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Public Meeting: February 1, 1984

Pursuant to notice by press release to news-
papers of local circulation throughout Multnomah
County and on the mailing list of the Committee
and members of the Committee, a public meeting of
the Multnomah County Home Rule Charter Review
Committee was held at The Portland Building, Hear-
ing Room C, 1120 SW 5th Avenue, Portland, Oregon.
The meeting convened at 6:00 P.M.

Present were Chair Frank Shields and Committee members Ann
Porter, Penny Kennedy, Leeanne MacColl, Marcia Pry, Linda Rasmussen,
Paul Thalhofer, John Vogl, Florence Bancroft, and Chad Debnam.
Absent were Roger Parsons, Marlene Johnsen, and Tanya Collier. Staff

present were Robert Castagna and Maribeth McGowan.

Also present was

legal counsel Richard Roberts.

The agenda included a discussion of Committee business -- work
session date, budget, vacation scheduling, and other business; testi-
mony from the general public on the issue of Elections; and a Com-
mittee work session on the issue of Separation of Powers.

Committee Business:

1. Date for Tentative Work Session:

The Committee agreed on a tenative day and place for
all-day work session.

its ' next
It will be on Saturday, February 25, 1984, at

Portland State University and will begin at 9:00 A.M.

2. Budget -- Duration of the Committee:

Frank Shields cited three modes of operation for the period after
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August 3, 1984:

a. Have no staff, therefore, no budget except for the period
from July 1, 1984 to August 3, 1984. The Committee would
be available to speak to the public on items of charter
change. :

b. Operate with a reduced staff -- some combination of part-time.

¢. Maintain a full staff.

Discussion ensued regarding these three options. Paul Thalhofer
moved that this Committee retain part-time secretarial service (four
hours per day) for the period August 3rd to the general election in
November and retain the Committee office.

Marcia Pry seconded this motion.
The vote was unanimous in favor of the motion.

Linda Rasmussen moved to direct Project Manager Robert Castagna
to prepare the budget for the 4l-day period, July 1lst to August 10th.

Penny Kennedy seconded this motion.

A discussion ensued. Legal counsel Richard Roberts will provide
a memo by the end of next week stating what the parameters are in
which this Committee can operate from the time it becomes an informa-
tion seource.

Castagna stated that he has been advised by the county budget
analyst that this Committee has a deadline of February 17th to turn
in its initial projections. So, once the Committee has legal counsel's
opinion, it can project from there.

The Committee agreed not to set up a speakers' bureau, but
rather to respond to phone calls and inquiries from those in the
public sector who would like the Committee members to provide infor-
mation.

Roberts pointed out that the problem with this Committee's being
a speakers' bureau is that the county would be funding public monies
for staff to coordinate an advocacy. Public monies can be expended
to inform voters on the affect of their vote, to present the facts.
3. Vacation Scheduling:

Rasmussen moved that staff members Castagna and Maribeth McGowan
be granted vacations in May and August 1984, respectively.

John Vogl seconded this motion.
The motion passed unanimously.

4. Other Committee Business:



Florence Bancroft moved and Rasmussen seconded the motion that
this Committee reconsider the 6:00 P.M. meeting time on the first
Wednesday of the month. '

Discussion followed. Rasmussen emphasized that this Committee
is only bringing the issue of the 6:00 P.M. meeting time back on the
table.

Thalhofer called for the question.

The vote was 7 to 1 in favor on the motion to reconsider.
Shields was opposed. Since there were only 8 voting Committee mem-
bers present, the vote would have to be unanimous in order for this
motion to pass. Pursuant to Robert's Rules, any vecte of
the Committee must be a 2/3's majority of the total Committee mem-
bership, or 8 members, to reconsider a motion.

Shields changed his vote to favor the motion for the 8th vote
in order to promote discussion.

Bancroft moved to rescind the motion to meet at 6:00 P.M. and
go back to meeting at 7:00 P.M. for the first meeting of the month.

Kennedy seconded this motion.
Rasmussen called for the question.
The vote was unanimous. The motion carried.

Shields voiced his concern regarding the number of ballot
measures on the November 1984 ballot. A discussion ensued.

Roberts noted that the crux of the Charter for this Committee
is that what it proposes ''shall" be placed on the general election
ballot. (He mentioned that ''shall" really does mean '"'mandatory.')
In his opinion, anything this Committee proposes should go on the
November ballot. He pointed out that this is a relatively risk-free
posture to take.

Shields posed the question concerning whether this Committee
would like to adopt a policy of having 2/3's vote for all proposed
Charter amendments. The reason being that if there is a 7 - 5 vote,
which is a majority, there may be a problem down the road in that
the Committee may be so deeply divided it might have to work harder
to arrive at a consensus; but if there are 8 out of 12 votes, it is
clear where the Committee stands. It cleans up our process.

Discussion ensued. It was clarified that Shields is asking for
one more vote -- from 7 to 8 votes to approve a proposed amendment.

Parlimentarian Rasmussen stated that a 2/3's vote on issues 1is
not required.

It was the consensus of this Committee that 7 votes are sufficient



and that this Committee is putting its recommendations to the vote
of the people, who have the final say.

Vice-Chair Ann Porter took over as iChair.

Testimony by the General Public on the Issue of Elections:

Testimony by Keith Parker, 10334 NE Beech Street, Portland, 97220:

Mr. Parker spoke on those issues on Ballot Measure #6 which
have been voted on twice by the people. He submitted two news-
paper articles into the record. (Please refer to Exhibit A.)

During the question and answer segment, Parker stated that any
attempt to lump the same Ballot Measure #6 issues in with something
else he would oppose. He wants the people to have an opportunity to
vote on separate issues and he does not want something ''sneaked
through."

Testimony by Ken Bunker, 1825 NE 125th Avenue, Portland, 97230:

Mr. Bunker brought up the following points as he referred to
page 82 of the January 4th Staff Report:

1. Ballot slogans should be eliminated.

2. Two terms in office is citizens' government at its best.
Some election jobs should have two-term limits. Some 4-
year jobs should be 3 years; with three terms, 9 years
would be served.

3. An official should be able to run for another office without
having to resign during his last year in office. An official
should have to resign in the middle of his term in order to
run for another office.

4. Why do we need a primary election? Have one general election
to save the taxpayers some money.

5. Having special elections within 30 days (even if the term
is 3 to 6 months) are better than appointing someone to office.

6. There should be nonpartisan elections in the county.
7. It should not have to be the law that it be required to go
through the state legislature to launder the wording on a

petition.

Testimony by Bob Goldstein, 4119 SW Fairvale Drive, Portland, 97221:

Please refer to Exhibit B.

During the question and answer segment, Goldstein stated that,
in his opinion, the limitation of terms provision in Ballot Measure



#6 is flawed. He favors a two-term rather than an eight-year situ-
ation -- and that applies only to a specifc county office.

Committee's Work Session on the Separation of Powers:

The Committee referred to the January 25, 1984, agenda for its
discussion on the Separation of Powers, item #2.

Thalhofer: As it presently is stated in the Charter, separation
of powers is not appropriate in county government because there is no
judicial branch. There are only the executive and legislative branches
and the courts are under the state jurisdiction per se.

Eliminate the separation of powers and eliminate the county
executive. Alter the structure of county government by having the
board of county commissioners (the board) appoint a professional
administrator to supervise the administration of county departments.

Debnam: We do have the separation of powers in that the judi-
ciary laws of the state actually override, oversee the county func-
tion. It is important to maintain the relationship among the state,
county, and city -- especially during this time of change and transi-
tion. Has there been enough time to ascertain whether that is a
valid direction or are we being too quick to move on a position?

Shields: Referred to County Commissioner Gladys McCoy's
statement (see Exhibit C) which refers to the fact that five years
is not sufficient time to evaluate the effectiveness of a separate
county executive.

Debnam: The question to look at is structure: Is the structure
itself that bad, considering the urban/ruralconcept? Can we have
that without a separation of powers?

Pry: A professional administrator/manager form of government
would be most appropriate (2Bi of the January 25th agenda). (This
is based on her own research.)

Bancroft: Professional manager form is best, however, there
has not been enough time -- this form of county government has not
been tried long enough.

Rasmussen: Multnomah County government does not have the experi-
ence to make a major change. (This is in agreement with McCoy's
statement.)

Thalhofer: County commissioners, by Charter, are to set policy
and can do so by a majority vote; however, if there is a veto, which
the county executive has the power to do, then the board must over-
ride that veto with a 4 to 1 (or 5 to 0) vote: If they can not get
the 4 votes to override that veto, then their majority of 3 to 2 no



longer sets the policy for Multnomah County. The county commissioners
should be able to do that without the interference of a veto by a
county executive.

Debnam: If there is to be change in the structure of county
government, transition time is needed. The concern with the county
executive's being eliminated is that transition time.

Vogl: People should have a say on the elimination of the
county executive position. The strong opinion is that the county
executive position has been tried, has not been effective, is not
really necessary for this county, and has too much power.

Leeanne MacColl: There is an adversial role built into this
commissioners and county executive form of government which is going
to get worse. An appointed executive has problems, too. Maybe a
compromise is needed: (the old system) where a chairman of the board
is on the commissioners team, yet he is elected so he 1is not just a
lackey of the commission.

Shields: Castagna has stated that separation of powers is the
threshold issue. By addressing this issue we are going to address
all tne issues.

The League of Women Voters supports the separation of adminis-
trative and legislative functions.

Shields moved # 2 A: That the structure of county government
maintain the separation of executive and legislative branches of
government.

Debnam seconded this motion.

The following points surfaced during the discussion which
followed:

Pry: Separation of powers was not the issue behind forming
counties (as arms of the state to the people) and does not apply to
the county situation as it does more to the state and federal govern-
ments.

Bancroft: Executive and legislative branches should not be
separate.

Bancroft made a substitute motion to maintain the wording of
the Charter (Section 6.10).

Rasmussen seconded this substitute motion.

Porter noted that a motion is not needed regarding what is
already in the Charter.



Shields made another substitute motion to maintain the present
system of county government of separate county executive and board
of county commissioners

Bancroft seconded this motion.

Thalhofer: There is no other county in Oregon that has a
separation of powers. Why continue something that is not working
well?

There was a unanimous vote to discuss this substitute motion.
The discussion brought forth the following points:

Shields: We have not reached a point where the elected county
executive has had enough time.

Vogl: The people will tell us if the county executive is not
tried and tested and if the county executive form is not the right
government.

Porter: By looking at accountability, valid questions evolve:
Who is to set policy and who is to implement this policy? Once policy
is set and implemented in a timely fashion, does transition diminish
political power? (If so, the executive's or the legislators' positions?)
In a time of transition we may not want to maintain the status quo.
If there is change, when is it to take place? Perhaps it will take
place one or two years down the road.

Pry: There will always be transition. '"Transition" is the
weakest argument.

Shields: With the chair of the board as executive he has two
jobs to do: first, he is tied up in the legislative process and,
second, he is involved in the administration of government. He is
too busy to look over the shoulders of department heads.

Debnam: Transition is the strongest argument for maintaining
the county executive position. We should address how long the county
executive has been in office.

Vogl: If this Committee recommends to eliminate the county
executive's position, let him finish out his term.

Debnam: Stability in government is important. Removing the
county executive is not stabilizing.

The vote on the motion -- that the structure of county govern-
ment maintain its present system of an executive and board of county
commissioners -- was 5 to 4 in favor. Those opposed were Thalhofer,
Pry, Vogl, and Porter. The motion failed for lack of a majority.

Shields moved 2 B ii: That this Committee recommend altering
the structure of county government. The chair of the board of county



commissioners shall exercise executive authority over county de-
partments.

Debnam seconded this motion.

Prior to the discussion of this motion, Shields resumed the
chairmanship of this Committee. A brief discussion followed.

Thalhofer moved to substitute discussion of B 2 i for B 2 ii. The
board of county commissioners shall appoint an administrator to super-
vise the administration of county departments.

Pry seconded this substitute motion.
The vote was unanimous to discuss 2 B 1i.
The discussion elicited the following comments:

Kennedy: A '"revolving door'" concept can apply to an elected
executive as well as an appointed administrator.

Debnam: Look at Washington County for problems.

Kennedy: Washington County is different. It is difficult to
compare.

Vogl: How necessary is an administrator between the commissioners
and the departments in the chain of command?

Debnam: It is important to realize that for the size of Multnomah
County, having an elected administrator is necessary for accountability.

Bancroft: Governing body should set policy. A person should
be hired as staff to make sure that the policy is implemented. This
hired person needs to understand what that policy is.

Debnam: Administration is the key word. A hired administra-
tive form of government is an old form and does not fit into the
modern form of urban/rural county government.

Thalhofer: A hired administrative form of government is not
outdated; if anything, it is coming on stronger than any other form
of government.

A brief discussion ensued on the statisical study Reorganizing
Our Counties, which documents how many counties have appointed
administrators and how many have elected administrators.

The vote on the motion 2 B i -- that the board of county com-
missioners shall appoint an administrator of the county departments --
was 7 to 2 opposed. Those opposed were Thalhofer and Pry. The
motion failed.



Discussion continued on 2 B ii: That the chair of the board
of county commissioners shall exercise executive authority over
county departments.

Porter: What we are approaching in Multnomah County is the
reduction in governmental responsibility. This is where the current
county executive has taken the leadership and a majority of the
commissioners has agreed with his proposals and solutions to the
problem. We need to look toward the time of transition when there
is going to be a reduction in county government. Home Rule was
adopted in order to provide urban services to the incorporated area.
The county did that to the best extent it could; it can no longer do
it and it is trying to transition out of it. What we have to look
at is a way of reducing county government; at the same time, there
are still services that have to be provided -- human, environmental,
and justice.

Proposal by Porter: To reduce county government, eliminate the
position of county executive, to put that position back on to the
board, to do this in such a way that the current county executive
position will last through this term and through this transition
period. This could lead us to looking at a reduction (further down
the line) in the number of county commissioners and whether or not
the commissioners are full-time or part-time. As the responsibilities
are reduced, the person in the position of executive on the board
would not have as many demands as the county executive has had in
the past as far as management and legislation are concerned.

Porter moved 2 B ii: That the chair of the board of county
commissioners shall exercise executive authority over county depart-
ments effective January 1, 1987.

Thalhofer seconded this motion.

During the course of this discussion, the following points were
enumerated:

Debnam: Point of reference: 1In the 1980 Home Rule Charter
provisions, the trend is elected county executives in home rule
counties. (Reorganizing Our Counties, page 23.)

Shields: The rationale for the 1987 date is that it gives the
incumbent an opportunity to finish his mandate he was elected to do.

Kennedy: Will we need a county executive in 19877 Due to the
needs of the county, is 1987 a good year?

Shields: It gives a three-year time line to get the job done --
to continue work on Resolution A.

Debnam: In terms of that transition period, how many years do
we give it and what are we talking about in the process?



10.

Vogl: The county's role will not be diminished in the areas
of state-mandated services: public safety (in the person of the
Sheriff), justice services, and human services.

MacColl: County government is to shrink because there is no
money. ‘

Thalhofer: The territory is going to shrink due to annexation
or a new city. The 1987 date allows the incumbent to finish out his
term and his work he had planned for his term.

Porter: Another advantage to this particular situation is that
policy is set by a small group of people and the person involved in
setting it is also involved in implementing it. There is a degree
of conflict that is eliminated.

The vote on the motion 2 B ii that the chair of the board of
county commissioners exercise authority over county departments
effective January 1, 1987, was 5 to 4 in favor. Shields, Rasmussen,
Debnam, and Bancroft were opposed. The motion did not pass due to
a lack of a majority.

Vogl moved on 2 B iii: That the board of county commissioners
should serve as the administrators of the various county departments.

There was no second to this motion.
This motion failed due to a lack of a second to the motion.

All four motions on the Separation of Powers as cited on the
January 25th agenda failed.

The meeting adjourned at 9:45 P.M.

Respectfully submitted,

SNl Fenirr
Maribeth McGowan
Secretary
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Repeal bid
in contempt
of public

By KEITH W. PARKER

ON JUNE 17, 30 days after it was approved i
by the voters of Multnomsh County, Bellot :
Measure 6 ceased to exist because all of its !
elements became amendments to the county
bome rule charter. The charter provides that if
any provision is held in-
valid, the other provisions
of the charter shall not be
affected. Therefore, even
though there may have
been flaws with portions

in my
L] s
et e OPINION
ure 6, the measure's other

eiements shall not be affected.

The charter is very clear that the proper way

. to correct it is on an issue-by-issue basis. There-
" fore, any attempt to repeal Ballot Measure 6 as a
whole can not be considered a legal attempt to
* correct the Home Rule Charter, but only as an

attempt to directly undermine the will of the
voters of Multnomah County.

This is contempt of the electorate.

The primary issue of mail Ballot Measure 1 is .
not what used to be Ballot Measure 6, but t.he;'
right of the voters to amend the county charter
as guaranteed by initiative and referendum pro- {
visions of that charter. The crucial element of |

the initiative petition process is that it is the only
access the public has to the political process that
does not require the blessing of the politica!
establishment. The only way to preserve this
right is to vote no on Ballot Measure 1.

As we can plainly see, the Board of Commis-
soners does not want the “uninformed” voters
to have the right to decide how the county shall

@Geatd in some committee room.

Typical of the falsehoods being spread by the
opponents of Measure 6 is The Oregonian's edi-
torial of Sept. 2 that said: “The May charter
change has embroiled the county in tax-financed
litigation.” According to Larry Kressel, chief
deputy county counsel, the county has been in-
volved in two lega! actions. The first was on
July 2, when Circuit Judge William Dale ordered
the statement of purpose we see on the ballot
pow. The original statement as passed by the
Board of Commissioners was found by the court
to be inadequate. The second legal actior was
when Circuit Judge Alan F. Davis ordered the
board to take actions to implement the amend-
ments approved by the voters May 18. When
confronted with a court order, the board man-
aged to find ways to do what it refused to do
when the measure was passed by the voters of
Multnomah County. This is contempt of the elec-
torate.

When asked if there has been any action
against Measure 6, the chief deputy counsel's
response was: “No, I'm not aware of any.” Yes,
there has been legal action. But all Jegal action
has been directed against the board for its at-
tempt to usurp the voters’ right to initiative
petition and its refusal to follow the voters’
instructions.

Not a single written statement by any of the
county commissioners cited public input as a
factor in their decisions concerning Measure 6.
This is contempt of the electorate.

Commissioner Earl Blumenauer’s June 15
“Ballot Measure 6 Statement” is incredible. Page
1 says: “The most glaring deficiency is that the
public was shut out of this process entirely.”
And: “There was absolutely no public input into
this offering. And it shows.” If he doesn't think
that an initiative petition comes from the public,
then where, the stork? This is contempt of the
electorate.

Then we get into the scare tactics: “Indeed,
if the provisions of Measure 6 were given their
narrowest interpretation which is evidently the
sponsors’ wish, over the next 18 months, in
addition to the four new elective offices, we
would have three county executives, three audi-
tors and a minimum of nine county commission-
ers, 18 total in less than & year and a half.”
Needless to say, a written description of the

be run Instead it wishes 1o have the right to put| Jogic lesding to this bizarre conclusion does not

any jdeas It disagrees with to a slow, punful’

exist. This is just dumb.

As for changing the election rules-in th
middle of trying to resolve a highly sensitive
issue, we hear that: “Last but not least, it i:
important in terms of election administration fo*
the largest county in the state to have the oppor
tunity to see if the mail ballot concept ca:
work.” The mail ballot was enacted to be .
cost-saving process for frequent and familia
issues, specifically, budgetary elections. The rez
reason for the mail ballot in this highly unusus
and sensitive issue is that it is 8 special electio:
with radically different rules that might yiel
different resulls. If you dummies don't get th
vote right the first time we'll keep changing th
rules and voting until you do get it right. This i
contempt of the electorate.

Blumenauer says: “It will be my intention t
have future public hearings to clarify the actus
enactment of this ordinance should it be th:
judgment of the public that they want to keep i
in force.” First of all, Measure 6 was not a
ordnance, it was an inijtiative petition amend
ment to the Multnomah County Home Rul
Charter. Secondly, why is_it that Blumenaue
refuses to honor the will of the voters until the:
are forced to repeat themselves at great expens:
or the courts order him to do so? This is con
tempt of the electorate.

Why did they do all this? This entire opera
tion is a smoke screen for the sections of Ballo
Measure 6 that they are really afraid of: “Tha-
no elected official of Muitnomah County ma:
serve more than eight vears. This amendmert t
be retroactive to 1976"; “The compensation o
all elected officers of Multnomah County shal
_be fixed by the registered voters of Multnoma!
{ County at either a Primary or General Electior
lonly”™; and “No elected official of Multnomat
| County may run for another office in midterm
Filing for another office shall be the same as :
resignation, effective as of the date of filing.”

Vote NO on mai! Ballot Measure 1.

Keith Parker, a resident of East Multnoma’
County, has testified before the Multpoma
County Commission opposing repeal of Ballo
Measure 6. »
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934.79, up 18.49;
: stocks on F4,5

Closing Dow Jones:
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Forecast: fair;
high, 78; low, 47;
report on Page A2

Multnomah County voters — re-
sponding in record numbers for a spe-
clal election — again affirmed over-
whelming support for amendments to
the county home-rule charter during the
county's first ballot-by-mail election
that ended Tuesday night.

The Multnomah County Board of
Commissioners sought to repeal the
smendments, approved in May as Baliot
Measure 6, but final unotficial returns
showed 552 percent of the voters say-
ing no to the question of whether the
amendments should be referred to the

Delighted supporters of the amend-
ments sald the failure of the repesl ef-
fort proved their point that voters un-
derstood and appreciated the implica-
tions of the measure in May when it
was approved with 54 percent of the
vote.

“It proves that people are fed up
with government. The polmmm are
not getting the message,” said Ray Phil-
lips, chairman of the Committee for Fair
Government, which quietly secured the
signatures necessary (o get the measure
on the ballot in May.

best to work out problems they still see
in implementing the amendments. They
sald review of the amendments Is likely
to be a priority of the independent char-
ter review commission which Is sched-
uled to review the entire charter next
year. The commission could also refer
amendments to the voters.

“The people of Multnomah County
have spoken,” sald Commissioner Den-
nis Buchanan. “It's clear they had prob-
lems with the old charter and there
were features in the new charter that
appealed to them. We will have to make

said.
County Executive Don Clark said

‘he's still concerned that the smend-

ments politicize functions that the coun-
ty had turned over to professionals and
that would prove costly at a time when
coumy revenue |8 scarce
1 think it prohahly reflects 8 move
away from a progressive good govern-
ment approach that has gone on in this
state for the past 20 years,"” he added
As for the election itsell, Secretary
of State Norma Paulus said the state’s
largest experiment with balloting by

lots hy mail had to buy a 20-cent stamp
had no effect on the response, she said.

But, In retrospect, she added, it was
a2 mistake *o mail ballots before Labor
Day because it stopped the momentum
for returning ballots.

Nevertheless, the election — a new
experience for the county — drew re-
sponses from 53.5 percent of the coun-
ty's 2R9,6R0 registered voters — a rec-
ord turnout for a special election in the
county, said county elections supervisor
Bill Radakovich. The response sur-
passed the county turnout in the pri-

2~
With all the features of the Oregotxjollrna_l
e e
VOL. 132 — NO. 38,140 SUNRISE EDITION WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 22, 1982 92 PAGES 25 CENTS E
By LINDA WILLIAMS county's charter review committee. County officials sald they weren't |t work as well as we can since this Is  mall was a “phenomenal success.”” The mary
o The Oregenian steft Voters saying yes totaled 44.7 percent. happy with the results but will do thelr  now the constitution of the county,” he  fact that voters who returned their bal- The state record ls a 92.5 percent

response during a ballot-by-mail school
levy election in Linn County in August.

About 5,000 of the Multnomah
County ballots were not counted be-
cause the voters failed to sign the sealed
envelopes containing their ballots, Ra-
dakovich said.

Ballots that were hand-delivered in
the few hours just before the 8 pm.
deadline would be processed and count-
ed Wednesday, he added. Those hallots
were not expected to affect the out-
come

School levy results on Pages Bl and BS.
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EXHIBIT C

Gladys M&Coy

Multnomah County Commissioner
District Two

County Courthouse, Room 605
Portland, Oregon 97204 (503) 248-5219

January 26, 1984

Reverend Frank W. Shields, Pastor
Sunnyside United Methodist Church
3520 S.E. Yamhill Street
Portland, Oregon 97214

Dear Frank:

I regret not being able to bring these comments to you personally.
However, I want to convey in the strongest language I can the
importance of retaining the separation of powers created by the
voters in 1978.

I am persuaded five years is not sufficient time to adequately
evaluate the effectiveness of a separate County Executive. Further,
since the two people who have occupied the position came from a
similar political philosophy, personalities are too closely associated
with the role. There needs to be time to review different styles

and relationships with the Board in an effort to provide the most
efficient and effective County government we are capable of achieving.

Please consider also the numerous changes that are occurring in Tlocal
governments. Let us not totally "unhinge" government. If it ain't
broke, don't fix it! Allow some stability to remain until it is clear.
There is a need to change.

Singprely,

GTadys McC

Multnomah County Commissioner

GMc:vb

An Equal Opportunity Employer
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MULTNOMAH COUNTY OREGON

MULTNOMAH COUNTY HOME RULE CHARTER REVIEW COMMITTEE 3RD FLOOR, FORD BUILDING
2505 S.E. 11TH AVENUE

PORTLAND, OREGON 97202

(503) 248-5018

MEMBERS

Florence Bancroft February 1, 1984
Tanya Collier

Chad Debnam

Marlene Johnsen

Penny Kennedy AGENDA

Leear]fr?é 1l\jlra,}éColl

Roger Parsons i .
AnmnPorter |V, Chair 6:00 P.M. Committee Business
Linda Rasmussen

Rev. Frank Shields, Chair

Paul Thalhofer 1
John Vogl

Date for Tentative Work Session

S 2. Budget for '84-'85--Duration of
Robert J. Castagna, Committee
Project Manager a. Terminate August 3rd or
Mggﬁgﬁ&mmh b. Continue through November
Election

3. Vacation Scheduling

4. Other
7:00 P.M, Testimony on Elections Issues
8:00 P.M. Work Session

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER



&R MULTNOMAH COUNTY OREGON

MULTNOMAH COUNTY HOME RULE CHARTER REVIEW COMMITTEE

3RD FLOOR, FORD BUILDING
2505 S.E. 11TH AVENUE
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(503) 248-5018

MEMBERS
Florence Bancroft
Tanya Collier
Chad Debnam
Marlene Johnsen
Penny Kennedy

Marcia P
Leear]fnae Mra,%Coll
Roger Parsons

AnnPorter |V, Chair

Linda Rasmussen

Rev. Frank Shields, Chair

Paul Thalhofer
John Vogl

STAFF
Robert J. Castagna,
Project Manager

Maribeth McGowan,

Secretary

6:00 P.M.

7:00 P.M.
8:00 P.M.

February 1, 1984

1. Date for Tentative Work Session

AGENDA
Committee Business
2. Budget for '84-'
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Gladys ME&Coy

Multnomah County Commissioner
District Two

County Courthouse, Room 605
Portland, Oregon 97204 (503) 248-5219

January 26, 1984

Reverend Frank W. Shields, Pastor
Sunnyside United Methodist Church
3520 S.E. Yamhill Street
Portland, Oregon 97214

Dear Frank:

I regret not being able to bring these comments to you personally.
However, I want to convey in the strongest language I can the
importance of retaining the separation of powers created by the
voters in 1978.

[ am persuaded five years is not sufficient time to adequately
evaluate the effectiveness of a separate County Executive. Further,
since the two people who have occupied the position came from a
similar political philosophy, personalities are too closely associated
with the role. There needs to be time to review different styles

and relationships with the Board in an effort to provide the most
efficient and effective County government we are capable of achieving.

Please consider also the numerous changes that are occurring in local
governments. Let us not totally "unhinge" government. If it ain't
broke, don't fix it! Allow some stability to remain until it is clear.
There is a need to change.

Singprely,

Multnomah County Commissioner

GMc:vb

An Equal Opportunity Employer



III. Wednesday, February 1, 1984

6:00 P.M.
The Portland Building
Hearing Room C
1120 S.W. 5th Avenue
Portland, Oregon

Agenda: Elections

The Committee will hold an issue-focused public hearing on
Elections as contained in the Multnomah County Home Rule Charter and as
discussed in the staff report of January 4, 1984. After the Committee
has received the testimony of those present, the Committee may hold a
work session on Elections or any issue previously considered at an
issue-focused hearing.

Charter Review Committee
2505 S.E. 1llth Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97202
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4l MULTNOMAH COUNTY OREGON

MULTNOMAH COUNTY HOME RULE CHARTER REVIEW COMMITTEE 3RD FLOOR, FORD BUILDING
2505 S.E. 11TH AVENUE
PORTLAND, OREGON 97202

(503) 248-5018
MEMBERS January 11, 1984
Florence Bancroft
Tanya Collier
Chad Debnam PUBLIC MEETING NOTICES
Marlene Johnsen
Penny K d
Marcia Pry” I. Wednesday, January 18, 1984
Leeanne MacColl
Roger Parsons , s .
Ann Porter, Vice-Chair 7:00 P.M. ] . ! .
Linel BGteiisha Multnomah Education Service District
Rev. Frank Shields, Chair Auditorium
Paul Thalhoter 220 S.E. 102nd Avenue
John Vogl e
Portland, Oregon
STAFF
Robert J. Castagna, A
v enda
Project Manager Agenca
Maribeth McGowan,
Secretary Public Hearing on the Board of County Commissioners

The Committee will hold an issue-focused hearing on the
Board of County Commissioners and related issues as discussed in the
staff report of January 4, 1984. At the conclusion of testimony on
the Board of County Commissioners, the Committee will accept testimony
on the Office of County Executive.

After the Committee has heard the testimony of those present,
the Committee may move into a work session on both issues.

11, Wednesday, January 25, 1984

7:00 P.M.
The Portland Building
Hearing Room C
1120 S.W. 5th Avenue
Portland, Oregon

Agenda
Public Hearing on the Office of County Executive
The Committee will hold an issue-focused hearing on the Office
of County Executive. At the conclusion of testimony, the Committee

may move into a work session on the issues of County Executive and
the Board of County Commissioners.

(OVER)

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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Al MULTNOMAH COUNTY OREGON

MULTNOMAH COUNTY HOME RULE CHARTER REVIEW COMMITTEE 3RD FLOOR, FORD BUILDING
2505 S.E. 11TH AVENUE
PORTLAND, OREGON 97202

(503) 248-5018
MEMBERS January 11, 1984
Florence Bancroﬂ
Hip e PUBLIC MEETING NOTICES
Marlene Johnsen
Pfggpcny Kennedy
13
\ searins Mactol I. Wednesday, January 18, 1984
Roger Parsons
Ann Porter, Vice-Chair e
Linda Rasr%uséle%e 4 < 00 5 P.M. . 1 £
Rev. Frank Shields, Chair Ford Building, Third Floor Conference Room
Paul Thalhofer 2505 SE 11lth Avenue
dohoyag Portland, OR 97202
STAFF
Robert J. Castagna, Ag enda

Project Manager

Maribeth McGowan, § . .
Secretary Public Hearing of the Subcommittee on the

Auditor's Office

The Subcommittee will hold a work session on the Auditor's
Office and prepare its recommendations to the full Committee.

II. Wednesday, February 8, 1984

7:00 P.M.

Multnomah Education Service District
Conference Room 107

220 SE 102nd Avenue

Portland, Oregon

: Agenda

Public Hearing on the Lobbyist and Citizen
Involvement

The Committee will hold an issue-focused hearing on the
Lobbyist and related issues as discussed in the staff report of
January 4, 1984. The Committee will also include the issue of
Citizen Involvement at this hearing. At the conclusion of testi-
mony on these issues, the Committee may move into a work session
on both issues and any other issues previously considered at an
issue-focused hearing.

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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III. Wednesday, February 15, 1984

7:00 P.M.
The Portland Building, Hearing Room C
1120 SW 5th Avenue
Portland, Oregon

Agenda

Public Hearing on the Auditor's Office

The Subcommittee on the Auditor's
Office will submit its report. The Committee may receive additional
testimony on the issue of Citizen Involvement.
After the Committee has heard the testimony of those present,
the Committee may move into a work session on both issues and any other
issues previously considered at an issue-focused hearing.

IV. Wednesday, February 22, 1984

7:00 P.M.
The Portland Building, Hearing Room C
1120 SW 5th Avenue
Portland, Oregon

Agenda

Public Hearing on Services and Taxes, Salaries,
and the Budget

The Committee will hold an issue-focused hearing on the issues of
Services and Taxes, Salaries, and the Budget and related issues as
discussed in the staff report of January 4, 1984.

After the Committee has heard the testimony of those present,
the Committee may move into a work session on these issues and any
other issues previously considered at an issue-focused hearing.

V. Wednesday, February 29, 1984

71:00 P .M.

The Portland Building, Hearing Room C
1120 SW 5th Avenue
Portland, Oregon

.+ Agenda

Public Hearing on the Sheriff, Charter Review
Committee, Consolidation/"Super County'/Annexation,
and the Assessor

The Committee willhold an issue-focused hearing on the above
issues and related issues as discussed in the staff report of
January 4, 1984,

After the Committee has heard the testimony of those present,
the Committee may move into a work session on these issues and any
other issues previously considered at an issue-focused hearing.



Gladys M&Coy

Multnomah County Commissioner
District Two

County Courthouse, Room 605
Portland, Oregon 97204 (503) 248-5219

January 26, 1984

Reverend Frank W. Shields, Pastor
Sunnyside United Methodist Church
3520 S.E. Yamhill Street
Portland, Oregon 97214

Dear Frank:

I regret not being able to bring these comments to you personally.
However, I want to convey in the strongest language I can the
importance of retaining the separation of powers created by the
voters in 1978.

I am persuaded five years is not sufficient time to adequately
evaluate the effectiveness of a separate County Executive. Further,
since the two people who have occupied the position came from a
similar political philosophy, personalities are too closely associated
with the role. There needs to be time to review different styles

and relationships with the Board in an effort to provide the most
efficient and effective County government we are capable of achieving.

Please consider also the numerous changes that are occurring in local
governments. Let us not totally "unhinge" government. If it ain't
broke, don't fix it! Allow some stability to remain until it is clear
‘fhere is a need to change.

Singgrely,

GTadys McC

Multnomah County Commissioner

GMc:vb

An Equal Opportunity Employer



