 
County by demonstrating results in providing 
equal opportunity in housing employment for low and moderate income 
persons and members of minority groups. 

Employment 

As of June 1987, the County workforce was comprised of 1,890 full-time 
employees, 220 (11.6 percent) of which were minorities. Table 16 of 1980 
Census of General Population Characteristics reports that Multnomah County has 
an 11.6 percent minority population. Therefore, Multnomah the 
"generally reflects • " The County the " 

in that 99 (11.9 percent) minorities were employed out of a total 829 
full-time permanent new hires in a two-year period from 1986 to 1987. 

Since the County has a workforce of more than 100 persons, it must meet 
the test to show that minorities are reasonably represented throughout the 
workforce. Using EE0-4 data for 1987, it was computed that the average salary 
for all County employees was $23,751.55. Minority employees earned an average 
salary of $21,636.98, 91 percent of the overall salary. A government entity 
is found eligible if the minority average is at least 90 percent of the total 
workforce average salary. County in employment. 

Housing 

The County reported a total of 1,150 housing units, 240 (20.8 percent) of 
which are occupied by minorities which exceeds the minority need identified in 
the Housing Assistance Plan (HAP) and representation in the population. The 
County eligible in housing. 



Part V of the preapplication is enclosed which reflects the m1n1mum 
levels of distress currently met by your County, according to criteria 
published in the Federal Register. 

To maintain your eligibility> the City must request recertification 
annually, prior to November 30 of each year. When requesting recertification, 
submit your latest EE0-4 form or comparable data on employment and recent 
information on City's efforts and results in providing equal opportunity in 
employment and housing. 

If you have any questions or need assistance during your full project 
application, please contact Joy Hirl, Economic Development Specialis~ at (503) 
294-7012. 

Enclosure 

Very sincerely yours, 

Lu OJtk -PNol~ 
/,.}, R. C. Brinck 
()-Manager 

2 



mULTnOmRH COUnTY OREGOn 
DIVISION OF PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 12115 S E. MORRISON/PORTLAND. OREGON 97214 

May 27, 1988 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

ME M 0 R N DUM 

Chris Hoir and Polly Casterline 

Lorna Stickel)~ 
Corbett Area and Columbia Gorge 

I offer the following comments in regard to the Memo of April 8, 
1988) about economies and the Corbett Area as they are affected 
by the Columbia Gorge NSA. 

I. The Current Situation. 

In general I feel that the "economic" problems of the Cor­
bett area must be first put into their proper perspective 
and second must be carefully addressed within the proper 
framework. The County has been a strong supporter of the 
Gorge legislation as the benefit to the larger population 
for recreation and economic spinoffs are substantial. The 
County has had restrictive planning designations in the 
area east of the Sandy since 1977 when the area lvas desig­
nated large lot zoning for agriculture and forest with very 
small areas for rural residential and rural centers. The 
purpose of this planning was to discourage gro\rth and uses 
that more appropriately belong inside the Urban Growth 
Boundary. Some limited opportunities were left open for 
rural services for the rural population and some tourist 
commercial development. A provision was made in 1977 to 
allow cottage industry only in rural centers. The growth 
in Corbett has been primarily in the area of single family 
homes, with very few new businesses locating or even in­
quiring about locating there. The employment base in the 
Corbett a~ is very small. Almost all uses except single 
family require special land use approvals. 

Some information is knovm about the area east of the Sandy 
as a whole because it has been one census tract since at 
least the 1950 Census. The population has grown as follo1.;rs: 



mULTnOmRH COUnTY OREGOn 
DIVISION OF PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT /2115 S E. MORRISON/PORTLAND. OREGON 97214 

May 27, 1988 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

MEMORANDUM 

Chris Moir 

Lorna Stickel 1 --;;~ 
Gorge Economic Development Paper 

' ' 

Attached is the economic development paper as promised. If you 
have no strong objections to the thrust of this paper, I would 
recommend titling it "Thoughts on Economic Development Poten­
tials for Multnomah County East of the Sandy River" by the Mult­
nomah County Division of Planning and sending it on to the fol­
lowing: 

1). ERA Consultants 

2). Friends of the Gorge 

3). Board of County Commissioners 

4). Pam Christian, Troutdale 

5). Chris Rogers 

6). Pat Brothers, President of NMCCA 

7). Ted Davenport 

8). Isabelle Ryan 

9). Thersa Kasner 

A cover letter could be sent from your office calling for the 
first gathering of this group. I have assigned Gary Clifford on 
the staff to cover the economic development assessment on the 
Gorge. Hark Hess is covering the recreation assessment. You 
might copy me at home on the meeting dates - I could start to 
attend after about mid-July, just to keep my oar in the water. 

Good Luck 

LS :sec/1132H 



1950 
2,300 

1960 
2,428 

1970 
2,729 

1980 
3,633 

1985 Est. 
3,796 

The growth pattern indicates that the area had a fairly 
steady rural population prior to 1970, but at that point as 
rural lifestyles became more popular and incomes increased 
in the metropolitan area, the growth was much greater after 
1970. Growth levels were predicted by a 1974 Crown Point 
Land Use Study to be as follows for 1990: High, 4,200; 
Medium, 3,700; Low, 3,200. Obviously by the time the 1990 
Census is done two years from now, the population will be 
in the high range as predicted in 1974. This is a little 
surprising considering that in 1974 the restrictive natural 
resource zoning program was not factored in to the esti­
mate. The area has an average of 3.04 people/dwelling unit 
and a medium value for housing (as of 1980) of $73,700 
which is much above the County average. The household in­
come levels were shown in the 1980 census as follows: 

$0 1,000 

$10,000 - 20,000 

$20,000 - 30,000 

$30,000 + 

148 

381 

326 

294 

13% 

33% 

28% 

26% 

The average income level for Corbett is 1!21,354 whereas the 
County average was $15,082. The education levels in Cor­
bett in 1980 were: 

Less than RS 411 17% 

HS 999 42% 

College (1-3 yrs) 573 24% 

Grads+ 376 16% 
2, 

From this information some things are fairly clear about 
the Corbett area. The population is small, but it has 
grown considerably since 1970. The housing stock is above 
average in value, overall, as are the income levels, the 
education levels and the family size than the County-wide 
population. 
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The County's 1988 rural land use inventory indicates that 
the Columbia Gorge National Scenic Area (NSA) has 642 re­
sidences located in the Multomah County part, excluding the 
Troutdale City limits. If one uses the average of 3.04 
people/dwelling unit that means a potential population in­
side the NSA of 1,952 or about 51% of the population east 
of the Sandy River (excluding Troutdale). The land use 
inventory also indicates that there are the following types 
of other uses: 14 commercial/office uses, 6 industrial, 21 
public service, and 2 others. Within the two rural centers 
that have more than one use, other than residential, the 
uses are as follows: 

Corbett 

Public Service 

Fire Station, Post Office, 3 Schools, 
2 Utility Offices. (7 Uses) 

Commercial/Office 

/ Hardvrare store, grocery store, floral and 
gift store, rv park and campground, Insur­
ance office, Corbett Electronics, 1 bed and 
breakfast (proposed) ,2 Real Estate office:-~> ( 8 
uses). 

Industrial 

Coyote Archery, Willamette Lab, Columbia 
Lab, GB Industries, Norvmolds (5 Uses) 

tvb r-P6 d) 0 1 c1 

Bridal Veil 

Public Service Post Office 

Commercial - Restaurant and Store 

Industrial - Lumber Company 

Non-Profit Private - Convent and Cemetery 

Other economic uses outside these rural centers do exist in 
the Multnomah County NSA area, but they are limited. There 
are the Corbett Station uses of a restaurant (Royal Chinook 
Inn) and store, two non-profit camp and retreat centers, 
private boat ramp (Dodson), Multnomah Falls Lodge, and some 
fruit stands and a new bed and breakfast (proposed). 
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The Corbett area within the NSA is basically a bedroom com­
munity or a rural residential community. Although the 1980 
census data does not appear to be available on the place of 
work, it is reasonable to assume that a great majority of 
the jobs held by people living in Corbett are within the 
Portland Hetropolitan Urban Growth Boundary, which is less 
than 30 minutes away for most people. The Corbett area is 
not isolated from the State's major employment sector; as 
are other parts of the Gorge. In fact, the major economic 
impact of recreational aspects of the Gorge has been and 
will continue to be felt by the Portland area. Corbett has 
suffered from this situation of residential growth, a lot 
of public land and few economic development opportunities 
within the area in that they have a small tax base for 
their school system, and high demands for service levels. 
This situation is not unlike that in Orient, west of the 
West Hills, Sandy and on Sauvie Island. However, these 
other districts have chosen to solve their low tax base by 
using a school system that does not try to provide the en­
tire K-High School program. They either share facilities 
with other districts (particularly high school seniors) or 
they have merged with larger districts. The County did 
provide in its plan for some economic diversity opportunity 
in the Rural Centers by allowing cottage industries up to 
20 employees, or 40 for expansion of an existing use. The 
current examination of Oregon Planning Goals and Policy and 
what urban uses should be allowed outside Urban Growth 
Boundaries may or may not alter this situation. The issue 
in Corbett is whether the tax base situation should dictate 
uses that more legitimately belong inside Urban Growth 
Boundaries or whether there are other opportunities to solf 
ve the taxing problems while retaining the resource charac­
ter of the area and the protection goal of the NSA Act. 

II. Economic Development Opportunities in the NSA. 

From a theoretical planning perspective and based upon past 
County policy, the provision of "jobs or businesses" in 
rural areas in the area east of the Sandy should not try to 
imitate a mini-urban area. When the population has ample 
job opportunities so close by1 the need cannot be justified 
on that basis. So far, the major basis for encouraging 
industrial use has been the tax base problem and personal 
desire, not the attributes of the location, market area, 
labor pool access, or adequate public services to attract 
industry. The success of locating "cottage industries" 
over the last ten years is indicative of this. Providing 
the opportunity does not make it happen. In the NSA legis­
lation, new industrial uses outside of urban areas is pro­
hibited. This cuts out the ability to locate new cottage 
industries in the rural centers of Corbett, Bridal Veil, 
Dodson and Warrendale. The impact of this prohibition is 
difficult to judge, since little activity has occurred to 
locate these uses before the Gorge Act came into place. 

-4-



The primary question is whether it is mow appropriate to 
encourage more industrial uses to locate ~in Corbett, Bridal 
Veil, Dodson or Warrendale. It is clear that they cannot 
locate under the current Gorge legislation. The alterna­
tives to the pro hi bit ion is to take one or more of these 
communities out of the NSA boundary, either by defining 
them as urban under the Act or moving the boundary so as to 
exclude them (the latter is really only an alternative for 
Corbett). Doing either of these things will then subject 
the communities to Oregon Planning Goals which are not 
clear at this point as to the status of non-resource in­
dustrial uses outside Urban Growth Boundaries. It is just 
as likely that the Oregon Goals and Guidelines will be in­
terpr~ed very soon to restrict the amount of growth ap­
propriate for rural areas. It may be more realistic to 
evaluate what is reasonable for economic development within 
the Gorge NSA Act and make attempts to further that type of 
development in the Management Plan. In any case, it is not 
proper planning to consider the "economic development" of 
this area as if it were independent of the urban area to 
the west. It may also be that other solutions to the tax­
ing issue need to be explored at the local level. It would 
take some substantial change in the residential to indus­
trial/commercial land mix to affect the mill rate in any 
substantial way. 

Other rural areas of Multno~h County which are in similar 
situations of land base (e.g., Sauvie Island, West Hills, 
Orient and Bonneville) have much lower rates due to differ­
ent structuring of their district services to fit the limi­
tations of a rural environment. 

What then would be the Corbett opportunities, assuming that 
the NSA boundary remains as it is. One option, of course, 
is to try and pursue cottage industry in the Springdale 
area, which is outside the NSA, and is in an RC designa­
tion. Until any State changes are required, Springdale can 
continue to have zoning that allows these uses. Beyond 
this, the area inside the NSA should concentrate on those 
uses which do not affect the first purpose of the Gorge Act 
and which achieve the second purpose to support the econ­
omy. This means that in some locations there would be lit­
tle or no effect on Gorge scenic, cultural, recreational, 
and natural resources and that some growth could be allow-

3 ~ ed. The Corbett rural center itself would seem to be a low 
~ ~ impact area with the exception of the Old Columbia River 

Highway resource. Uses which are allowed in the County RC 
(except for industrial uses) should be allmved there. Oth­
er uses outside the RC zone which are in low impact areas 
of the General Management areas should also be allowed if 
they support the resource lands or are allowed under the 
Zoning Code. 
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The unknown, however, is the extent to which the existance 
of the Gorge resources and the Scenic Area itself will pro­
mote uses that otherwise would not be feasible. Recreation 
based economies often are seasonal by nature. Those that 
can successfully extend their seasons often have a climate 
conducive to year-around uses, or they have multiple at­
tractions that draw on differnt market sectors (such as 
skiing in winter and hiking, camping, fishing and boating 
in the summer). The Gorge does have some limitations in 
this area, primarily due to climate and the type of uses 
now most in demand or use there. However, the Corbett area 
has the advantage of being proximate to the largest visita­
tion source in the Gorge, which is the Portland/Vancouver 
area. It may be possible that season of use could be ex­
tended if uses were located in Corbett or at Bridal Veil 
that would draw visitors and provide under cover acti vi­
ties. The one aspect of visitation to these two centers in 
particular that could be enhanced is the visual aspect of 
these communities. The development of an architectural 
theme, better delineated road areas, landscaping, etc. 
could increase the use of these centers beyond places that 
are largely driven through to get to places elsewhere. The 
increase in visitor stops at Corbett does not have to be 
accomplished at the expense of more traffic continuing east 
on the Columbia Highway during peak periods, simply cashing 
in on those trips already passing through. However, in the 
off-season these new uses could serve to increase visita­
tion traffic at the lower count times. The types of uses 
which Corbett could look to would include lodging, camping, 
restaurants, crafts sales and gifts, tied in with summer 
agricultural sales for specialty items, equipment rental, 
and Old Highway interpretation. The theme of the Old High­
way could and should be worked in to any theme developed 
for this site. 

There are also other historic structures located along the 
Old Highway which have development potential for some tour­
ist commercial areas so long as these are not altered from 
their historic status. There may be the potential for more 
retreat centers along the Menucha or Crestview model. Bri­
dal Veil's potentials are somewhat limited by the access 
limits off I-84 and the impacts to traffic flow on the Old 
Highway. The mill site should be studied for its potential 
to tie in to recreation uses and support the economy if 
that site ceases to be used for mill purposes. The areas 
there could easily be a combination of public ones (tied in 
to the Falls) and private. The potential is great here to 
improve the appearance of this area and to support new ec­
onomic use of the site. 
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A couple of opportunities for the Corbett area are to uti­
lize a co-op approach, which is used to some extent by the 
Friends of Vista House in their gift shop. This could be 
done in the area of specialty agricultural produce. Al­
though the agricultural base of the area east of the Sandy 
is somewhat limited, there are a number of hobby farms 
there where specialty products either are or could be 
grown. Currently blueberies and raspberries are grown and 
sold. A co-op approach with a single outlet in Corbett 
could be ulitlized to sell these products and other agri­
cultural products from the region to again take advantage 
of the traffic already on the Highway. Crafts sales seem 
to be an untapped market also and this could be done 
through one commercial outlet in Corbett, supported by true 
"cottage industry" creation of the products in home. 

Within the special management areas new economic develop­
ment opportunities are limited to those allowed by the re­
creation assessment. These are being studied as a part of 
the economic assessment and will be added to the recreation 
assessment. The Bridal Veil mill site falls into this cat­
egory. The SMA areas in Multnomah County are largely pub­
lic and here the main devlopment would largely be public 
facilities, although concessionaire arrangements currently 
take place at Multnomah Falls, one of the largest employers 
in the area, and at Vista House with volunteer.(. The one 
area of potential is the east Sandy River Delta which is 
privately owned. There are potentials here for much great­
er public use of this site to spread use from areas along 
the Sandy and Columbia that are too heavily used current­
ly. Private sector use of this site would be possible, but 
structural improvements would have to be carefully planned 
due to the flood plain that covers much of the site. Camp­
ing in this area is a possibility, where it could not be 
seen from the highway or rivers, but be close to all these 
amenities if waste disposal can be done safely. This is 
also an area with great potential for increased river ac­
cess, which is limited in much of the rest of the Multnomah 
County stretch, until one reaches the Dodson/Warrendale 
area. The Dodson/Warrendale Special Purchase Unit is an­
other place where increased public or private recreation 
facilities could be planned because of good highway access 
and a large area of lesser slope land. The difficulty in 
this area is the conflict between residential uses and pub­
lic uses in close proximity at this site. Potentials for 
this area do exist and they should be studied once the pub­
lic purchase extent is better known. The area has river 
access (no beaches), hiking and camping potentials. 

One additional private sector imitiative that could be tak­
en by Corbett area business people, potential businesses, 
and volunteers would be to form a tourism alliance. This 
group could provide the networking often needed to sell the 
area's businesses and public attractions. This could re­
sult in brochures, driving tours, tape tours, maps and 
event/tour scheduling and other tie-ins to the Portland 
convention trade. 
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III. Public Sector Actions. 

There are some public sector initiatives that could be tak­
en to enhance the economy of the area east of the Sandy. 
These things include the following: 

A). The development of on orientation center at the 
area selected by Multnomah County. This could be 
the entry point that alerts travellers to what is 
ahead and then aids in their distribution. 

B). A traffic management study of the Old Columbia 
River Highway. This should include the develop­
ment of adequate signage for the Highway. 

C). Integration of Gorge marketing through the tour­
ism bureaus of Oregon and Washington. 

D). The assistance of the County with the Corbett 
(east of the Sandy) community to develop some 
themes for economic enhancement within the pur­
poses of the Columbia Gorge NSA Act. 

To detail the latter point the County could recommend that 
a coalition of people be formed from NEMCA, Friends of the 
Gorge, the County's Gorge Commission representative, Board 
staff, Troutdale staff or Council, and Planning staff. 
This group should then work on the development o~ an econo~ 
mic theme from the Corbett area, within the limitations 
pointed out in this paper. Areas of concentration should 
be the Corbett and Bridal Veil rural centers and then on 
other areas where some tourism potential exists. It is 
recommended that this group concentrate on how economic 
development can be accomplished within the structure of the 
Gorge NSA Act and its fundings opportunities. The County 
can provide some very limited funds for postage, printing, 
typing and consultant development of architectural themes 
for the town sites or other potential use areas. These 
funds would be budgeted by the Planning Division and 
through the Board. In addition, the Planning Division has 
also budgeted to complete an updated land use survey in the 
Gorge and an analysis of what development potentials exist 
under the current zoning scheme for the NSA in the County 
to provide some comparisons for the Management Plan analy­
sis and land use designations. 

LS:sec/1132M 
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8 July 1988 

Mr. Richard Benner 
Columbia Gorge Bi-State Commission 
P.O. Box 730 
White Salmon, WA 98672 

Dear Mr. Benner: 

Following extensive conversations with East Multnomah County 
constituents; Multnomah county Commissioner, Polly Casterline; 
Bi-State Commissioner, Kris Olson Rogers; Multnomah County 
Planning Director, Lorna Stickel; I feel the need to register 
concern and regret concerning Economic Re~arch Associate's 
(ERA) Economic Opportunity study. Multnofuah and Clark Counties 
were all but omitted from the draft presented to the Economic 
Development Sub-Committee on Thursday, July 7, 1988, fn Hood 
River. 

If we are going to be successful at promoting the Columbia 
Gorge National Scenic Area as a total REGION, we need to do so 
now. 

ERA did an excellent job in identifying the economic potential 
of Hood River, wasco, Skamania and Klickitat Counties and the 
CRGNSA urban areas. However, major impacts of Public Law 
99-663 fall on residents of Northeast Multnomah County. 

All of the assessments need to include all six counties and 
their "special" circumstances. The draft prepared by ERA 
is unacceptable for Multnomah County purposes. Suggestions 
were made at yesterday's meeting to "footnote" Clark and 
Multnomah County in the body of the document. This does not 
change the fact that great pockets of information are missing 
that would benefit the Bi-State Commission in their decision­
making process. 

Some omissions from the document are: 

0849L -1-

Accurate figures for agricultural and 
forest lands ie: Reynolds property/ 
cattle ranching 



Multnomah County (within the CGNSA) 
contains no designated urban area 

Details of the property tax (schools) 
Problems and possible solutions 

Accurate perception of the cost of 
living in East Multnomah County (as 
well as the rest of the CRGNSA) 

Accurate demographic figures and 
explanation 

Failure to identify Bridal Veil as a 
"rural center (RC Rural Center 
zoning)" who is significant in the area 
demographics 

. r 
Inaccurate indusery and light industry 
figures and replacement probl~ms and 
costs 

Failure to mention area amenities-­
international airports and small craft 
airports, recreational rentals, etc. 

Identification of the percentage of the 
current 3.8 million visitors to the NSA 
that only visited Multnomah County 

Importance of Multnomah and Clark 
Counties as a Staging Area for the rest 
of the CRGNSA 

No mention of the economic impact of 
properties purchased by the U.S.F.S. 

The economic impact of the new Portland 
Convention Center 

Above, again, are only a few of the significant omissions. 

A possibility that you have mentioned to Kris Rogers is that 
the Corbett area would be amenable to a special designation in 
the Final Plan as a "Commercial Center". Presently, the 
absence of Corbett's having an "Urban Area" status is 
problematic; and therefore, would act as a vehicle to handle 
some of this community's problems. This is the sort of issue 
that should have been addressed in the assessment. 
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An extreme area of concern to us is the lack of attention to 
the possibilities and limitations of the Bridal Veil Area and 
the mill--as well as some succinct economic possibilities for 
the Corbett/Troutdale area. 

Lorna Stickel assures me that there was enough information from 
her office to establish a credible assessment of the East 
Multnomah County/National Scenic Area. It is my assumption 
that ERA was provided with a considerable amount of raw data 
from Multnomah County Planning, area residents and business 
people, as well as information from other assessments that have 
been completed. 

I have enclosed Lorna's Economic Opportunity Paper and the 
Davenport/Ryan Northeast Multnomah County Tourist Scenic 
Interface. (Please see highlighted areas.) 

Sincerely, 

Chris Moir 
Multnomah County 

0849L -3-

cc: Ray Matthew 
Kris Olson Rogers 
Lorna Stickel 
Ted Davenport 
Norman Baker, ERA 
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GORGE SAFETY COMMITTEE 

Meeting Minutes: June 29, 1988 

Meeting commenced 1:30pm. 

Ass' t. Chief Semrad introduced self, provided brief overvie•.Y of 
purpose for meeting. Impact of Gorge visitors on the Erne ency 
R~}?onse Agencies l}_as_ii_c;t~~--~eeg_~.ddressed by_Qgrg~SgJpmi_ss . on_ 
their recent studies. Although the Commission does not have 
responsibility for safety planning, the Emergency Response 
community should m~~e its concerns known to the Commission as 
it begins to formulate a Management Plan for the Gorge. 

Semrad recommended the agencies collectively examine their 
respective programs and see where additional planning is needed. 
Ability to easily cross jurisdictional boundaries for emergency 
~port could rfe a pro])1-em:-~~-E:!.g t2.~~~<.1Q..tt).:_on~l- f~_nding may also 
surface. Semrad recommends developing "Gorge SafetyCommittee" 
and having it present its find~ngs to Gorge Commlsslon, w1th 
recommendations to the Management Plan. 

= 
All members introduced themselves, stating organizations they 
represent and purpose for being at meeting. 

Pat Brothers asked what the potential impact of visitors was. 
is Olson rs (Gorge Commission) said it could be as high as 

four times the resident population. Semrad felt it could be 
500,000 plus visitors. Dan Troglin (Army Corps of Engineers) 
said they have 1.5 million visitors annually at the Bonneville 
Dam. 

Sheriff Blaisdell (Skamania County) felt bi-sate agreements were 
important and should have legislative sanction. Chris Moir 
(Multnomah County) said softening the jurisdictional boundaries 
for ease of emergency assistance was a goal. Gorge Area should 

treated as region. 

Labrousse (Wasco County) encouraged group to keep program 
at 1 level. Federal agencies could assist in funding, but the 
planning is a local responsibility. Blaisdell said responsibili­
ty for--Ee·arc~escue.anct ···traffic management" lies with the 
exist law enforcement agenc 

Semrad recommended a steering committee be devel to oversee 
the planning program and act as executive officers to the Gorge 
Safety Committee. Specifically, the stel.;:!r:ing committee will be 
responsible to assist sub-committees with direction, consolidate 
reports, seek solutions to shortfalls identified in safety plan, 
present Go Commission with a report and request appropriate 
assis~ance as a unified, collective group, and provide past 
incident analysis of significant events in the Go 



... 

Steering Committee Membership -

Dan Semrad (The Dalles Fire Department) 
Pat Brothers (Northeast Mult. County community Ass'n.) 
Lt. Russell Thiess (Oregon State Police) 
Art Labrousse (Wasco County Sheriff) 
Penny Malmquist (Multnomah County Emergency Services) 
Don Br (Klickitat Fire Commissioner) 
Ray Blai 11 (Skamania County Sheriff) 
Ed Murray (Washington State Patrol) 
Joanne Fairchild (Life Flight) 

Three committe~ were proposed: l)Water, 2)Transportation, 3)Dis­
ed Recreation/Wildland. 

Watersport issues: 

Rescue, Emergency Medical Services support, Training and 
Education programs fc;r users, Traini ing and Education programs 
for response personnel, ijurisdictirnal constraints, major 
incidents planning, law enforcement. 

Committee: 

Brian McCavitt (Army Corps of Engineers) 
Clay Piper (Wasco Co. S.O.) 
Mike Grossie (Skamania Co. S.O.) 
Curt Hanson (Oregon Water Safety Council) 
Tom Davis (Mult. Co. EM) 
Pete Kingsley (Skyline Hospital) 
Dennis Mason (Clark/Skamania Dive Team) 

Transportation Issues: 

Law Enforcement (traffic management/violations), jurisdictional 
response, training/education, Hazmat and major incidents 
response, Emergency Medical and Rescue. 

Committee: 

Joanne Fairchild (Life Flight) 
Tom Davis (Mult. Co. EM) 
Hugh Holte (!'Iasco Co. EM) 
Richard Mo an (OSP) 
Gary Crow (Wasco Co. S.O.) 
Kurt Rorbacher (Skyline Hospital) 
Pete ley (White Salmon FD) 



, .. 

Dispersed Recreation/Wildland Issues: 

Search & Rescue, Fire suppression, Law enforcement, Major 
incident planning, multi-jurisdiction response, Emergency Medical 
Support 

Committee: 

Jim Thacker (Mult. Co. S.O.) 
Nancy Sourek (Skamania Co. S.O.) 
Terry Skattergood (Wasco Co. S.O.) 
Pete Bond (OSP) 
Mike Christie (Portland Mountain Rescue) 
Major Hyde (304th Air Rescue) 
Chuck Bowman (Mult. Co. Fire Dist.#14) 

Committees were charged with setting a meeting date to begin work 
on their topic. Committees should report back to entire Gorge 
Safety Committee at Sept. meeting. 

t:r. 
Next entire Gorge Safety Meeting is 'set for September 21, 1988, 
at 1:30pm. The place will be announced. = 

Watersport meeting - August 11, 
Office, Bonneville, OR 

1988, !O:OOAM Bonneville Project 

Dispersed recreation/Wildland meeting - August 2, 
Multnomah Co. S.O (122nd & Glisan) 

1988, 10: OOam, 

Transportation meeting - August 2, 1988, 1:00pm, White Salmon Fire 
Dept. white Salmon, WA 

Meeting adjourned at 3:45pm 

Also enclosed for your information is a memo from Mark 
Deutchman, MD. 



Subject: 

To: 

From: 

Impact of National Scenic Area on Emergency Medical 
Servi~es in the Columbia Gorqe 

S'~ ( SJ::Yl~ , '"'- , 
Gorge L.,,_;;;a; ·-~!"'nn meet1ng o/.:.9;88 

Mark Deutchman M.D. L<Jh i t e Sa.l man WA. 
Klickitat County Medical Program Director 
Phvsician Advisor to Skyline Ambulance Service 
Managing Partner, Mid-Columbia Family Physicians P.S. 

The following is an incomplete list of concerns about how the 
National Scenic Area may impact EMS in t~e Gorge from the 
viewpoint of Klickitat county. Advance notice for this meeting 
was too short to bring the subject to the attention of our entire 
EMS council which would also include fire and law enforcement but 
these agencies should also be polled. 

1) Co 1 umb i a River - Incr•:::a::;ed ~·J,atersport s e·::;pec i ally bo.::£i.r-d ::;a.i. 1 ors 
access the river from many u~improved si If such persons get 
inJured they may be a long way from a means to ca~l for help and 
may be unable to describe their location. Unimproved access 
sites lead to highway and railroad hazards as parking space is limited 
or nonexistent. A lack of toilet facilities and trash disposal 
sites is a sanitation problem. Development of boardsailing 
launch sites may create a conflict with sportfishermen and treaty 
indian fishing access. 

2) White Salmon River - The WS river is increasingly used for 
rafting and kavaking. Unprepared rafters are surprised by the 
low year-round water temperature and easilv become hypothermic if 
swamped. No system is in place for individuals to locate their 
position along the river to guide emergency responders to a given 
site <eg: mile markers). No good em of designation of access 
sites to the river <which may involve crossing private land) is 
a\r.S;i I.:."'bl •:? tD emer•:;J•:?r:C.: ... / respon·:::e teams.. Emer•:;Jenc'y' responde~-s may 
lack certain rescue tools and skills <rock climbing, ropes, 
baskets) to effect re::;cue out of the WS r1ver gorge. 

3) Klickitat River - Identical concerns as for WS river. 
has claimed manv lives over the years. 

4) General com~ent: Although the Gorge is beautiful its waterwavs 
and forests include many isolated areas and unforgiving 
cor;,.:itions. In particular the cold water and high cliffs ~ak 
rescue di~ficult and medical help challenging or imcossible. 
Visitors to the Gor~e would be well-ser ed to be strongly 
caut1oned dbout these hazards and to e 
measures rather than count on rescue. ~--------~------------

--------
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A view of the Vista Bridge looking east toward downtown Portland. 
Photo by Larry Jones. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The Ju 1 y 1988 ..:;:..;;..~;.:_:;;..:..=_::.;;:.;.;..::~~___;;;...;---:.r-::...:.,...:.:...;,..:::.:..::....;::..,....:....:....::.:...:..:::.J~...;..;:;.~.:.;.. 
System Report 
this appendix. 
The appendix serves 
back-up information 
second, to compile information which assesses the repair 
preservation needs Portl 1 S transportation system. 
mation was gathered from the four (4) of the 
Office of Tran ation (PDOT). 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

BICYCLE CORRIDOR NETWORK 

The original corridor network is composed of: 

North Portland Corridor 
Albina Corridor* 
Upper Northeast Corridor* 
Lower Northeast Corridor 
Central Corridor* 
Upper Southeast Corridor* 
Lower utheast Corridor* 
Reed-Hawthorne Corridor* 
Inner North- uth Corridor 
Mid North- uth Corridor 
Outer North-South Corridor 
Northwest Corridor 
Washington Park Corridor 
Council Crest Corridor 
Beaverton-Hillsdale Corridor* 
Barbur Corridor 
Far Southwest Corridor 
Boones Ferry Corridor 
West North- uth Corridor 
Greenway North idor 
Greenway utheast Corridor 
Greenway West Corridor* 

*Indic 
compl 

s corridor that been either partially or totally 

City 
7 

, Bureau of Transportation Engineering, 
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MILES 

80.2 

77.5 

135.7 

156.1 

Table 2 

IMPROVED STREETS 
TOTAl BACKLOG VALUE 

1988-89 

ACTIVITY 

Major Rehabilitation/Reconstruction 

Structural Overlay 

Preservation Overlay 

Slurry 

449.5 Miles 

ESTIMATED COST 

$ 18,045,000 

5,425,000 

8,142,000 

2,497,600 

$ 34,109,600 

Source: City of Portland, Bureau of Maintenance, 7/88. 
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Table 3 

FIVE YEAR BACKLOG PROJECTIONS 

BACKLOG WITH ANNEXATION AND MID-COUNTY SEWER WORK: 

WORK ANNEXED SEWER* NORMAL ENDING 
YEAR PROGRAM ANNX. BACKLOG SEWER BACKLOG DETERIORATION ENDING BACKLOG 

MILES $ MILL MILES MILES $ MILL MILES MILES $ MILL MILES $ Mill MILES MILES $Mill 

86/87 1 '577 538 41.7 

87/88 3.7 3 - - - - - 60 2.9 1,580 :6 .3 

/89 90 5.3 10 0.4 21 1.4 3.8 1,612 7 40.6 

8' /90 92 5.4 10 0.4 20 10 0.6 3.9 1,644 567 40.2 

90/91 94 5.5 32 10 0.4 10 5 0.3 84 4.0 1' 572 . 
91/92 96 5.7 32 10 0.4 11 0.7 4.1 !3 .0 

BACKLOG DUE TO NORMAL DETERIORATION: 

WORK NORMAL ENDING 
YEAR PROGRAM DETERIORATION ENDING BACKLOG 

MILES $ MILL MILES $ MILL MILES MILES $ MILL 

86/87 1 '577 538 41.7 

87/88 3.7 60 2.9 1,580 536 40.3 

88/89 90 5.3 80 3.8 1,612 526 38.8 

89/90 92 5.4 82 3.9 1,644 516 37.3 

90/91 94 5.5 84 4.0 1,676 506 .8 

91/92 5.7 86 4.1 1,708 496 34.2 

Source: City of Portland, Bureau of Maintenance, 7/88. 



Table 4 

MILES OF STREET SURFACE TREATMENT 

(In 28' Width of Road Equivalent Mile) 

F I S C A L Y E A R A C T U A L 
SURFACE 

* ** 
79-80 80-81 81-82 82-83 83-84 84-85 85-86 86-87 87-88 

HARD SURFACE 

Resurface 45.5 50.4 64.8 34.7 40.7 42.0 37.3 47.6 57.3 

Slurry 8.5 12.6 13.3 .8 11.7 14.2 14.3 14.6 16.4 
*** 

Reconstruction 14.9 15.4 19.2 23.6 5.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.5 

Subotal 68.9 78.4 97.3 72.1 57.6 56.2 51.6 62.0 77.2 

OIL/GRAVEL 17.8 3.7 4.9 4.6 6.6 9.4 9.4 13.9 9.8 
SURFACE 

TOTAl 86.7 82.1 102.2 76.7 64.2 65.6 61.0 76.1 87.0 

* Mid-year budget reduction. 
** 189 Mi inventory increase due to county road transfer and 

annexation 
*** FAlX funding source 

Source: City of Portland, Bureau of Maintenance, 7/88. 
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Table 

HISTORICAl COMPARISON OF UNIMPROVED STREETS 

lANE MilES 

AREA 1985 1986 1987 1988 

Eastside 65.44 . 101.88 102.48 

Westside 56.26 62.89 57.98 57. 

TOTAL 121.70 . 159.86 160. 

Source: Ci of Portland, Maintenance, 7 
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Table 6 

UNIMPROVED STREET INVENTORY AND 
COST OF IMPROVING TO STANDARD 

East Side 

West Side 

51.24 miles X $649,400/mile * = 33,275, 

28.84 miles X $844,600/mile * = 24,354,041 

TOTAl 80.07 miles 57,629,297 

* ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS 

East Side West Side 

** 
Roadway $ 67 per 1 i nea 1 ft. $ 82 per lineal ft. 

Drainage 25 per lineal ft. 38 per 1 i neal ft. 

Engineering 31 per 1 i neal ft. 40 per linea 1 ft. 

$123 per 1 i nea 1 ft. $160 per 1 i nea 1 ft. 

or $649,400 per mi. or $ 844,600 per mi. 

* Unit costs were developed from an average of street 

** 

improvement projects using current construction cost 
information for the ive areas. 
Roadway and drainage costs are from contracted work. 
Engineering costs are from Bureau of Transportation 
Engineering work. 

ty of Portland, Bureau of Transportation 
Engineeri , Inflated by 4%, 7/88. 

p 8 



87-88 INVENTffiY 

Arterial 

Curb 

No Curb** 

Local 

Curb 

No Curb** 

lUfPl. 

7 

IMPROVED STREETS 
STREET AND DRAINAGE REPLACEMENT VALUE* 

(1988 Inventory} 

LANE LINEAL r:RAINAGE* STREET 
MILES MILES VALUE 

1,037 426 449~856,000 

338 356,928,000 

185 88 0 ,928,000 

2,392 1,196 202,076,160 694,636,800 

1,971 986 202,076,160 572,668,800 

421 210 0 121,968,000 

3,429 1,622 393,264,960 1,144,492,8D 

TOTAL VALUE 

IXILIJIRS 

641 '044 ,too 

548,116,tro 

92,928,000 

896,712,960 

774,744,960 

121,968,000 

1,537,7fi/.,7fiJ 

* Assumptions: Average cost of streets includes grading, 
paving, curbs, sidewalks, inlets, 1 , preliminary 
engineering, con uction ineeri , and a 4 1/2% construc-
tion contingency. Does not include si s, landscaping, 
signals or street lights. 

Arterials: $200/L.F., or 
$85/L.F., or $448,800/mile, 
$110/L.F., or $580,800/mile, 
$164,960/mile, for storm 

056,000/mile, for street and 
drainage. als: 
s and $32/L.F., or 

** Streets with no curb are not consi to have drain 
facilities in place; drain value is not 
calculated for this inventory. 

Source: City of Portland, Bureau of Transportation 
7/88. 
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Table 8 

SELECTED STREET MAINTENANCE PROGRAM COSTS* 
FY 1983-84 THROUGH 1987-88 

STREET F I S C A L YEAR ACTUAL COSTS 
Ml\INTENANCE 

1983-84 1984-85 1985-86 1986-87 

St. Resurfacing 
(Overlay, A.C., $1,602,590 $1,578,491 $2,549,961 $1,999,567 
O.G., Slurry Seal) 

Patching 
(Utility& Maint., 876,631 971,479 946,654 1,047,766 
Hot Patching) 

Base Repair 857,519 957,919 866,876 976,375 
(Various types) 

Reconstruction 26,822 15,557 4,650 8,320 

Cold Mi 11 ing 
(Typical: Prior 93,895 
to Resurfacing) 

113,181 86,289 125,002 

Oil Grave 1 Streets 
(Prep., Reshape, 220,046 
Seal Goat, Patch.} 

271,241 97,821 209,447 

Paverent Managerent 105,976 
Systan 

144,635 239,338 505,744 

Other Maints. Act. 
(Crack Sea 1, 333,860 398,510 538,469 663,857 
Shoulders, Other 
Paving, .) 

TOfAL $4,117,339 $4,451,013 $5,3lJ,<E8 $5s~,018 

1987-88 

$2,587,827 

1,])8,777 

1,128,098 

1,513 

167,148 

172,254 

516,066 

864,976 

$6,746,659 

* Costs for supervision, training, or emergency work are not 
included. 

Ci 1 ance, 7/88. 
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SIDEWAlKS, CORNERS AND CURBS 
REPlACEMENT VAlUE 

1988 

COST 
INVENTORY * LI REPLACEMENT 

MI S FOOT VALUE 

Sidewalks 2, $ 3.82 $ 296,447,713 

Corners 8, 3.97 32,026,784 

Curbs 2,524 ' 7' 12. 169,929,144 

TOTAl $ 498,403,641 

*Assumptions: 6 
I X corners 

Source: City of Portland, au Main ance, 7/88. 
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Table 10 

STRUCTURE RATING SYSTEM 

I. STRUCTURE (Points: Bridges 40 I Walls 

A. Bridge Substructure 
B. Bridge Superstructure 
C. Bri Deck 
D. aining Wall Condition 
E. Retaining Wall Slope 
F. Retaining Wall Foundation lement 

II. FUNCTIONAl SERVICEABiliTY (Points: Bridges 30 I Walls 15) 
A. ADT/Lane 
B. Hydraulic Adequacy 
C. Vertical and Horizontal Underclearances 
D. Vertical and Horizontal Clearances 
E. Deck/Road Condition 
F. Narrow Section 
G. Sidewalk Required 
H. Bicycle Lane Required 
I. Vertical and Horizontal Alignment 

III. SAFETY (Points: 10) 
A. Load Capacity 
B. Accidents 
C. Guardr 1 
D. Handrail 

IV. COMMUNITY NEEDS (Points: 10) 
A. Functional Classification 
B. People Served 
C. Transit Route 
D. Detour Length 
E. Community/Citizen 
F. Bi 1 e i dor 

Y. ECONOMICS ( ints: 10) 

POINTS 

0-40 
0-40 
0-40 
0-55 
0-55 
0-55 

15 
0-15 
0-15 
0-10 
0-5 
0-5 
0-5 
0-5 
0-5 

0-10 
0-10 
0-5 
0-5 

2-6 
0-5 
0-4 
0-5 
0-5 
0-2 

Ratio of Replacement Annual Cost to Maintenance Annual Cost 0-10 

Source: it 1 ion t, City of Portland, Bureau of 
ion Engineering, /86. 



1-' 
w 

RATING 

Very Good 

Good 

Fair 

Poor 

Very Poor 

Table 11 

STRUCTURE DESCRIPTIVE RATING SYSTEM 

BRIDGES RETAINING WALLS 

DEFINITION Deficiency Points Deficiency Points 
Over a 11 Overall 
Rating Structural Functional Rating Structura 1 Functional 

No defects; minimal maintenance Over 75 0 0-10 Over 75 0 0-2 
required; normal traffic 

Minor defects; potential for 66- 5 11-15 66-75 5 5 
minor repairs; normal traffic 

Moderate ts; sati actory 10-15 15 
with normal maintenance; 
potential major repairs 
required; minor effect on 
traffic 

Major defects; major repairs 46-55 20-30 46-55 20-30 11-15 
required; reduced traffic 

Major defects; major Below 46 40 None Below 46 40-55 None 
rehabilitation or replacement 
required; inadequate for 
traffic 

Capital luation , City of Portland, Bureau of Tran ion E ineeri , 12/86. 



Table 12 

ASSESSMENT OF STRUCTURAL INVENTORY 

Cumulative 
Description Number % Rep 1 acement 

Total Cost (Millions 

Very Good 46 40% $ 19.08 
Good 28% 46.01 

OVERALL Fair 21 18% 16.81 
Poor 11 10% 5.47 
Very Poor 5 4% 4.36 

Total 115* 100% $ 91.72 

Very Good 28% $ 21.38 
Good 46 40% 34.99 

STRUCTURE Fair 31 27% 34.47 
Poor 6 5% 0.88 
Very Poor 0 0% 0.00 

Total 115* 100% $ 91.72 

Very Good 64 56% $ 54.39 
Good 26 22% 18.54 

FUNCTIONAL Fair 16% 13.58 
Poor 7 6% 5.22 
Very Poor 0 0% 0.00 

Total 115 * 100% $ 91.72 

* The main report subtracts from this assessment 3 railroad 
bridges, and adds 9 new and annexed bridges for a total of 
121 bri . 

Source: Structural Capital Evaluation Project Report, City of 
Portland, Bureau of Transportation Engineering, 12/86. 
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12 continued 

ASSESSMENT OF STRUCTURAl INVENTORY 

i pt ion Number % 

Very Good 147 88% 
Good 16 10% 

OVERALL Fair 4 2% 
Poor 0 0% 
Very Poor 0 0% 

Total 167 100% 

Very Good 47% 
Good 78 47% 

STRUCTURE Fair 9 5% 
Poor 2 1% 
Very Poor 0 0% 

Total 167 100% 

Very Good 42 25% 
Good 54% 

FUNCTIONAL F r 33 20% 
Poor 1 1% 
very 0 0% 

Total 167* 100% 

*The main report adds 26 annexed retaining walls for a tot a 1 of 
193 wa 11 s. 

Source: Structural Capital Evalu on Project, City of Portland, 
Bureau of Transportation Engineering, 12/86. 
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Figure 1 
CURRENT AND PROJECTED BRIDGE CONDITIONS 
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Figure 2 
CURRENT AND PROJECTED RETAINING WAll CONDITIONS 
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Table 13 

PORTLAND BRIDGE REPLACEMENT COST AND AGE INVENTORY 

B28 
B29 

OOJT 
RATif'll 

72.8 

00.5 
78.4 
78.4 
93.6 

70 97.0 
65 93.2 

RrurE CAARIED 

N Burgard Street 
Incinerator Road 
NW 2nd 
Ped X Over 9Nift Blvd. 
NE ClareTOOt ViadLCt 
N 
N Wi 11 arette 

A vente 
NE 33rd 

* More than one age indicates partial replacare1t. 

Sani-viaduct 
Sani -vi adLCt at 
Sani-viaduct S 
SW Spring 
Over Banfield 

Banfield 

LOCATIOO 

Midway Avente 

Farragut 

Ralll to Broadway Bridge over 
Ralll to Broadway 
Over Banfield 
Over Banfield 
Over Banfield 
Over Banfield 
Over Banfield 

&NW 
X 

REPI..ACEfVENT 
msT 

$ 6~,00) 

1,700,00) 
210,()[() 
160,00) 
145,00) 

1,540,00) 
100,())) 
650,00) 

3,745,00) 

1,750,00) 
1,500,())) 

370,00) 
425,00) 
240,00) 
12s,cm 
965,cm 
795,0CO 

5,685,0CO 
2,cm,cm 
I,400,cm 
1,600,(lX) 
3,cm,cm 
2,225,(0) 
1,270,(0) 

APPROX * 
PfE. 

57-36 
]) 

25 

58 
46 
13 
58 
19 
21 

53 
53 
46 
49 
2 

59 
59 

77-29 
75-2 
79-2 

2 
2 



Table 13 - continued 

PORTLAND BRIDGE REPLACEMENT COST AND AGE INVENTORY 

STROCT PCRTL.AND OOOT REPLACEf"ENf APPROX * 
NO. RATING RATING ROJTE CJ.lRRIED LOCATION rosT {lff 

1m 64 82.0 53rd Over Banfil ed 1,200,000 70-2 
B31 59 92.0 60th Over Banfield 1,400,000 70-2 
B32 86 N Going Street Ped Overpass Beach Scroo 1 220,000 12 
B33 63 67.9 NE Glisan Betw:en 90th and 400,000 76 
B34 85 ~.1 SW ChallJlain Sani-viaduct at Fairview Blvd. 65,000 36 
B35 71 79.6 SW Osage Sani-viaduct W of 58 
B36 64 SW Vista Avent£ Sani-viaduct S of 61 
B37 73.9 SW Can)Ofl Road Over SW Jefferson 60 

51 71.9 SW Can)Ofl Over SW Jefferson 
v B39 88 Market [)'ive Sani-viaduct Vista !:lJ 
lD 1340 88 SW t>t:>ntgarery ro 

1341 48 SW Vista Avent£ 
842 46 SW Greenway 
1343 Ped Overcrossing Front at SW Hooker 
B44 93.2 Holgate w 23rd Over 2,270,000 
1345 82 Pedestrian (W:x:>d) SW 25th Avent£ Martha 100,000 

93 Pedestrian Br. (W:x:>d) SW 45th to SW Pdni ra 1 Court 9,500 7 
1347 78 73.1 SE 158th Avent£ Over Johnson O'eek 275,000 49-14 
B48 85.2 159th Avent£ Over Ke 11y O'eek 235,000 13 
1349 40 10.3 Burl ingane Br. Over Over I-5 (Baldock 3,2ro,OOO 59 
850 35 51 B)bee Blvd. Over M:Lo~.gh 1 1,~,000 53-44-77 
851 80 72.1 142nd AVEr!!£ Over Johnson O'eek 135,000 49-8 
852 98 Brooklyn Street Pedestrian Overpass 95,000 11 
853 92 92.0 Laffiert Street Over crystal ~rings O'eek 150,000 32 
B54 91 96.8 SE Neha 1an Street Over O'ysta 1 ~rings O'eek ~,000 33 
855 ~ 82.7 SE t.mat i 11 a Street Over Johnson O'eek 160,000 48-8 
B56 47 77.2 SE T acana Street Over Johnson O'eek 245,000 53 
857 65 58.0 SE Harney Street Over Johnson O'eek 270,000 39-10 
858 83 75.9 CX:roco Street Over Johnson 255,000 40 

* f'lore than one age indicates partial replacffil81t. 



Table 13 - continued 

PORTlAND BRIDGE REPlACEMENT COST AND AGE INVENTORY 

OOOT 
RATIMJ 

84.0 
85.4 
70.7 
t:JJ.7 
t:JJ.9 

* M:>re than one age indicates partial replacera1t. 

LOCATIOO 
REPI..ACEJvENT WPROX * 

540,())) 
370,())) 
530,())) 
6t:JJ,OXl 
32,())) 

N/A 
N/A 

50 
27 
28 
26 
30 



Table 13 - continued 

PORTLAND BRIDGE REPLACEMENT COST AND AGE INVENTORY 

STRI£T PffiTLAAD OOOT REPlACEr'ENT JIPPROX * 
NO. RATII'{; RATif'G ROJTE CJAAIED LOCATI~ COST ftt. 

1389 60 67.5 112th AventJe Over Johnson Creek 370,000 18 
Ero 68 9J.9 SE 45th Aven~..E Over JJhnson Creek 345,000 72 
B91 73 79.7 Oeardorf Road Over JJhnson Creek 160,000 40 
B92 33 41.6 N Port 1 and Road Over UP Railroad 850,000 60 
B93 37 44.7 NE 47th AventJe Over Coll..l'lbia Slm.gh 50),000 5 
B94 87 00.5 NE Sunder 1 and Road 110,000 55 
B95 45 34.0 SEl())th Over JJhnson Creek 245,000 33 
B96 55 34.0 SE108th Over Johnson Creek 255,000 17 
B97 64 46.6 llOth Over JJhnson Creek 29),000 40 
B98 62 49.3 SE Lamert Street Over JJhnson Creek 40 
B99 76 71.2 SE 122nd AventJe JJhnson 40 

N 
BlOO 79 NE Marine l)'ive Pedestrian Tunnel 32,000 

1-' BlOl 71.9 W Burnside Tunnel 1,270,000 
W Rocky Butte Tunne 1 2,120,000 

8103 97.8 NE Columbia Blvd. Over 33rd l)'ive 530,00 N/A 
8105 87 96.0 Rivergate - N Over Slm.gh, to Marine l)'ive 1,060,00 24 
Bl()) 59 Foster Culvert Near 162nd 53,000 3 
8107 61 SE Flavel Culvert at Railroad 21,000 41 
BlOB 76 58.6 SW Hoffinan Seni-viaduct 35,000 58 
8109 NE 122nd Aven~..E Pedestrain Near Sacrarento 135,000 21 
Bll5 94 99.9 NE 105 Frontage Road S of Holman 600,000 3 
8116 83 91 NE 105 Frontage Road N of NE Marx Street 465,000 3 
8117 63 56.6 N. VancoLNer AventJe Over Columbia Slo!J9h 2,400,000 52 
8119 75 N Marine l)'ive N Portland Blvd. - Culvert 70,000 13 

88 SE Division Street SE 85th - Ped Overpass 135,000 24 
97.1 NW Come 11 Road West of Tunnel 580,000 2 
97.1 NW Come 11 Road West of Tunnel 570,000 2 

8123 97.1 NW Come 11 Road 2nd !:ridge West of Tunne 1 670,000 2 
Bl24 97.1 NW Come 11 Road 3rd !:ridge West Tunnel 900,000 2 

* 1\bre than one age indicates partial replac6TB1t. 



Table 13 - continued 

PORTLAND BRIDGE REPLACEMENT COST AND AGE INVENTORY 

TOTAL 

* 

3 
2 

2 
2 



Table 14 

PORTLAND RETAINING WAll INVENTORY 

STRLD PCRTLfoND REPI..J.\CE!fNT 
NO. RATING Ra.JTE CPAAIED LOCATIOO OOST 

Rl 79 NW 1st Street & NW 108th Avenl.f:! $ 36,450 
R2 00 N Woo 1 sey Avenl.f:! On N Willamette Blvd. 53,950 
R3 N Waslt>urn On N Willamette Blvd. 24,450 
R4 75 ND'lase On N Willamette Blvd. 20,150 
R5 75 N Wabash On N Willamette Blvd. 13,50J 
R6 N Portland Blvd. On N Willamette Blvd. 29,150 
R7 65 150' S of N Ho lma1 Street On N Willamette Blvd. 3),700 
R8 87 N M=lrose Crive 13,150 
R9 84 N Fremnt Street At N Interstate 117 ,())) 

RlO 82 NW Thurma1 Street & NW St. 4,50J 
Rll 94 NWAspen 36,())) 
R12 78 N ThcJTpson Street On N Interstate 26,300 
Rl3 86 NW Macleay Blvd. Near Olula Vista Place 363,400 
Rl4 NW Macleay Blvd. Near NW Rainier Terrace 53,100 
Rl6 87 NW Albermarle East Wall 9,900 
Rl7 60 NW Corne 11 Road & NW Marsha 11 9,())) 
Rl8 75 NW Corne 11 Road S of Stair S-57 160,150 
R19 84 NW Pettygrove Street Near NW Corne 11 Road 36,750 
R20 80 NW Corne 11 Road S of Stair S-54 18,450 
R21 78 NW Westover Crive NW 25th Place 
R22 00 NW Gl isan Street NW Front Avenue 39,50J 
R23 84 N Trenton At N Bayard 35,())) 
R24 87 NW May.-.ood Ori ve W Burnside 10,150 
R25 84 NW Macleay Blvd NW Beuhla Vista Terrace 109,700 
R26 76 SW Tichner Crive SW Marconi Avenl.f:! 16,200 
R27 81 SW Tichner Crive ToW Burnside 131,650 
R28 92 SW Champlain Drive West 189,850 
R29 SW Champlain Drive Middle 18,())) 
R3J 92 SW Champlain Drive East 24,300 
R31 85 NW Macleay Blvd. Near W Burnside 19,800 



R62 

SW Vi 
77 SW Ravensw:xxl Drive 
92 SW Hillcrest Drive 
93 SW Elizabeth Street 

SW Corona AventR 
78 SW Browadway Drive 
87 SW Cardinell Drive 

Table 14 - continued 

PORTLAND RETAINING WAll INVENTORY 

LOCATIOO 

Ending at SW 16th AventR 
SW Ravens View Drive 
Starting at SW Edgewxxi 
Belav Stair tb. 100 

REPI.ACa'ENT 

$ 

208,800 
91,100 

124,200 
27,050 
36,350 
9,(0) 

44,050 
10,125 



Table 14 - continued 

PORTLAND RETAINING WALL INVENTORY 

SfROCT PCRWWO REPI..ACf.tlfNT 
NO. RATif'E RCUfE CPAAIED LOCATIOO fiST 

R63 87 SW Cardinell !)'ive At Stair It>. 101 $ 71,250 
R64 88 SW Myrtle Street At SW 15th Avent.e 16,9)] 
R65 86 SW Davenport Street SW Chelmsford Aven~.e 9,000 
R66 87 1201 SW Rivington Drive 35,100 
R67 87 1133 SW Rivington Drive 39,500 
R68 83 1225 SW Rivington Drive 25,2(() 
R69 87 1035 SW Rivington Drive 21,950 
R70 93 SW Davenport Lane 
R71 81 SW Bockinghan Aven~.e At SW Elevator Street 211,600 
R72 87 SW Myrtle Drive 35,100 
R73 93 SW Hoffina1 Aven~.e Top of Stair It>. 102 12,600 
R74 87 SW Hoffincr~ Avent.e SW Elevator Street 49,000 
R75 75 Division Street Bet\'.een 6th and SE 7th 276,400 
R76 88 2672 SW Talbot Road 8,650 
R77 93 SW Sumrit Drive 30,600 
R78 74 SW Greenway Avent.e Starting at 1-buse It>. 2869 239,450 
R79 75 Sw Greenway Avent.e Starting llJ' S of SW Patton Road 198,000 
ROO 72 SW San Jackson Road 52,950 
R81 82 SW Bro~ay [rive 99,100 
R82 84 US Vetercr~s 1-bspital Road Near SW Whitaker Street 1,3)) 
R83 77 SW Barbur Blvd. Top of Stair rt>. 115 oo Whitaker 39,000 
R84 00 SW Barbur Blvd. At End of Gibbs Street 63,000 
R85 82 SW Hooker Street SW Kelly Avent.e 57,600 
R86 82 SW Water Street ()1 SW Kelly Aven~.e 129,600 
R87 81 Brook 1 yn Street lJlder E End of Ross Island Bridge 162,350 
R88 76 SE Clinton Street WEnd at lOth Avent.e 123,500 
R89 88 SW Himes Street BelON Dead End of SW Wapato Avent.e 55,700 
ROO 93 SW Mt. A:lans [)"i ve 66 L.F 11,850 
R91 93 SW Mt. Mnas [)"ive 00 L.F. 16,200 
R92 88 SW Mt. A:lans Drive 150 L.F. 27,000 



Talbot Rooo 
Rooo 

M:Jntganery l)'i ve 
M:Jntganer y I)' i ve 

SW Evergreen 
ltJ Luray Terrace 

Table 14 - continued 

PORTLAND RETAINING WAll INVENTORY 

Buena 
Buena Vi 

LOCATIO'l 

$ 

42,500 

22,])) 
52,650 
)),700 



Table 14 - continued 

PORTLAND RETAINING WALL INVENTORY 

STRUCT PffiTLftJ\l[) REPLACEJVENT 
NO. RATif'll Ra.JTE CAARIED LOCATHl-.J COST 

Rl23 78 SW Vista Avenue $ 273,400 
R124 76 1341 SW Broadway [)'ive 60' 10,3)) 
R125 81 1440 SW Broadway [)'ive 75' 22,3)) 
Rl26 83 SE End At 1-blgate Bridge 325,950 
Rl27 93 SW Cascade [)'ive (Not Yet Constructed) 43,2(() 
Rl28 76 SW Broadway [)'i ve E of No. 982 11,250 
Rl29 76 SW Broadway r:rive l:l' - E of No. 1020 3,400 
Rl31 89 19th & Mason 43.5' and 23' -Walls 7,500 
Rl32 89 18th & Mason 40' - Wall 4,500 
Rl33 82 NW Gordon Street A 1 ex<r~dri a Avenue - 100' 18,100 
Rl34 79 SW Dosch Road 75' at 3210 22,800 
Rl35 61 SW Patton Road 100' at 2829 18,((() 
Rl36 82 SW San Jackson Road 110' 33,400 
Rl37 85 SW 1st Avenue at Burnside East 83' 18,350 
Rl38 83 San Jackson Road 50' - Concrete Rubble Wa 11 15,200 
R139 94 SW Broadleaf Drive at SW 18th Place 43,400 
Rl40 83 SW Barbur Blvd. 100' - SW Gibbs 20,250 
Rl41 SW Barbur Blvd. 160' - SW Whitaker 18,((() 
Rl42 83 SW Barbur Blvd. 220' - SW Curry 39,60J 
Rl43 SW Barbur Blvd. 33' - SW Pennoyer 5,950 
Rl44 83 SW Barbur Blvd. 260' - SW Condor 46,3)) 
Rl45 78 SW Barbur B 1 vd. 244' - SW Terrace 135,900 
Rl46 92 145th Avenue 168' 79,((() 
Rl47 79 N Willanette Blvd. 71' - Near Welles ley Avenue 11,700 
Rl48 W Burnside Street Retaining Wall (N Side at NW Macleay Blvd. 59,250 
Rl49 76 W Burnside Street Retaining Wall {S Side) at SW Tichner Drive 36,000 
Rl50 81 SW Tichner Drive Retaining Wa 11 W Burnside 99,100 
Rl51 79 SW Salrron 135' - Wall 15,200 
Rl52 82 122nd Avenue 260' - E Side lP Railroad 114,100 
Rl53 83 NE 122nd Avenue 228' - E Side, S of Sandy 69,250 



NW 
NW 
NW 
NW 
NW Tl1arpson Roocl 

Table 14 - continued 

PORTLAND RETAINING WAll INVENTORY 

120' 

1/4 Mile ~st 
700' Thoopson 
2fD' ~st of Thanpson 
Come 11 Roocl 

$ 

ffi,OO) 
20,(00 
75,(00 



STRUCT PCRTI...AAO 
NO. RATING 

R183 
Rl84 
R185 
R1ffi 
R187 
Rl88 
Rl89 
R1~ 
R191 
R192 
R193 
Rl94 
R195 

RClJTE CPRRIED 

NE Rocky Butte Road 
f'.l.J Gennarrto,,n Road 
f'.l.J GennartOWl Road 
f'ltJ Genna1t0W1 Road 
f'ltJ Genna1t0Wl Road 
f'ltJ Corne 11 Road 
f'ltJ Corne 11 Road 
SW Patton 
f'ltJ Front 
f'ltJ Front 
sw Scool 
SW Scoo 11 s Ferry Road 
f'ltJ Corne 11 Road 

Table 14 - continued 

PORTLAND RETAINING WALL INVENTORY 

LOCATHll 

200 • ctlove Li 1 ac Avenoo 
Uphill 
3 Mi fran Mi 1 

aduct 
aduct 

Glisan Street 
G1isan 
SW Scro 11 s Ferry Road at SW Sheridan Court 
SW Scro 1 Road Court 
DJI 

REPLACEf'IENT 
OOST 

$ 7,al) 
12,50) 
37,50) 
37,50) 
35,1lXJ 
40,1lXJ 
65,COO 

40,COO 
50,COO 

55,1lXJ 

TOTAL 13,922,275 

Source: Structural Capital Evaluation Project, City of Portland, Bureau of Transportation Engineering, 12/ffi; 
Upjated, Bureau of Transportation Engineering, 7/88. 



capital 

Table 15 

STRUCTURE CAPITAl IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 
Funding level A ($1,000) 

YEAR 

Project, City and, Bureau 

l,g]) 0 

updated 10/88. 



w 
...... 

NO. 

893 
B95 
B96 

B3 

~ 
~~ 
RB3 

Rl54 

~ 
B29 

B~ 

~t~ 
Bl17 

B44 
B~l 

B33 
B56 
B87 

Bffi 
Bftli B08 

Note: 

LOCATIOO 

NE 47th over CollJTt)ia Slo~h 
SE 1tlith over Johnson cree 
SE 108th over Johnson creek 

NW 2nd near 107th sw 25th Ped Bridge 
N Portland Road over Rai 1 road 

N Wi llarette Blvd, over Railroad 
N Lombard over Ra1lroad 
N Fessenden over Railroad 

SW Barnes 
SE Bybee over McLoughlin 
Incinerator Road Br1dge 

NE 47th over Banfield 
NE 1~th over ColU'Tbia Slough 
NE Co U'Tbi a over 33rd 

NW Thurman Street 
SW Sheffield 
N Vancower over CollJTt)ia Slough 

tblgate over Railroad 
Burnside Tunnel 
NE 60th over Banfield 

NE Glisan at 90th 
SE T acana over Johnson creek 
SE T arona over Rai 1 road 

SE Tacana over ~son Ci"eek 
SE Foster near ~2nd 
SE Fl a:.~e 1 at Rai road 

lUfAL- 16,0]) 

Table 15 continued 

STRUCTURE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 
Funding Levels A, 8 and C ($1 9 000) 

YEAR 

88-89 89-~ ~91 91-92 92-93 93-94 

350 
65 
65 

260 
95 

5~ 

~~ 
55 

30 
1,630 

1,560 

960 
445 
270 

2,270 

835 7ffi 1,6]) 1,560 1,615 2,210 

Update of the aoove will be available by the end of 1988 and inch.ded in next year's 

94-95 95-96 96-97 

15fo 

2200 
1~ 

1,540 2,l.'W 1,~ 

Source: Stnrtural Capital Evaluation Projg:t, City of Portland, Bureau of Transp:lrtation Engineering, 12/86. 

97-98 

1010 

~ 
65 

360 

~ 
1,635 



815 2,270,((() 



Table 16 continued 

STRUCTURE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS 

BRIIH msr 
NO. PRCU:CT TO lfflE ESTIMATE 

B45 SW 25th near Marth Pedestrian Remove a deteriorating timber pedestrian $ 95,(0) 
Bridge bridge and replace with a precast 

stressed concrete bridge. 

B50 SE B)Oee Blvd. over 1\tloughlin Widen and raise or replace existing t\o\0-lane 1,63),(0) 
Blvd. stru:ture to provide four traffic lanes and 

improved clearance over Mcloughlin Blvd. 

856 SE T arona over Johnson Creek Widen existing two-lane bridge to provide 65,(0) 
four traffic lanes for increased traffic 
capacity. 

Bel) NE 138th Avenue over Co lllltl i a Remove and ace existing deteriorating 445,(0) 
Slough timber bridge with a new pennanent 

concrete stru:ture with increased load 
capacity. 

B87 SE Tacana over Railroad Widen existing two-lane bridge to provide 360,(0) 
four traffic lanes for increased traffic 
capacity. 

888 SE T arona over Johnson Creek Widen or replace existing semi-viaduct to 35,000 
provide one additional traffic lane for 
increased traffic capacity. 

892 N Port 1 and Road over UP Remove and replace a deteriorating, narrow 59::>,000 
Railroad concrete bridge with a wider, concrete 

bridge with increased load capacity. 

B93 NE 47th Avenue over Colllltlia Remove and replace a deteriorating 350,000 
Slough timber/concrete bridge with a pennanent 

reinforced concrete structure with a 
greater load capacity. 

p 



e 

27o,cm 



e 

STRUCTURE CAPITAL 

f:RlffiE 
NO. PROJ::CT 

RBl N. Willamette Blvd. over BN 
Railroad 

RB2 N Lart>ard Street over BN 
Railroad 

RB3 N. Fessenden Street over BN 
Railroad 

Rl54 SW Barnes Road near W 

Note: UXJate of the above will be avail 

Source: Structural Capit and, 
of ans 

p 
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Table 17 

SELECTED STRUCTURAL MAINTENANCE COSTS 

FY 1982-83 through 1987-88 

FISCAL YEAR 
STRucn.RES 

~~ 1984-85 1985;36 1986-87 
Jlctual Jlctua Jlctual 

Bridges $454,748 $ 381,347 $ 469,433 $571,837 

Stairs 69,579 99,030 101,448 122,292 

Fence & Guardrail 52,440 209,867 119,712 138,074 

Retaining Walls 88,824 110,843 195,067 168,378 

Tunnels 0 1,9:)9 30,147 48,675 

Trash Racks 0 35,635 28,704 26,806 

Street Furniture 0 60,405 13,706 0 

TOTAL $665,591 $899,036 $958,217 $1,076,(1)2 

1987-88 
Jlctual 

$721,822 

114,476 

199,316 

114,523 

0 

84,198 

92,079 

$1,326,414 

NOTE: Costs for supervision, training, or emergency work are not 
included. 

Source: City of Portland, Bureau of Maintenance, 7/88. 

37 
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Table 19 

NUMBER Of INTERSECTION SIGNAL HARDWARE REACHING USEFUL LIFE 

I HIIMSEI! OF I REPLACEIIENT RATES 
DATE I YEAR FOR I IIITERSECTl OilS I 

RE!IOOElEO I REPUCEME!IT IREACI!l116 USEFUL LIFE I REDUCED I EXISTING I IMPROVED lffiL II I IMPROVED LEVEL 12 I IMPROVED lEVEl 13 
I I I -I I I I 
I fThis Year ICuwlatfvel Rate Cu11 I Dif I Rate Cue I Off 1 Rate I CUll I Off I Rate I eua 1 Olf I Rate I Cull l Dlf 

I prior to 'U I ms 1 11s I tts 1 o I o I 115 I 12 I 12 I 103 1 ts I 1s 1 too 1 25 I 2s I go I 30 I 30 f as I 
I au 1 au I s I 1201 o I o I 120 I 12 I 24 1 ss 1 ts I 3D I so 1 zs I so I 1o I 30 I &o 1 so I 
I 19651 mo 1 Ul t3t 1 o I o I 1341 4 I 2s I to& 1 IS I 451 891 · ·2s I 75 I 59 I 30 I to I Ul 
I 19661 19911 24 I tss 1 a 1 o I tse 1 ' I 32 I 1261 ts I so 1 981 2s I 100 f sa I 30 I 120 I 381 
I 19571 m2 I 191 1771 o I o I 1711 ' I 3& 1 1411 ts I 75 I 102 1 2s I 1251 s2 I 3o I ISO I 21 I 
I usa 1 19931 24 I 201 I o I o I 201 1 4 I 40 I t&t 1 IS I so 1 1111 2s 1 tso I st I 10 I 1801 21 I 
I tmj uu 1 1s I 2161 o I o I 215 1 ' I Uf 1721 ts I tos 1 111 1 2s 1 1151 4t I 25 I 2051 11 I 
I mo 1 ms I !Sf 2351 o I o I 2351 ' I &Sf 1871 ts 1 1201 115f 2s I 200 1 35 I aa I 2351 o I 
I 1m 1 19961 31 I 2661 o I o I 2561 ' I 52 I 2Uf lSI 1351 131f 25 I 2251 &t I 20 I 2551 111 
I 19721 1m I 52 I 3181 o I o I 3161 4 I ss 1 mf 1s 1 1501 lUI 2s 1 2501 68 I ao I 2851 33 I 
I 19731 19981 3t ! 3521 o I o I 3521 • I 60 I 2921 ts I 165! lnf 2s 1 2751 171 40 I ml 21 I 
I 19741 19991 191 371 1 o I o I 371 1 ' I Uf 3071 ts I uo I 1st 1 2s I 3001 711 35 I 3601 111 
I ms 1 2ooo 1 34 1 4051 o I o I 405 1 4 I Uf 3371 ts 1 USI 2101 25 1 3251 eo I 30 I 3901 15 I 
I 19761 2001 1 24 I 4291 o I o I mj 4 I 721 3571 1s I 2101 2191 2s I 3501 791 Jo I 4201 9 I 
I 1911 I 2002 1 411 4761 o I o I 4761 4 I 76 1 4001 1s 1 2251 2511 2s I m1 101 1 3o I 4501 ~s 1 

I ms 1 zooJ 1 711 sn 1 o I o I 5411 ' I eo 1 461 l ts 1 2401 307 1 zs 1 400 I 1471 45 I 495( s2 I 
I mg 1 200' 1 2s l 5761 o I o I 5761 4 I 841 mr lSI 2551 3211 zs I 4251 1s1 I ss I sso I 2& I 
I mo I ms 1 21 I 5971 o I o I 5971 4 I 88! sot I 15 1 2101 327! 25 I 4501 1471 ts I 5951 2 I 
I 19811 2oos 1 sz I 659f o I o I &591 ' I 921 5&1 I 1s I ml 3741 25 I USI tu I 20 I 6151 Uf 
I 19821 2001 1 451 704 1 o I o I 704 1 ' I 961 6081 ts 1 aoo 1 404 1 25 1 soo I 204 I &s I &BOf 24 1 
I uu I 2oos 1 38 I 1421 o I a I 7421 4 I 100 1 5421 1s 1 3151 4271 25 I 5251 WI 45 I 7251 171 
I 19841 2oos 1 ss I 1971 G I c I 7971 4 I 10~ 1 6931 1s 1 3301 457! 2s 1 5501 241! as I m1 37 I 
I ms 1 2010 1 101 I 8981 o I a I 8981 ' I lOS I 7901 1s 1 3451 5531 25 I 5751 3231 ss I 8!51 sJ I 
I ms 1 2011 1 10 1 9os 1 o I o I 908 1 4 I 112 1 7961 1s I 3601 5481 25 I 600! loa 1 so I 905 I 3 I 
I 1m I 2012 1 131 921 1 o I a I 921 1 ' I mj 8051 15 1 3751 5451 zs I 625! 2951 U! 9191 2 I 

IIOTES: 
1. Assumes a 25 year life. 
2. Thill •oif• colum shows how uny intersections are beyond thlllir rated life during that year. 
3. Thill total nu111ber of intersectiCIIIS ln thlll City Is 921. 

Source: City of Portland. Bureau of Traffic llana;ement, 7/88. 



Table 20 

SYSTEM RATING & ANNUAl COSTS FOR REPlACEMENT OF INTERSECTION SIGNAl HARDWARE 

NOTES: 
1. il!l! COSt for ••ch intii!'IIIICtiM rOjl)&e_,! • $15,000 lnll•tion factor • 
2. As of l/1/118 too ov•nll .. ~stiflll rate is: 

Ut {0 to 15 old) 
m old) 
12% poor 25 years old) 



Table 21 

NUMBER OF TRAFFIC SIGNAl CONTROllERS REACHING USEFUL LIFE 

I I NUMBER OF REPLACEMENT RATES 
I YEAR FOR I CONTROllERS I 
I REPLACEMENT !REACHING UStFUL LIFE I REDUCED EXISTING li!PROVEO LEVEL 11 IMPROVED lEVEL 12 I WROYEO lEVEl :3 

I 
I !This Year !Cuwlativel Rate Cum 1 Dif 1 Rate Cum I Oif I Rate 1 Cum I O!f I Rm I Cum I OH 1 Rate I Cum I Oif 

-----
19881 2401 2401 D I o I 210 1 lSI 12 I 2281 20 1 20 I 2201 ;o 1 JO I 2101 so I so I uo 1 
1sss 1 231 2531 o I o I 2631 10 T 22 I WI 20 1 40 I 2231 30 1 , so 1 2031 so I 100 1 m1 
mo 1 16 1 m1 o I o I 2791 10 1 321 2471 20 1 so I 219 1 Jo 1 go 1 1891 so 1 1so I 1291 
1991 1 9 I 2881 o I o I 2881 10 I 12 1 2461 20 1 so I 2081 3o I 120 I t&a 1 so I 2001 881 
1992 1 s I 2961 o I o I 2961 10 1 52 I 2441 20 I 100 I 1961 Jo 1 tso 1 us I so I 2so 1 46 I 
1993 1 29 I 3251 a 1 o I 3251 10 I s2 1 2631 20 I 120 1 2os 1 30 1 1so 1 us I 45 1 2951 30 I 
1994 1 33 I 3581 o I o I 3581 10 1 72 I 2861 20 1 uo I 2181 ;o I 2101 US! 40 1 3351 23 I 
1995 1 22 I Jao 1 o I o I 3801 10 1 82 I 2981 2o I tso I 2201 30 I 2401 t4o 1 45 I 3801 o I 

+::> ms 1 21 I 403 1 o I o I 4031 to I 92 I 311 I 20 I tao 1 2231 30 I 2701 1331 22 I 4021 t I 
1--' m7 I 53 I 4551 o I o I ml to 1 102 I Jsa 1 20 I 200 I 2561 JO I 3001 1561 so I 4521 ' I me 1 38 I 4941 o I o I 4941 10 I 112 1 3921 20 I 2201 2141 30 I 3301 164 1 42 I "'' o I 

1999 1 54 1 SUI o I o I SUI to 1 1221 m1 2o I 2401 3081 30 I 3601 1es 1 st I SUI o I 
2000 I 66 I 6141 o I o I 5141 10 1 1321 m1 20 I 2601 3541 Jo 1 3901 2241 66 I 6141 o I 
2001 1 294 I soa I o I o I sos 1 10 1 u2 1 7661 20 I 2801 6281 Jo 1 4201 4881 ao 1 6941 2141 
2002 1 13 I 921 1 o I o I 9211 10 I 1521 769! 20 I 3oo 1 621 1 30 I 4501 4711 100 I 7941 1271 

HOTfS: 
1. The 1 ife for a so lid state contro 11er is assumed to be 15 years. 
2. The life for an ele:~ro-lll!cnanica1 controller is assuoed to be 25 years. 
3. The 'D1f' column snows how many intersec~ions are oeyono tneir ratea life curing tnat year. 

Source: City of Portland, eureau of Traffic Manage~ent. 1188 



Table 

& ANNUAl FOR REPlACEMENT 

MOT1!3: 
t:> re5face art t:'l:~rt c::1t:-ei1t .. tn'$ n'int'!. l! 1!1/1! onrai1 uistinq ran 

re,·ra:t a iyet ec~t:-ol'!tr. ~:% (0 to yn'"J 
i\ (!1 :~ y"r' old) 

:n ""'' (qr.•t~' """ 15 yo•ro old) 



Table 23 

REPLACEMENT RATE, ANNUAL COSTS, RATING & SINKING FUND PAYMENTS OF STREET LIGHTING LUMINAIRIES* 

_,.,_ ... __ .,. ______ ., ___________________ ...... .;.._., __ .... ___ ... ________________ .. ______ ., ________________ .. _________ .... _____ 
I ! NCMBER OF s:R::: ANNUAL ! PAYMENT I ENDING CIJMULATlVE 

I !LIGHTS iO SE RE?LACED COST • IN DOLLARS RAi!NG SINKING I AND I CIJMULATIVE 

I YEAR FUND ! PREVIOUS I INTEREST I FUND ! PH~ENTS & I 

I THIS YEAR I CUMULATIVE I ANNUAL I CU~JLA T!VE' I F I p PAYMENTS I BALANCE I BALANCE PAY~ENTS ! INTEREST ! INTEREST _., ____ .., _____________ .., _________ .. _____ .. __ ... _ ...... -------*--------... ------------------... ______ ... _______ ... ______ ,.._ ... _____ ... _____ .,._ .. .., ..... ,.. .. 
I 1988 I s.oso I s.oso I $967.soo 1 19i7.m 1 '91%\ 7%1 Z%1 1967 .soo 1 $911 .soc I m.m1 m.oso 1 $961,500 I $58 .oso 1 $1.025.550 I 

I198S! l,3oo I 8,2501 sm.oco 1 su9s. soo r 98%1 0%1 2tl $732,000 I $7Sc.oso I $47,403 1 $10S,m I II ,699.500 I $105,453 I $1.101,953 I 

11950 I 300 I 1,550 I $215,101 I $1.915,301 I 98%! 1%i 1%1 ms.ooo I mo.m I $22,821 I $121,472 I $1,971,500 I $128,280 ! $2' 102 '180 ' 

I 1991 I 300 I uso I $286,840 1 $2.252,148 ! 99%1 C%1 1%1 $281,000 ! sm.m I m.asa 1 Si52,500 I lUii.SOO I $153,149 I $1,111,511 

! 1992 ! 300 I 9,250 ! ma.l14 I sz.m.m 1 100t1 0%1 0%1 $298,314 I $450,811 I $27,049 I sm.m 1 $2,55l,SH I s1ao. 111 1 12. nc,o11 

119!3! 200 9,450 I m.soo $2,596,962 100%1 0\1 0%! $293,213 $472,162 I 128,3661 $164,529 : $2,853,021 ! $208,553 I $3,061,590 I 

I 1994 I 0 9,450 I $0 $2,596,952 100%1 0%1 C%! $304,942 m9.511 1 $46,111 1 $115,745 $3,157,969 I 1254.737 1 $3.412,707 I 

I 1995 I 0 9,450 $0 $2,596,962 100%1 0%1 0%1 $317' 110 $1,132,881 ss1.m I $1,200,851 $3,m,1C9 I $322,710 $3, 7S7 ,819 

I 1996 I 0 s.m $0 $2,596,962 100%1 0%1 0%1 $329,825 $1,530,582 ss1 ,a, 1 1 $1,522,523 $3,SOU34 1 $414,551 $4,219,485 ! 
I 1991 1 0 9,450 $0 $2,596,952 100%1 0%1 0%1 $343,011 $1,965,542 $111,932 I 12.083,474 $4,147,952! $532,484 suec.m 1 

119981 0 9,450 $0 $2,596,962 100%1 Otl 0%1 $355,739 $2,440,213 $W,41l I 12.586,626 $4,504,691 1 $618,897 $5.183,588 1 

119911 0 9,150 $0 $2,596,962 0%1 0%1 $371,0081 $1,957,634 $171.458 I ll,1ls.m 1 $4,815,629! $856.355 $5 '732,051 i 

zooo I 0 ! 9,450 I $0 $2,596,962 14%1 0%1 ms.w I $3,520,911 I $211,256 I $3,132,1971 $5,251,548 I $1,067,611 $6.329,159 I 
2001 1 o I usa I $0 $2,596,962 28%1 0%1 1101.211 1 $4,133,480 1 ws.oos I $U81,4S9f $5,66U31 I $1,315,620 $6,918,151 I 

1002 1 o I s.m1 $0 $2,596,952 41%1 0%1 $£17,331 I $4,138,823 I sza1.m 1 $5,085,751! $6,080,155 I $1,503,549 I 17.583.114 I 
2003 ! o I S,tSO I $0 $2,596,952 42%1 0%1 sm.c111 $5,520,180 I $33'.241 i $5' 152' 027 ! $5.511, I !1,934.795 I $8,148,988! 

2001 1 0 I 9,450 I 10 I $2,516,962 ¢3%1 0%1 $451,38! I iUCl,W I muos I IUBI.m 1 $5,965,511! 11,313,001 $9.278,512! 

2U05! 0 9,45J l so I $2,596,152 62%1 0%1 $459,144 I 11,151 ,ou 1 $419,06t I $1,580,1281 $1,435,025 $2,742,055 $10,171 .oso 

2006 I 0 9.150 I $0 $2,596,962 15%1 0%1 $488,222 sa.m.m I $481,101 1 18.552.451 1 17,923,247 $3,226,166 $11,149,412 

2007 I 0 9,150 I $0 $2,5!6,962 80%1 0~1 $507' 751 $U60,201 I $543,512 I ss.soJ.m 1 $8,00,997 $3,159,178 $12,200,77! i 

zoos I 0 s.m 1 $0 $2,596,962 mi. 0%1 $528,061 m.m.m sso1.m 1 $10,739,786 1 $8,959,058 ~~ ,377,590 $13.336,748 

2009 0 9,450 $0 $2,5!6,952 98%1 C%1 $549,183 $11,288,959 $511,338 1 111,966,308 I $9,508,241 ss.oss.azs $11.S63,269 

2010 s, m I 16,200 $2,399,543 $4,996,505 84%1 0%1 1511' 150 112.m.m $752.247 1 $10,890, m 1 $10,019,391 $5,807.276 $15,8BU57 I 
2011 uso 1 22,950 $2,495,514 $1,492,029 11%1 0%1 $593,996 $11,484,15! $589,050 $9,677,584 $10,573,388 16,496,326 $17,159,713 I 

2012 s.zso I 29.200 $2,t03,098 $9.195' 121 59%1 0%1 $611,155 $10,295,441 $617,126 $8,510,069 $11,291, 1U $7,114,052 $18,405,195 I 
2G13 sso 1 29,160 $559,826 $10,454,952 58~1 0%1 $642,167 $9,152,536 $549,152 $9,111,862 $11,933,511 ! $7,663,204 $19,596,815! 

1 2014 510 I 30,330 $644,599 $11,099,552 57%1 0%1 sm.m $9,810,028 $588,602 $9,754,030 m.so1.m 1 $8,251,806 m.m.m I 
1 201s 9.320 39,550 14,454,804 $15,554,356 38%1 0%1 $694,892 $10,448,922 $&26,935 $6.521.053 $13.296.568 I SU78,711 $22,175,409 I 

I 201s 5,000 45,150 $3,321,561 $18,812,911 25\1 0%1 mue1 I $1,343,740 $440' 524 $4,455,804 $14,019,3551 ss.m.m 1 m.m. 121 1 

1 2011 2,800 48,450 1 11,964,150 $20,847,661 1 20%1 0%1 1151,5151 $5,201,399 I $312,444 $3,555,093 1 $14,770,sso 1 $9,631 ,sos 1 $24,402.750 i 
I 201a I 5,050 53,500 1 $3,137,981 m.m,m I 9%1 0\l 1781,551 1 $4.335,751 1 $260,205 !1.458,969 1 $15,552.509 ! $9,892,015 I $25,444,621 I 

I 2019 I 3,300 ss.soc 1 sz.m.m 1 m.m. m 1 2%1 0%1 $812,!25 I 12.m .894 I $136,314 $30,149 1 $15,365.534 I $10,028,318 1 m.m.m 1 _________ ,. ----------------------------------... -----------------
NOTES: 1. All luminaires are assumed to have a 30-year life. 3. Assumed annual inflation rate • 4% 

L As of 7/1/88 the overall rating of the street lightinq system is: 4. Assumed return on investment = 5% 

84% Good (0·20 years old) 5. Annual Sinkinq fund Payment in 1988 I is = $241,000 

14% Fair (21-30 yt~ars old) (The •nnual oal'lll""t at this rate starts in 1993. The oayment 

2% Poor (older than 30 years) in earlier years (198!·92) is eoual to tne tne annual cost.) 

Source: City of Portland, Bureau of Traffic ~anagement, 1C/88. 

*Assumes a capital sinking fund is established. 
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Table 25 

IMPROVEMENT CATEGORIES 
FOR 

HIGH ACCIDENT I HIGH CONGESTION LOCATIONS 

ACCIDENT 
CATEGORY DESCRIPTION IMPROVEMENT REDUCTION 

FACTOR RANGE 

I Minor Signing (warning and/or directional} .20 - .40 
Operational Striping (minor) and delineators .20 - .30 
Modifications Signal timing changes .05 - .10 

Turn prohibitions .20 - .40 

II Major Add a lane (Left turn w/o signal phase) .19 - . 
Operational Add a signal phase .20 - .40 
Modifications Modernize/improve signal (actuation, .10 - . 

(lenses, etc.) 
Signal interconnect (coordination) . - . 

III Minor Add a new signal 0.00 - .80 
Construction Widen for one or more 1 anes .20 - .40 

IV Major Major widening with new signal .20 - .43 
Construction Alignment, cross-section improvements .20 - .40 

Multiple signal project 
Corridor improvements 

v Major Major structure or other projects 
Transportation involving more than traffic solutions 
Project 

Source: C1ty of Portland, Bureau of Traffic Management, 7/88. 

COST RANGE 

$ 500 - 1,000 
500 - 1,000 
100 - 500 
200 - 1,000 

500 - 2, 
2,000 - 10,000 
1,000 - 10,000 

5,000+ 

50,000 - 100,000 
20,000 - • 

100,000 + 
100,000 + 

1,000,000 + 
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Table 27 
TRAFFIC GROWTH FACTORS 

% Of Total 
Growth Oonstruction Cost 



A 

B 

c 

D 

ti 

1' 

1 

11,345 

Table 28 

DISTRIBUTION OF REPORTED ACCIDENTS SUMMARY 
(1984 - 1987 Annual Average) 

1.7 0.2 5.9 

.0 1.8 1' .6 

.3 .7 3, .5 

.7 5 100 

0.0 87.3 6 0.0 

100.0 100.0 100 

2.6 

14.4 r 

.2 

55.8 

2. of the number intersections are in fair or condition. contribute 17. of 
the total •s accidents, or 8.5 times r " accidents. 1 inter-
sections, their share is 2.2 to 1. service streets contain about 1 the city•s 
intersections and about the accidents. However if this is distributed uni y over all 

intersections, the result is about .6 dents per year intersection. This is 
3.3 acci peri ion in the A, B, and C es (an 5.6:1 ratio). 

City 1 and, of ic Management, 7/88. 



Table 29 
LEVEL "A• and •s" INTERSECTIONS 

Level •A• Intersections 

I·· PEOPlE I· 
I I I 

1·--··· ACCIDENTS ······I K I I 
I T F I l I I ACC. COST 
I 0 A I I u I I RATE 
I T I l R I I I AVG. ACC. RATE <•cc. cost 
I I E I ANNUAl SIJHMARY I AVG. ANNUAL ENTERING (ace/ per mill. 

I l 0 C A T l 0 N I L L J 0 I D D I 1984 1985 1986 1987 I Ace. COST VOLUME mill. veh) veh.) 
··········································-···················1·······················1··········1························1··········································-· 
40 N BUffALO ST & INTERSTATE AVE I 21 0 13 8 I 0 18 I 6 3 3 9 I $50,980 7,000 2.38 S23,120 
56 E BURNSIDE ST ' 60TH AVE I 64 0 30 34 I 0 54 I 23 1l 13 15 I $155,915 24,500 2.07 $20,203 
74 SE CliNTON Sl ' 11TH AVE I 2l 0 18 I 0 6 I 6 6 1 I $21,555 8,700 2.10 57,865 
75 se CliNTON sr & 39TH AVE 1 60 o n 11 1 o 67 1 u 16 9 zo 1 sras,95s zs,aoo 1.as s22,aa1 
81 w coucH st & 4TK AVE 1 24 o 10 14 1 o 18 1 3 10 a 3 1 ss2,765 6,500 2.93 szs,no 
94 Nil EVEREII ST & 16TH AVE I 61 0 33 26 I 0 58 I 16 12 14 19 I $164,930 22,000 2.20 S23,799 
96 Nil EVERETT Sl ' 22NO AVE I 27 0 12 15 I 18 I 5 9 9 4 I $53,063 10,200 2.10 $16,515 
97 IIIJ FLANOERS ST 21ST AVE I 31 10 21 I 15 I 10 1 9 s I $46,743 7,100 3.47 $20,902 
98 SE FLAVH Sl 82NO AVE I 41 23 19 I 1 39 I 13 9 7 14 I 5170,953 31,150 1.10 $17,422 

104 SE FOSTER RO & 96TH AVE I 47 26 21 I 0 41 I 10 9 10 15 I $116,948 13,000 2.87 $28,559 
1oa we FREMONT sr & snK Ave 1 21 1s 11 1 1 36 1 s n 3 6 1 s160,473 24,900 o.86 szo,459 
118 NE GllSAH Sl & 148TH AVE I 41 20 19 I 3 41 I 12 15 s 9 I $296,353 24,000 1.36 $39,200 
125 NU GLISAN ST & 16TH AVE I 46 0 22 24 I 0 33 I 10 13 14 9 I $96,240 18,300 1.99 $16,695 
127 ME GRANO AVE ' HALSEY ST I 84 43 41 I 87 I 17 15 41 1'1 I $247,098 22,000 3.03 135,656 
142 SE HAIITHOIINE BLVD ' 7TH AVE I 24 14 8 I 29 I 8 5 7 I $260,680 18,550 1.03 $44,612 
152 Nil IIOYT ST & 10TH AVE I 30 0 8 22 I 0 13 I 4 9 10 7 I $41,645 7,100 3.35 $!8,621 
154 M INTERSTATE AVE ' Pal !LAND BLVO I 78 0 35 43 I 0 51 I 11 21 27 19 I $150,493 29,500 2.10 $16,195 
160 N KILliNGSWRTH sr & ~ILLIAHS AVE 1 4o o 26 14 1 a 46 1 u a 10 9 1 $128,365 1s,zoo 1.74 S22,391 
161 M lOMBARD Sl & VANCOUVER AVE I 59 0 28 31 I 0 51 I 18 12 20 9 I $146,923 26,100 1.79 $17,811 
ua sE !IOIIRISON aa.- 11. END & GAANO/BElMDNT INT. 1 86 o 34 sz 1 o 49 1 18 24 1a 26 1 Sl47,no :sa,ooo 1.80 s12,34s 
211 •e scounER sT & nw AvE 1 22 o 12 10 1 o 18 1 a 6 3 5 1 sst,575 4,250 4.11 $38,525 
219 SE STARK ST & 12TH AVE I 38 0 20 18 I 0 31 I 10 11 12 I $89,055 13,700 2.20 $20,636 
222 S£ STARK ST & 7TH AVE I 23 0 7 16 I 0 14 I 6 8 5 I $42,560 9,000 2.03 $15,012 
224 S£ STARK Sf ' 99TH AVE I 69 0 29 40 I 0 47 I 35 6 18 10 I $138,800 23,400 2.34 $18,831 
23111\1 TKUIUIAN ST & 24TH AVE I 24 0 13 11 I 0 19 I 7 7 I $54,573 7,900 2.41 S21,930 
240 SE IIASHINCIOII ST ' 100TH AVE I 55 0 21 34 I 0 30 I 18 13 19 5 I $91,115 20,600 2.12 $14,041 
243 SE IIASHINGTOII ST l 82ND AVE I 71 32 39 I 0 53 I 11 19 23 18 I 1154,703 31,200 1.81 $15,741 
245 SE IIASHINGTOII Sl & 99TK/1205 NB EXIT I 51. 24 27 I 0 35 I 10 7 1 I $102,533 20,000 2.02 $16,275 
259 SE 1.000\IARD Sf & 10TH AVE I 22 0 6 16 I 0 9 I 6 3 6 7 I $29,060 4,300 4.06 $21,454 

················-·············································1·····················-·1··········1························1····································-·---··· 
29 INTERsecnONs 1 1,21>1 6 614 671 1 a 1,026 1 no 1os 329 m 1 s1s,2to 17,826 z.zs sa,617 

x•s I too.o o.s 47.6 sz.o I 1 26.1 24.3 u.o 23.6 1 <1000'•> 

*Accident Occurrences: Injury = # of accidents that involved injuries. 
PDQ = # of accidents that involved property 

damage on 1 y. 

Source: City of Portland, Bureau of Traffic Management, 7/88. 
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Level "A" 
RELATIVE ACCIDENT 

INTERSECTION CONGESTION CATEGORY 

SE POWELL BLVD. 39th AVE. 94.8 B 
SE POWELL BLVD. MILWAUKIE AVE. 94.8 
SE MCLOUGHLIN BLVD. ST. 80.8 B 
SE BELMONT ST. 70.3 A 
E 68.5 B 
E 60.5 B 
SW 60.3 

Laval u;sn 

INTERSECTION 

.. 92nd AVE. 59.0 B 
& UNION AVE. 59.0 
& 57.5 B 
& 56.0 
& 50.5 B 

ARTHUR ST. & 50.0 B 
STARK ST. & 46.0 B 

BLVD. & 29.0 
& 24.8 

percentage drops in speed for 

Ci ic ' 7 

p 



Table 29 - continued 
lEVEl "A" and "B" INTERSECTIONS 

level "B" Intersections 

I·· PEOPLE I· 
I I I 

!······ ACCIDENTS ······I K I I 
I T f I I J I I ACC. COST 
I 0 I l u I I RATE 
I I L R I I I AVG. ACC. RATE lace. cost 
I A I E I ANNUAL SUHHARY I AVG. ANNUAL ENTERING (ace/ per mill. 

I L 0 C A T I 0 N I L L J 0 I D D I 1984 1985 1986 1987 I ACC. COST VOI.UH£ •Ill. veh) veh.) 

······························································1·······················1··········1························1············································ 
1 N AINS-IH ST 
2 NE AIRPORT \JAY 
l Nf AIRPORT YAY 
4 N AlBERTA. Sl 
S N AlBERTA ST 
6 N Al8ERTA St 
7 NE AlBERTA Sf 
8 N AlBINA AVE 
9 SW ALDER Sl 

10 SW ALDER Sl 
11 SE ANKENY ST 

12 SE ANKENY Sl 
13 Sll ARTHUII Sl 
14 Sll BARBUR 8LVD 
15 Sll BARBUR BLVD 
16 SW BARBUR BLVD 
17 $11 BARIIUII Blllll 

18 Sll SARIIUII BlVD 
19 Sll BARBUR BLVD 
20 SW BEAVERION·KILLSOALE 
21 SE BELI«lHT ST 
22 SE BElKlNT ST 
21 SE BElKlNI Sl 
24 SE BElMONT ST 
25 Sll BOONES FERRY 1W 
26 Sll BOUIIIlARY ST 
27 N BROADUAY 

28 N BROADIIA Y 
29 NE BROADWAY 

lO NE BROADWAY 
31 HE BROADWAY 

32 HE BROADUA Y 

33 NE BROADWAY 
14 NE BROADUA Y 
!S HE BROAOWA l' 

36 NY BROADIJA Y 
37 NW BROADWAY 
38 NW BROADUA Y 
39 SW B•OADUAY 
41 E BURNSIDE 
42 E BURNS IDE 
43 E BURNSIDE 

44 E BURNSIDE 
45 E BURNSIDE 

46 E IIUIINSIOE 
47 E BURNSIDE 
48 E IIUIINSIDE 
49 E IIUIINSIOE 
50 W BURNSIDE 

51 II BURNSIDE 
52 II IIUIINSIDE 
Sl E IIUIINSIDE Sf 
54 E BURNSIDE ST 
55 E BURNSIDE ST 
57 E IIUIINS IDE ST 
58 II BIJI!NSIDE ST 

59 II IIUIINS IDE ST 
60 II IIUIINSIDE Sf 

61 II BURNSIDE Sf 
62 II IIUIINSIDE ST 
63 SE BYBEE BlVD 
64 Sll CAPITOL 111/Y 
65 Sll CAPilOL HWY 
66 SW CARUTHERS ST 

INTERSTATE AVE 
122ND AVE 
82KD AVE 
AlBINA AVE 
INTERSTATE AVE 

& WILLIAMS AVE 
& UNION AVE 

LOI48ARD ST 
lRDAVE 
4TH AVE 

& 12TH AVE 
& GRAND AVE 
& 1ST AVE 
& 22ND AVE 
& 24TH AVE 

60TH AVE 
64TH AVE 
BERTHA BL\IIl 
CAPITOL HIIY 
SHA JTUCI( RD 
11TH AVE 
20TH AVE 
39TH AVE 
7TH AVE 
TERWILLIGER Bl\lll 
COI<BETl AVE 
VANCOUVER AVE 
WILLIAMS AVE 
21ST AVE 

& 33RO AVE 
& 39TH AVE 

7TH AVE 

GRANO AVE 
UNION AVE 

& VICTORIA AVE 
& COOCK ST 

DAVIS ST 
FlANilERS ST 

IWJISON ST 
10TH AVE 
122NO AVE 
47TH AVE 
53RD AVE 
6TH AVE 

& 82ND AVE 
& 8TH AVE 
& 9TH AVE 

UMION AVE 
ltlH AVE 
2ND AVE 
BROAOUAY 
20TK AVE 
26TH AVE 
39TH AVE 

GRANO AVE 
& 14TH AVE 

19TK AVE 
21ST AVE 
lRD AVE 

9TH AVE 
17TH AVE 
PCJ40NA ST 

TERWILliGER BlVD 
4TH AVE 

27 0 
20 0 
31 0 
24 0 
22 
25 0 
48 
21 
20 
20 
29 
22 
20 
26 
22 0 
23 0 
33 0 
33 0 
61 0 
28 
36 
26 
36 0 
22 0 
26 
20 0 
38 0 
54 0 
21 
24 0 
47 0 
25 

48 0 
42 
34 0 
23 0 
41 
20 0 
20 
21 

43 0 
26 0 
22 0 
27 0 
25 0 
20 0 
24 0 
43 0 
24 0 
28 0 
27 
Sl 
41 0 
44 
74 
31 

24 
29 
37 0 
l8 0 
35 
27 
29 
31 

12 
9 

14 
15 
11 

27 
10 
10 
10 
8 
7 

11 
10 
16 
18 
17 
23 
14 
16 
14 
13 
8 
1 
a 

14 
21 
10 
8 

19 
8 

15 
23 
12 
10 
11 
9 

23 
16 
12 
8 

14 
7 

11 
22 
12 
12 
13 
28 
20 
19 
32 
17 
8 

17 
26 

18 
14 
16 

15 

1s 1 o 
11 I 
11 I 
9 I 

11 I o 
16 I o 
21 1 o 
10 I 
10 I 
10 I 
21 1 o 
1s 1 o 
16 I 
1s I 
12 I 
7 I 

ts I 
16 I 
1a I 
14 1 o 
zo I 
12 I 
21 I 
14 I 
19 1 
12 1 o 
24 1 o 
11 1 o 
11 1 o 
16 1 o 
ze I 
11 I 
11 I 
19 I 
zz 1 o 
131 
10 I 
11 I 
Ill 
131 
20 1 
10 I 
10 I 
19 I 
11 I 
HI 
Ill 
21 I 
12 I 
16 I 
14 I 
zs 1 o 
21 I o 
2s I 
41 I 
14 I o 
16 I 
12 I 
11 I 
20 1 
21 I 
11 1 o 
zo I 1 
16 I o 
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22 1 10 
19 1 10 
21 I 9 
zr 1 s 
16 I s 
11 1 10 
51 I s 
11 1 6 
1s I s 
11 I 6 
12 I a 
12 1 1 
s I 6 

14 I a 
14 1 s 
zr 1 2 
29 I a 
26 1 14 
36 I 14 
19 1 a 
29 1 9 
29 1 6 
11 I s 
14 1 9 
11 I 7 
n I 4 
zo 1 a 
33 1 19 
1a 1 a 
IS I 
26 1 36 
12 1 s 
21 I 11 
41 1 9 
1a I 
14 I 
1s 1 9 

Ill 
10 I 
15 I 
12 1 14 
21 1 9 
1s 1 9 
10 I 
22 1 10 
9 I 

1s 1 9 
36 I o 
19 I a 
19 I 10 
1s 1 6 
46 1 10 
l4 I 14 
32 I 11 
s1 I 11 
21 1 9 
lll 
23 I 4 
36 I s 
29 1 u 
21 1 9 
24 I 
11 1 a 
1s I 

1 
6 
1 

12 
12 
13 

12 
4 

3 
7 
5 
3 

10 
1 
7 

10 

14 
8 

u 

10 

6 
10 
5 

10 

2 
6 
7 

12 

' 4 
7 

19 

11 
21 
7 
4 
7 
9 
9 
6 
9 
6 

10 

10 
1 

22 

6 
4 

6 
4 
5 
4 
9 

11 
8 
7 

22 
6 
9 
8 

12 
4 
6 

13 
10 
4 
4 
5 
6 

14 
13 
8 
6 
8 
6 

12 
3 

17 
8 
7 
5 

9 
6 

10 
5 

12 
10 
12 
21 
1 
6 
6 

11 
II 
8 
7 
7 
9 

s I 861,863 
4 I ss4,573 
6 1 867,158 
r 1 s75,578 
s I l46,473 
1 1 ns,oss 

16 1 s143,94a 
7 I ST08,875 
s 1 ss1,575 
9 1 nz,675 
9 1 ns,64a 
4 1 s36,86l 
s 1 s1s,2w 
1 1 542,263 
6 I l41,l7o 
6 1 H4,983 
s I ss2,763 
o 1 s74,960 

12 1 s1oa,sos 
6 1 sss,46s 
6 I S84,2SO 
8 I S81,870 

12 1 ss2,743 
6 1 S41,96s 
6 1 s3s,353 
6 1 us,9ro 

14 1 so1,14o 
1s 1 s9&,91s 
s 1 ss1,a73 
9 I 545,260 
1 1 s1a,s1o 
4 ! $37,458 

9 1 S66,s1a 
12 1 sii6,3S3 
s 1 sss,14s 
r I s.1,6611 

14 1 s.9,42s 
1 I s3&,373 
3 I no,6611 
4 1 544,368 
z 1 s92,lso 
4 1 ss9,675 
1 1 s51,s75 
6 1 s32,653 
6 1 so2,673 
l I S28,168 
4 I S52,468 

16 1 5103,44& 
6 I ss4,aro 
4 I SS6,060 
9 1 S44,665 

12 1 sm,t;a 
10 1 s98,o4s 
10 I S93,836 
ts 1 s2o9. 898 
a 1 SM,2os 
1 I n9,86o 

12 1 S65,67o 
9 1 stoo,473 
a 1 S84,zso 

12 1 S68,l4a 
7 I S68,073 
8 1 st11,aso 
e 1 s.s,zto 

16,400 
10,500 
37,000 
16,108 
17,000 
14,500 
29,000 
24,600 
24,000 
20,000 
41,700 
30,000 
19,600 
18,400 
20,700 
32,000 
32,000 
24,900 
38,200 
25,500 
27,600 
19,900 
37,600 
18,600 
19,100 
11,300 
31,300 
38,600 
14,000 
39,900 
47,900 
21,500 
40,000 
55,000 
35,000 
18,633 
20,000 
19,850 
15,600 
32,000 
34,300 
19,400 
15,400 
32,000 
36,300 
33,000 
32,000 
59,600 
27,000 
48,150 
41,000 
29,200 
19,000 
42,150 
55,000 
33,600 
32,000 
33,300 
39,000 
39,000 
26,900 
21,800 
26,900 
23,600 

1.31 
1.51 
0.66 
1.18 
1.03 
1.37 
1.31 
0.68 
0.66 
0.79 
0.55 
0.58 
0.61 
1.12 
0.84 

0.57 
O.I!Z 
1.05 
1.27 
0.87 
1.04 
1.04 
0.76 
0.94 
1.08 
1.40 
0.96 
1.11 
1.19 
0.48 
0.78 
0.92 

0.95 
0.61 
0.77 
0.98 
1.63 
0.80 
1.00 

0.52 
0.99 
1.06 
1.13 
0.67 
0.55 
0.48 
0.60 
0.57 
0.71 
0.46 
0.52 
1.44 
1.71 
0.81 
1.07 
0.73 
0.60 
0.69 
0.75 

o.n 
!.OJ 
0.98 
0.86 
1.04 

$12,362 
$16,500 

$5,762 
$14,902 
$8,678 
$7,675 

$15,758 
$14,050 

$6,822 
$5,187 
sz, 942 
$3,901 
$2,958 
17,292 
$6,345 
$7,439 
$8,211 
$9,557 
59,017 
56,905 
$9,691 

$13,061 
$4,451 
S7,162 
$5,876 

S10,105 
86,201 
sa, us 

$11,762 
$3,601 
$5,205 
$5,531 

$5,279 
$6,716 
$)f002 
$1,099 
$7,845 

$6,137 
86,202 
S4,402 
$8,547 
$9,765 

$10,632 
53,239 
$5,481 
SZ,710 
$5,205 
$5,510 
$6,451 
$3,696 
53,458 

$14,312 
$16,382 
$7,068 

512,115 
56,261 
$3,954 
$6,261 
$8,178 
$6,858 
$8,066 
$9,913 

$13,200 
$6,088 



CENTER ST 
69 Sll CLAY ST 
70 SW CLAY Sf 

7! Sli CLAY ST 
72 SU ClAY Sf 

73 SIJ CLAY S! 
16 Sf CliNTON ST 
77 N <OIUIUIIA Blllll 
78 NE COlUIIBIA Sl\11> 
79 NE COliJMBIA BL\11> 
00 Sll COlUMBIA ST 
62 N DENVER AVE 
83 N DENVER AVE 
114 SE DIVISION S1 
65 SE DIVISION ST 
&I SE DIVISIOII Sl 
87 SE DIVISION Sl 
88 S£ DIVISION Sl 
89 SE DIVISION Sl 
90 S£ DIVISION Sf 
91 SE DIVISION ST 
92 SE 0Ui(E ST 
93 Nil EVERETT $T 

95 Nil EVERETT ST 
99 SE fOSTER RO 

100 SE FOSTER RO 
101 S£ fOSTER RO 
102 Sf FOSTER RO 

103 SE fOSTER RO 
105 SE fOSTER RO 
106 SE fRANCIS ST 

107 NE fREMONT ST 
!09 NE FREMONT ST 
110 NE FREMONT Sf 
111 Sll FRONT AVE 
112 Sll FRONT AVE NB 
113 Sll GARDEN HOME RD 
114 SE GLADSTONE ST 
115 NE Gl!SAN Sf 
1!6 NE GLISAN Sl 
117 NE GliSAN Sf 
119 HE Gll SAN ST 
120 NE GliSAN 51 
121 N£ GliSAN 51 
122 NE GIISAH 51 
Ill NE GliSAN 51 
124 NE GllSAN Sl 
126 Nil GtiSAH Sf 
128 NE llllANO AVE 
129 HE llllANO AVE 
130 S£ GRANO AVIi 
Ill SE GRANO AVE 
132 N llllEEl EY A VIi 
133 NE HALSEY ST 
134 HE HALSEY Sf 
I!S WE HAlSEY ST 
136 NE HALSEY U 
13 7 ME HANCOCK ST 
Uti N£ HASSAlO Sf 

139 SE HAUTHONNE BliiD 
140 SE NAUIKORKE BliiD 
141 SE NAUIKORKE 81 liD 

143 SE KAIITKORNE BR • E END 

82NO AVE 
13TH AVE 
lSI AVE 
4TH AVE 
6TH AVE 
IROMT AVE NB 

& 50TH AVE 
VANCOOVER AVE 
47TH AVE 

& UNION AVE 
FROIH AVE NB 
lOMBARD ST 

& PORTlAND Bl liD 
& 11TH AVE 
& 12TH AilE 
& 39TH AVE 

50TH AVE 
& 52NO AVE 
& 60TH AVE 
& 76TH AVE 

62NO AVIi 
82NO AVE 
14TH AVE 
16TH AVE 
52NO AVE 

& 72NO AVE 
& 112ND AVE 

92ND AilE 
94T H/1205 Sl EX II 
HOLGATE BlVO 

& 39TH AVE 

122NO AVE 
82NO AVE 
UNION AVE 

& I 5 N8 EXTO HARSOII OR 
& MARKET Sf 

& OlESOII RO 
39TH AVE 

& 102HO AVE 
& I02HD AVE 
& lUND AVE 

39TH AVE 
& 53RD AVE 
& 60TH AVE 

82HO AVE 

1205 NB EXFR STARK 
1·205 SB EXTO GLISAN 

& 22HD AVE 
& IIUL THOMAN ST 

IIEIDLU Sf 
CLAY ST 

& STARK ST 
& POll T LAND Bl liD 

102ND AVE 
12200 AVE 

& 47TH AVE 
& 60TH AVE 
& l3•o AVE 
& UNION AVE 

11TH AilE 
& 12TH AVE 

& 39!H AVE 

GRAND/HAIITKOIINE !NT. 

e 

0 
33 0 
21 0 
21 
25 
25 
21 
33 
22 0 
27 0 
20 
24 
20 
25 
33 0 
38 0 
31 0 
34 0 
24 0 
21 0 
57 
27 
32 
20 0 
40 
30 0 
47 0 
46 0 
33 0 
20 0 
22 0 

32 0 
27 0 
38 0 
22 0 
31 0 
22 
36 0 
27 0 
1,8 0 

29 0 
24 0 
20 0 
21 0 
56 0 
2l 0 
22 0 
26 
22 
46 0 
20 0 
27 0 
29 0 
35 
36 0 
34 0 
20 0 
20 0 
31 0 
42 0 
22 0 
48 0 

0 

p 

11 
7 

13 
4 

12 

12 
a 
9 

15 

16 
9 
2 
3 
7 

9 
12 

12 

2 
7 

12 
12 
5 

11 
12 

11 

14 
3 
7 

10 
8 

10 
1 
3 

II 
9 
8 
7 

8 
16 
6 
9 

2 
9 

0 
11 

13 
6 
6 
9 
4 
1 

12 
7 

14 
7 
3 
8 
0 

11 

9 
9 

II 

11 

15 
6 

12 

16 
11 
3 

6 

5 

11 
8 
3 

16 
6 

12 
8 
3 
9 

$44,070 
$57,273 
$64,735 
$25,765 
$51,873 
$44,963 
$44,361! 
Sl.l,m 
st17,US 
$49,11'3 
$78,873 
SH,27Q 
$62,078 
$43,475 
557,861! 
$66,1160 
$94,455 
$61,460 
$93,1160 
$52,170 
$51,873 

$132,233 
$73,473 
$64,861! 
$51,278 
$45,833 
$61,163 

1111,250 
$91,435 
$59,355 
$41,073 
$46,175 

$66,1160 
S55, 763 
stl9,35l 
$23,363 
$49,150 
$34,163 
$73,748 
$58,165 
$97,133 
$81,573 
$36,565 
$46,175 
$33,270 

$1111,138 
$46,473 
$14,91!3 
$76,470 

132,911 
$63,565 
$98,345 
$52,461! 

$125,:!45 
$29 ,O<Ml 

AVG. ACC. RATE 

12.300 
33,400 
19,300 

38,650 
28,200 
21,000 
25,000 
19,100 

23,000 
24,000 
49,200 

23,550 
211,000 
23,000 

29,400 
26,900 
30,400 
26,000 
31,500 

25,800 
21,700 

48,800 

33,500 
15,900 

28,000 
40,200 

25,000 
21,000 
24,500 
39,000 
41,700 

0.>7 
1.15 
0.89 
0.61 
0.90 
0.45 
1.36 
0.76 
0.90 
0.55 
0.56 
0.91 
0.63 
1.04 
1.31 
0.64 
Ul4 
1.50 
0.83 
0.69 
0.92 
0.11 
1.38 
1.40 
1.06 
1.05 
0.76 
1.66 

1.11 
0.57 
0.76 

0.&1 
0.60 
0.99 
0.62 
0.78 
0.6/l 
1.32 
0.50 
0.89 
0.47 
o.sr 
1.00 
0.59 
0.97 
0.64 
0.67 
1.25 
0.61 
0.91 
0.53 
0.611 
1.00 
0.62 
0.64 
1.32 
0.51 
0.63 
0.98 
!.59 
0.71 
0.96 
0.44 

ACC. COST 
RATE 

$], 997 
$6,270 
$9,056 
14,351 
S6,Dll 
$6,4118 
Sl,22l 

$11,295 
$8,351 
16.088 
$6,475 
Sl,745 
$9,384 
$5,521 
19,618 

$10,566 
$6,329 
S8.2ll 

Sl6,554 
$7,201 
S6,&11 
$8,532 
57,907 

$14,642 
$14,342 

$4,966 
$8,554 
$7,19] 

Sll,194 
$6,001 
$4,657 
$6,]11 

H,no 
$6,561 
S9,ll1 
$2,649 
$4,953 
$4,284 

510.789 
54.335 
$7,238 
$5,307 
$3,465 
$9,219 
$3,719 
$8,216 
ss,1n 
59,155 

114,711 
n,ns 
$6,059 
S6,315 

S9,964 
S7,14S 
$4,167 
SII,072 

$14,&17 
$6,799 
$9,998 
52,212 



145 Sll 
146 S£ HOLGATE lil VO 

141 SE IIOlGAIE BL\I!l 
148 SE HOlGAIE BlVll 
149 SE KOUiAIE &lVO 
ISO SE HOlGAIE Bl Vll 
151 SE HOlGATE BlVll 
153 N INIERS1ATE AVE 
155 SU JEffERSOO ST 
156 SW JEffERSON 51 
1ST N KllliNGSIJOfllH 
!58 HE KilliNGSWORTH 
!59 NE UILIHGSWORTH 
162 N l<»tBARO 51 
161 NE tOKIIAHO 51 
164 SW MACADAII AVE 
165 511 MACADAM AVE 
166 SE IIADISOII $1 
167 511 IIADISOII ST 
1611 SU MARtEl S T 
169 SW MARKET S! 

170 SW MARKEl 51 
171 SE HClOOGHliH Bl\111 
172 SE HClOOGHll N Bl Vll 
115 SE HCtOOGHl IN Bl Vll 
174 SE MlliiAUKIE AVE 

175 SE MORRISON BR • E. END 

176 Sf MORRISON BR • E. Ellll 
177 SU MORRISOII BR • W. END 
179 SE MORRISOII Sl 

180 Sll HULTNOHAH BlVll 

181 SW IVLIHOHAH 811/!l 

182 WE OREGON ST 
183 N POililANO Bl\l!l 
1114 SE POWEll Bl 1l!l 

185 SE POWEll Bl Vll 
166 SE POOEU Bl 1l!l 

187 SE P<>JEU BtVIl 
188 SE PMLl BlVll 
189 SE POWELL BLVll 

190 SE PMll BL Vll 
191 SE POl/Ell BL '4ll 
192 SE P<Mll BlVll 
193 SE P<>JELL BLV!l 
194 SE POWElL BLVll 
195 SE PMll &LV!l 
196 •< PRESCOI! ST 
197 SW ROSS lSI BR • U, END 
198 SW ROSS ISL 8ft • W. ENO 
199 S\1 ROSS ISl BR • \J, END 

200 S\1 ROSS ISl OR. • Y END 
201 S'-i SAlMOH Sf 
202 HE SANOY Ql W 

203 NE SANOY Bl VI) 

204 NE SANOY I!H W 

205 HE SANDY 8! Vll 
206 WE SANDY Bl W 
Zll7 NE SAII!ll Bl VI) 

208 ME SAII!lY Bl Vll 

209 NE SANOY Bl VO 

210 NE SANOY BlVD 
212 SU SHERIDAN $! 

2U HE SISK!IOd S1 

fRONT NB COHN. EBO 
& 17TH AVE 
& 26TH AVE 

39TH AVE 
72111> AVE 
82NO AVE 
92HO AVE 
LC»!BARO Sl 

13TH AVE 
4TH AVE 
VANCOUVER AVE 

& 42111> AVE 
& UNIOO AVE 

WOOLSEY AVE 
UIIIOII AVE 

& BOUNDARY Sl 
& TAYLORS FERRy RO 

7TH AVE 
lSI AVE 
13TH AVE 
lSI AVE 
4TH AVE 
17TH AVE 
HOlGATE Sl\l!l 

& TACOMA ST 
POWEll Bl\l!l 

GRAII!l/HOORISOH INT. 

GUHD/HOORISOH INT. 

ALDER/2ND I HI • 
7TH AVE 
45TH AVE 

15 SB COHN. !MERGE) 
UNIOH AVE 
VANCOOVER AVE 

lOTH AVE 
llTH Pl 
21ST AVf 

26TH AVE 
28TH AVE 

33RO AVE 

39TH AVE 
50TH AVE 
52111) AVE 

82NO AVE 
92ND AVE 
1·205 NO RAMPS 

l 82NO AVE 
& FRONT COUN KACAOAH 

fRONT TO POIJ€ll EIID 
kEllY /COOBEIT /KJICAO, 
E/IJ MERGE GORE AREA 
13TH AVE 
IOSTH AilE 
20TH AVE 
28TH AVE 
39TH AVE 
42WO AVE 
47TH AilE 
57TH AVE 

82NO AVE 

SIJRNSIDE/12TH 
5TH AVE 
122ND AVE 

Table 

and 
Ill 

21 
39 0 
44 
28 
21 0 
62 D 
31 
45 
31 

25 0 
32 0 
40 
26 
25 0 

32 0 
21 
23 
24 
23 
45 0 
30 0 
34 
40 
21 
42 
39 
43 
35 
28 0 
36 0 
20 
28 
20 
20 
23 
21 
42 
57 
21 
26 
67 
22 0 
24 0 
58 
35 
29 0 
23 0 
24 
48 
62 
72 
21 0 
21 0 
28 
24 0 
51 
22 0 
44 0 
36 0 
29 1 

22 
21 
26 

p 

12 
21 
20 
14 

30 
16 
22 
13 
12 
15 
21 
16 
15 
16 
14 

ll 
26 
27 
10 
10 
12 
11 
14 
10 
22 

21 

9 

9 
II 
11 
1 

18 

13 
5 
6 
8 

II 
a 
6 
6 
6 

9 
1l 
3 

II 

10 
11 
2 
6 

12 1 10 
11 I 
211 
14 I 
221 
1o 1 1s 
471 11 
21 1 1 
16 1 s 
29 I 11 
14 1 a 
241 
st 1 u 
24 I 
11 I 
zo I 
1 I • 

zo 1 11 
34 1 to 
s1 1 21 

o 11 1 1 
o 21 I 
o 21 I 
o 19 1 
o 11 1 t6 

11 1 a 
29 1 10 
14 1 11 

u I • 
9 I 9 
1 I a 

II I 3 

5 
14 

16 
5 
4 
9 
6 

• 
9 
8 
7 

14 
9 

14 
8 

10 
14 
12 
9 
4 

8 
7 

4 

10 

4 
II 
14 
4 

11 

15 

6 
5 

15 
7 

10 
3 

12 

6 
10 
10 

5 
20 
16 
10 
11 

10 
a 
4 

10 

12 

6 
15 
4 

1l 
14 

15 
8 

II 
10 
7 

2l 
4 

B 
a 

11 
11 
7 
9 

$69,538 
$53,061 

$107,955 
$85,440 
$60,665 
:1.43,773 

$128,320 
$71,963 

$147,545 
$67,455 
$49,761! 
Slll,l58 
$92,053 
562,375 
Sll6,67S 
$74,960 
$50,61!3 
526,658 
$60,370 

$57,215 
S?S,Sll 
$58,760 
$69,858 

$113,653 
$35,970 
$74,938 
$91,755 
$115,143 

$129,575 
$20,343 
$11,048 
$72,283 

I 1137,755 
7 I s4a.57s 

1 1159,0110 

I 1141,668 
1 11o1,1as 

1s 1 1187,1143 
1s 1 st95,23o 
s 1 115a,4as 
6 1 1141,061! 

19 1 1191,093 
o I 1141,370 
4 1 1147,775 

15 1 11144,1140 
to 1 u9,asa 
1 1 sso,lol 

I 1157,273 
1 ll24,zss 

12 I SM,4U 
4 1 uot,9ts 

zo 1 s1n,z88 
4 1 1149,115 
9 1 ss9,973 

61 -.-6 1 sss, 1611 
ts 1 ss6,9oa 
a I llll,zro 
81 $114,1145 

1 1 1196,263 
6 1 s1oo,m 
1 1 1129,060 
s 1 1113,455 
s 1 H5,o5s 

ACC. COST 
RATE 

AVG. ACC~ RATE (ace. cost 

31.300 
23,100 
33,000 
27,900 
27,1100 
13,400 
38,300 
23,200 
32.000 
22,600 

23,800 
19,500 
20,300 
32,600 
17,500 
28,500 
35,000 
38,700 
14,000 
15,000 
23,500 
19,700 
25,700 
50,600 
44,000 
49,800 
55,700 
47,300 
47,300 
21,600 
25,600 
20,100 

13,800 
27,000 
15, ISO 
43,000 
41,150 
40,000 
42,100 
35,800 
37,000 
56,000 
1,0,000 

28,025 

24,000 
25,600 
28,200 
28,200 
59,850 
59,850 
18,600 
32.200 
34,300 
23,950 
35,600 
31,100 
27,800 
30,600 
30,900 
42,900 
24,000 
25,000 

0.94 

0.80 
1.24 
1.28 
1.06 
1.12 
1.09 
0.83 
1.30 
1.56 
0.63 
1.13 
0.89 
0.46 
0.47 
1.36 
1.22 
1.52 
1.21 
1.05 
0.63 
0.38 
0.67 
0.56 
0.72 
0.59 
1.03 
1.12 
0.79 
1.61 
0.59 
1.05 
0.42 
0.41 
0.83 
1.07 
0.47 
0.56 
0.95 
0.44 
0.68 
0.93 
0.68 

0.71 
0.68 
1.35 
0.62 

0.9S 
0.90 
0.52 
0.65 
0.60 
1.14 

1.26 
0.93 
0.74 

0.41 
0.69 
0.63 

per mill. 

$7,053 
$7,292 

$10,385 
$9,722 
$6,950 

$10,!70 
$10,636 

$9,1147 
$14,637 

$9,475 
56,638 

$13,571 
$14,396 
$6,074 

$15.723 
$8,350 
$4,597 
$2,187 

$15,503 
$12,121 
$10,204 
$9,469 
Sll,629 
$7,130 
$2,595 
$4,796 
$5,230 

$5,714 
$8,717 
$2,990 
S1!,810 

$11,416 
$8,61!5 
ss. 712 

$12,380 
$3,076 
$4,120 
$6,972 

$14,722 
$5,166 
$4,038 
$5,164 

$3,283 
$7,671 
$9,270 
$5,462 
$6,662 
$7,102 
sz,no 
$7,251 
$5,406 
56,009 
$8,393 
$5,913 
$6,188 

sr. JH 
$5,075 
n.Jw. 
$9,689 
$9,987 

$10,lSI 
$2,150 
S1,l80 

$4,451 



SPOKANE Sl 

216 SE STARK Sl 

217 Sf SlARK ST 

218 Sf SIARK Sl 
no se STARK sr 
221 SE STARK $T 

221 SE STARK Sl 

225 SE STARK Sl 

226 SE SIEEtE Sl 
227 SE TACOOA Sl 
228 SE TAC!»!A S I 
229 SE TACOOA ST 
230 Sll TAYLORS FERRY RO 
231 SW lERIIIUIGER ilW 
232 NU THURMAN Sl 

234 WE UHIOII AVE 

235 NE UHIOII AVE 

236 SE UNIOII AVE 

217 NE US CRANT Pl 
238 N VANCOU\Il'R AVE 
239 Nil VAUGHN Sl 
241 SE IIASHINGIOII Sl 
242 SE IIASHINGTOII $T 

244 SE IIASHIIIGTOII Sl 
246 N liE IDlER Sl 

247 NE WEIDLER Sl 
248 NE liE TOLER Sl 
249 NE liE IDlER ST 

250 \IE WEIDLER ST 

251 NE liE IDLER Sl 
252 NE liE IDlER ST 

253 NE WEIDLER Sl 
254 N WILLIAMS A\11': 
255 SE IK>OOSTOCK BlVD 

256 SE IK>OOSTOCK BlVD 

257 SE IK>OOSTOCK &LVD 

IK>OOSlOCK Bll/ll 

13TH AVE 

102NO AVE 

111H AVE 
122ND AVE 
39TH AVE 
601K AVE 

& 62HD AVE 
& 1205 SB EXFR GliSAH 
& 39TH AVE 

& UTH AVE 
11TH AVE 
9TH AVE 
TERWilll GER Sl\11) 
TROY ST 

22HD AVE 
& COUCH ST 

& WEIDLER ST 
& STARK ST 

& 33RD A\11': 
WEIDLER Sl 
22ND A\11': 

& l02NO A\11': 
& 103RD OR 

& 92ND A\11': 
WilliAMS AVE 

& 102ND A\11': 
& 15TH A\11': 
& 21ST AVE 
& lilll AVE 
& 7TH AVE 

9TH AVE 

& 15 HB EXTO WEIDLER 
& FREMOIIT ST 

& 39TH AVE 
82HO AVE 

92HO AVE 
94 TH/1205 SB EXIT 

e 

and ns• INTERSECTIONS 

20 
62 
20 
47 

36 
21 
42 
24 

24 

29 

u 

32 0 
21 0 
43 
23 
31 0 
21 
25 0 
21 
31 0 
42 0 
26 0 
57 0 
20 0 
34 0 
41 0 
26 0 
22 0 
23 0 
41 0 
21 0 
29 0 

22 0 
21 
32 0 
n o 
n o 
29 0 

p 

14 
8 
6 
8 

9 
s 

8 
9 

6 
5 

6 
15 
0 

12 
13 
2 
8 
1 

10 

9 
4 

15 
10 

ic 

9 
10 
0 

1 
8 

11 

14 

10 
12 
3 

10 

9 
6 

11 
6 

11 
6 

13 

11 
9 
6 

21 
11 
1! 

6 
5 
1 

It 

10 
11 
12 
9 
6 

ACC. COST 

RAIE 
AVG. ACC. ltAt£ (ace. cost 

AVG. ANNUAL ENTERING (OG</ I"'' mil i. 

$101,960 
538,670 

$116,605 
$36,2611 

$107,933 
$143,758 
sse, 165 

1115,163 
$00,6110 
$72,878 
$58,463 
$t10,360 
$62,970 
$65,030 
538,670 
$19,428 
539,265 
$44,665 
$26,01>3 
$85,165 
S60,523 
$50,660 

$107,933 
$28,465 
$86,950 
166,838 
$80,978 
$64,400 
$49,768 
$96,240 
$56,975 
$53,360 

7 

\IOLUME .. 111. vel\ J 

30,350 
14,000 

29,800 
11,000 

57,500 
38,300 
19,000 

40,200 
28,000 
21,000 
34,200 
29,600 
30,700 
31,200 
21,300 
32,700 
21,600 
55,200 
26,000 
27,600 
38,000 
30,500 

30,500 
27,000 

20,000 

27,550 
30,700 
20,1100 
28,300 
21,900 
23,000 
24,000 

$10,665 
LU W,769 
1.65 $12,422 
1.44 $10,467 
0.65 $5,959 
0.75 $12.330 

1.08 $9,326 
0.81 $9,094 
0.68 $9,147 
0.91 511,017 
0.61 15,427 

0.&6 $8,619 
0.70 $6,512 
1.09 $6,617 
0.&6 $5,761 
0.80 S!,ll86 
o.n ss,n1 
0.36 l2,569 
0.64 S3,182 
0.89 $9,796 
D.86 $5,056 
0.611 $5,273 
1.48 511,234 
0.59 53,347 
1.35 $13,1102 
I. 18 $7, 70Z 
0.67 $11,314 
0.84 $9,841 
0.65 S5,58l 
1.49 513,951 
0.70 $7,600 
0.96 $7,058 

0.58 54,145 
o. 96 nz. 749 
1.26 $13,007 
0.85 $11,555 
1.45 S10,1lil4 
1.01 $9 ,1!86 

$7,157 



Table 30 

INCREASE IN 11MAJ0R 11 AND/OR 11 CRITICAl'' INTERSECTIONS 
OVER 20 YEARS GIVEN THREE FUNDING lEVElS 

lEVEl I: MAINTENANCE FUNDING ONlY 

Total II "A" Level Intersect ions II •& 11 Level Intersections II "C" level Intersections II Totals for A•B+C tnt's II 
Mite:a System It lnt 1 s~ Ct.m.~lative II lnt'a* Ct..mJlative II 1nt 1 &. CUflJlative II lnt'a~ Ct.mJlative II 

Year Added Miles II Added Total ' Ace. II Added Total i Ace. II Added Total I Ace. II Added Total I Ace. II 
••== .. •••••••==••••••••==•:==•••••==•a"'"'"'*'**•••••=•••••••••••••••••••••••*=•w.:.a::aaaa••==s•-•••••••==:::ac:a.===•===•=•==•=•••••=••••a:•=••= 
1988 0.0 1,580.6 II 28.0 323 II 232.0 1795 II 1395.0 3199 II 1,655 5516 II 
1989 2.0 1,582.6 II 0.7 28.7 330 II 5.4 237.4 1837 II 32.6 1427.6 3418 II 38.7 1,694 5645 II 
1990 31.8 1,614.4 11 1.2 29.8 344 II 9.8 247.2 1913 II 58.9 1486.5 3622 II 69.9 1,764 5878 II 
1991 31.8 1,646.2 II 1.2 31.0 358 II 9.8 257.0 1989 II 58.9 1545.5 3765 II 69.9 1,833 6111 II 
1992 31.8 1,67s.o II 1.2 32.2 371 II 9.8 266.8 2064 II 58.9 1604.4 3909 II 69.9 1,903 6344 11 
1993 31.8 1,7o9.a II 1.2 33.4 365 II 9.8 276.6 2140 II 56.9 1663.3 4052 II 69.9 1,973 65nfl 
1994 32.2 t,742.o II 1.2 34.6 399 II 9.9 266.5 2216 II 59.3 1nz.o 4197 II 70.3 2,044 6812 II 
1995 . II 0.6 35.2 404 II 5.1 291.6 2256 II 30.9 1753.4 42n II 36.6 2,080 6934 II 
1996 ·II 0.6 35.8 413 II 5.1 296.7 2296 II 30.9 1784.3 4347 II 36.6 2,117 1oso 11 
1997 ·II 0.6 36.4 420 II 5.1 301.9 2336 II 30.9 1815.1 4422 II 36.6 2,153 111a II 
1998 ·II 0.6 37.1 427 II 5.1 307.0 2375 II 30.9 1846.0 4497 II 36.6 2,190 73oo 11 
1999 ·II 0.6 37.7 434 II 5.1 312.1 2415 II 30.9 1876.8 4572 II 36.6 2,227 7422 II 
2000 ·II 0.6 38.3 441 II 5.1 317.3 2455 II 30.9 1907.7 4648 II 36.6 2,263 7544 II 
2001 ·II 0.6 38.9 449 II 5.1 322.4 2494 II 30.9 1938.5 4723 II 36.6 2,300 1666 II 
2002 ·II 0.6 39.5 456 II 5.1 327.5 2534 II 30.9 1969.4 4798 II 36.6 2,336 7788 II 
2003 ·II 0.6 40.1 463 II 5.1 332.7 2574 II 30.9 2000.3 4873 II 36.6 2,373 mo II 
2004 . II 0.6 40.8 470 II 5.1 337.8 2614 II 30.9 2031.1 4948 II 36.6 2,410 8032 II 
2005 ·II 0.6 41.4 477 II 5.1 342.9 2653 II 30.9 2062.0 5021 II 36.6 2,446 8154 II 
:;;;;;;:;;aa&:a::a•==•=•=-•••••=•=•=aaa;;::;;::::a::lillaa:a~;••=aaa•••:.~~~••=-•••=•:aam•=••••==•==-.••••••-•=••=a:=•••==-•••=============••=a•===••=====•== 

TOTALS II 13.4 610.9 7,041 II 110.9 5,062 39,161 II 661.0 30,434 74,144 II 791.3 36,107 120,347 II 

Source: City of Portland, Bureau of Traffic Management, 7/88. 
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E 1, 8, 9, .8 
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J 2, 3, 8.0 
K 1 3,613 3, 8.9 

l 5 2.1 
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Table 32 

CENTRAl BUSINESS DISTRICT ON-STREET PARKING INVENTORY 
July 1988 

TRUCK 
PARKING lONG- LOADING 
SECTOR TERM * 90-MIN** 30-MIN*** 15-MIN ZONE OTHER TOTAL 

A 360 131 174 19 326 0 1,013 

B 417 194 101 25 127 19 883 

c 28 233 94 29 99 12 495 

D 139 503 153 95 22 969 

E 2 482 386 143 221 43 1,277 

F 16 104 95 18 25 1 259 

G 4 293 198 87 58 66 706 

H 137 12 31 8 16 2 206 

J 302 128 42 5 26 6 509 

K 0 0 19 0 0 0 19 

L 140 42 0 1 67 265 
TOTAL 1,545 2,125 1~308 391 994 238 6,601 

*Includes 1,417 long-term meters, undesignated spaces and motorcycle 
spots. 

**Includes 107 experimental 3-hour meters. 
***Includes 101 signed times. 

Source: City of Portland, Bureau of Traffic Management, 7/88. 
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Table 34 

CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT 
PEAK HOUR USE Of PARKING SPACES 

BY SECTOR* 

PARKING 
SECTOR ON-STREET Off-STREET 

A 81% 71% 

B 68% 84% 

c 59% 79% 

D 78% 67% 

E 90% 79%** 

F 96% 81% 

G 88% 92% 

H 88% 91% 

J 95% 91% 

K N/A 63% 

L 88% 40% 

*Peak hour 11:00 a.m. - 1:00 p.m. 
**Does not include Morrison Park East & West. 

Source: City of Portland, Bureau of Traffic 
Management, Parking Survey, May -
June 1988. 
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Attachment 3 

TRANSPORTATION FUNDS 

FY 89 REVENUE ASSUMPTIONS: $57.5 MilliON 

1. Includes all di expenditures for Bureau Transporta-
tion Engineering, the Bureau of Traffic Management, the Bureau 
of Maintenance and Office the Transportation Director. 

2. Includes all di expenditures for ial Appropriations, 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

including Senior Citizen k Program, Towing Refund 
Program, and 

ludes interagencies 
bureaus. 

Excludes interagencies 
Transportation Operati 

sportation Operation Fund 

the reet Lighting Fund and the 

Excludes intrafund interagencies. 

Excludes cash transfers the Transportation Operating 
Fund and the Transportation Construction Fund. 

Excludes cash transfers between the Transportation Operating 
Fund and the Street Lighting 

8. Includes $7.6 million in reserves for the Street Lighting Fund 
in FY89 and $6.0 million in reserves for FY90. It is assumed 

9. 

that 1 reserves/contingency 11 expended in FY90. 

Excludes reserves for St 
Fund. 

Fund and Parking Meter 

10. Includes all service reimbursements for Bureaus outside PDOT 

11. 

except Sewage Construction and Di interagencies. 

Includes all f al grants and 
contribution projects in the 
City Transit Program. Does not 
freeway and regional highway 

other government agency grant 
ial/Collector Program and the 

include grant leverage for 

12. Includes all HCD and LID ( owner) grants 
non-budgeted and LID revenues. 

City of land, ice the ansportation 
Director, 7/88. 

p 



Attachment 4 

TRANSPORTATION FUNDS 
FY89 APPROPRIATION EXPENDITURES ASSUMPTIONS 

1. 

2. R&P inc l 
proj s, 
and paving. 

3. 

(not 

ty 1 and, 
Director, 7/88 

Light CIP 
, reconstruction, 

ice the ion 

p 



SOURCE 

State Highway Trust Fund 

City County Agreement 

Parking Revenue 

Service Fees 

Contracts 

Miscellaneous 

Grants 

Table 36 

TRANSPORTATION REVENUE HISTORY 
(Dollars in Millions) 

1987 - 1989 

1986-89 1987-88 

$ 8.2 14.4% $10.0 16.5% 

5.8 10.2% 7.3 .1% 

5.0 8. 4.5 7.0% 

3.4 6.0% 5.9 10.0% 

.9 1.6% .8 1.0% 

2.8 4. 5.8 9.6% 

11.5 .2% 9.7 16.0% 

Local Improvement Districts 2.3 4.0% 1.8 3.0% 

Street Light Levy 7.6 13.4% 7.9 13.0% 

Utility Francise Fees 9.3 16.4% 6.8 11.0% 

TOTAL $56.8 60.5 

1988-89 

$13.1 22.8% 

8.8 15.3% 

4.8 8. 

2.1 3.7% 

1.1 1.9% 

5.0 8. 7% 

6.3 11.0% 

3.0 5.2% 

7.6 13.2% 

5.7 9.9% 

57.5 

City of Portland, Office of the Transportation Director, 7/88. 
A Revenue Report for Portland 1 S Transportation System, 4/87. 
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PORTLAND STREET RIGHT OF WAY VALUE ANALYSES 

of street rig,t way iocli.XIed within the 

7/f!IJ. 

City Portland, state 



ATTACHMENT 5 
PORTLAND SUBDISTRICTS 

Portland 
North 

Southwest 

Central 
Outer 
Northeast 

Source: City of Port 1 and, Bureau of Transportation Engineering, 
9/86. 
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Attachment 7 

CITIZEN SURVEYS 

Citizen perceptions were taken from the following surveys: 

Transportation Services Survey 

Sample size 792, confidence level,± 3.5%, May 1986~ 

Questions 

1. An arterial street is a major traffic and bus street. 
Overall, would you describe the surfaces of the arterial 
streets over which you ride as rough or smooth? 

a. Mildly rough - very rough 
b. Neither rough nor smooth 
c. Mildly smooth - very smooth 
d. No opinion 

Neighborhood Information Profiles 

Sample size 1,200, 95% confidence level,± 2.8%, October 1986. 

Questions 

1. How would you rate the cleanliness of Portland's streets? 

1 - 2 Very clean 
3 
4 - 5 Very dirty 
Don't know 

2. How would you rate the city on providing street maintenance and 
repair? 

1 - 2 Excellent I Good 
3 
4 - 5 Fair I Poor 
Don't know 
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Attachment 8 

STAff CONTACTS 

PROJECT MANAGERS 
Marlene Farnum, ice of the Transportation Director 

( 796-7239) 
Patricia Bugas-Schramm, Office of the Transportation Director 

(796-7239) 

PAVEMENT 
Dick Godfrey, Bureau of Maintenance (248-5514) 

Berg, Bureau Maintenance ( 5531) 
Ron Rupert, Bureau of Maintenance (248-5502) 
Jerry Markesino, Bureau of s ation Engineering 

(796-7057) 

CURBS, CORNERS, SIDEWALKS 
Dennis C 11, au of ntenance (243-7317) 

STRUCTURES 
Terry Bray, Bureau of an ion ineering (796-7058) 
Steve Barrett, Bureau of Transportation Engineering ( -7059) 
Rich Gitschl , Bureau of Maintenance (248-5534) 

TRAFFIC SIGNALS I STREET LIGHTS 
Bill Kloos, au Traffic Management (796-5382) 

SIGNS 
Rob ield, 

TRAffiC MEASURES 
Dave Hutson, 

PARKING 
ks Koenig, 

ancie 

FISCAL ANALYSIS 

au 

ic Man t ( 51 

Traffic Man (796-51 

of Traffic Management (796 189) 
of Traffic Management (796 183) 

Mike Blackl ice of the Transportation Di 
( 796-7134) 

Phyllis Redman, Bureau of Transportation Engineering (796-7068) 
Joanne Foulkrod, Office of the Transportation Director 

(796-3142) 
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Attachment 8 - continued 

STAff CONTACTS 

GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT 
John Cu11erton, 1itan 1-1646) 

Iwata, Office of the ( 796-7734) 
Ken Lindmark, Office ( 7190) 

BICYCLES 
ia, ion ineeri 
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Procedure # 1201 
Page 3 of 4 

(For Clerk's 
Meeting Date -----.,..:..,t.~<l 
Agenda No. -~!'!lilliiillll1jilll~-

REQUEST FOR PLACEMENT ON THE AGENDA 

Informal Only* 

Subject: EMS Appeal Briefing on Process 

$:~~::8.X 7-28-88 following Formal Only 
(Date) formal agenda --------(~D-a_t_e~)-----------

DIVISION County Counsel 

CONTACT Sanclra Duffy TELEPHONE ___:3:..:1:.:3:..:8 ___________ _ 

*NAME(s) OF PERSON MAKING PRESENTATION TO 

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

Briefing concerning procedures to be followed at EMS Appeal, August 2, 1988 

(IF ADDITIONAL SPACE IS NEEDED, PLEASE USE REVERSE SIDE) 

ACTION REQUESTED: 

·Q INFORMATION ONLY (] PRELIMINARY APPROVAL (] POLICY DIRECTION 

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

PERSONNEL 

(] FISCAL/BUDGETARY 

0 ·General Fund 

Other --------
SIGNATURES: 

DEPARTMENT HEAD, ELECTED 

0 APPROV.AL 

BUDGET / PERSONNEL -----------------!.--------------
COUNTY COUNSEL (Ordinances, Resolutions, Agreements, Contracts) __________________ __ 

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

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

1984 



GRETCHEN KAFOURY 
Multnomah County Commissioner 

District 2 

HEMORANDUH 

TO: Board of County Commissioners 

FROM: Gretchen Kafoury 

RE: Real Estate Transfer TAx 

605 County Courthouse 
Portland. Oregon 97204 

(503) 248-5219 

July 25, 1988 

I wanted to let you know that I will not be submitting a 
resolution to refer this proposed revenue source to the voters 
at this time. A letter outlining my concerns and proposing a 
process for further invef:tigation follows--probably by this 
afternoon (Monday). 

1150K 


