ANNOTATED MINUTES

Tuesday, October 5, 1999 - 9:30 AM
Multnomah County Courthouse, Boardroom 602
1021 SW Fourth Avenue, Portland

Chair Beverly Stein convened the meeting at 9:31 a.m., with Vice-Chair Diane .
Linn, Commissioners Sharron Kelley, Lisa Naito and Serena Cruz present.

BOARD BRIEFINGS

B-1 Update on Final Legislative Action on the Oregon Health Plan and the Oregon
Safety Net Grant Program, the Impact of this Action on the Local
Community's Health Care Safety Net, and Recommendations for Multnomah
County Response. Presented by Lillian Shirley, Gary Oxman and Invited
Others.

LILLIAN SHIRLEY, TOM FRONK, KATHLEEN
FULLER-POE, GARY OXMAN, JOHN DUKE,
MARGE JOZSA AND SHARON ARMSTRONG
PRESENTATIONS AND RESPONSE TO BOARD
QUESTIONS AND DISCUSSION. BOARD
CONSENSUS 10 KEEP $500,000 IN
CONTINGENCY AT THIS TIME.

The briefing was recessed at 10:40 a.m. and reconvened at 10:50 a.m.

Metro Urban Growth Boundary Policy Discussion. Presented by Lisa Naito,
Elaine Wilkerson, Mary Kyle McCurdy and Kelly Ross.

LISA NAITO, ELAINE WILKERSON, MARY KYLE
MCCURDY, KELLY ROSS AND LYDIA NEILL
PRESENTATIONS AND RESPONSE TO BOARD
QUESTIONS AND DISCUSSION.

Chair Stein was excused at 11:50 a.m.

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 12:02 p.m.




Thursday, October 7, 1999 - 9:00 AM
Multnomah County Courthouse, Boardroom 602
1021 SW Fourth Avenue, Portland

BOARD BRIEFING

Chair Beverly Stein convened the meeting at 9:00 a.m., with Vice-Chair Diane
Linn, Commissioners Sharron Kelley and Serena Cruz present, and Commissioner
Lisa Naito arriving at 9:03 a.m.

B-3 1999 Progress-to-Date Report for Multnomah County's Strategic Investment
Program with LSI Logic Corporation and the City of Gresham. Presented by
John Rakowitz, Duke Shepard and Invited Others.

JOHN RAKOWITZ, DUKE SHEPARD, ANNETTE
JOHNSTON AND JAYNEE NICKS AND ROB
FUSSELL PRESENTATIONS AND RESPONSE TO
BOARD QUESTIONS AND DISCUSSION.

Thursday, October 7, 1999 - 9:30 AM
Multnomah County Courthouse, Boardroom 602
1021 SW Fourth Avenue, Portland

REGULAR MEETING

Chair Beverly Stein convened the meeting at 9:30 a.m., with Vice-Chair Diane
Linn, Commissioners Sharron Kelley, Lisa Naito and Serena Cruz present.

CONSENT CALENDAR

UPON MOTION OF COMMISSIONER KELLEY,
SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER LINN, THE
CONSENT CALENDAR (ITEMS C-1 THROUGH C-7)
WAS UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED.

NON-DEPARTMENTAL

C-1 Appointment of Joanne Fairchild to the DUII COMMUNITY ADVISORY
BOARD

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES
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C-2

C-3

C-5

C-6

C-7

RESOLUTION Authorizing Execution of Deed D001654 for Repurchase of
Tax Foreclosed Property to Former Owners Shirl D. Lomax and David J.
Lomax

RESOLUTION 99-191.

RESOLUTION Authorizing Execution of Deed D001662 for Repurchase of
Tax Foreclosed Property to Former Owner Lori R. Jacobs

RESOLUTION 99-192.

RESOLUTION Authorizing Execution of Deed D001663 for Repurchase of
Tax Foreclosed Property to Former Owner Calvin B. Austin and Lois B.
Austin

RESOLUTION 99-193.

RESOLUTION Authorizing Execution of Deed D001664 Upon Complete
Performance of a Contract with Marijan Skoro and Mila Skoro

RESOLUTION 99-194.

RESOLUTION Authorizing Execution of Deed D001665 Upon Complete
Performance of a Contract with Marijan Skoro and Mila Skoro

RESOLUTION 99-195.

RESOLUTION Authorizing Execution of Deed D001666 Upon Complete
Performance of a Contract with Marijan Skoro and Mila Skoro

RESOLUTION 99-196.

REGULAR AGENDA

AT THE REQUEST OF CHAIR STEIN AND UPON
MOTION OF COMMISSIONER KFELLEY,
SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER LINN,
CONSIDERATION OF THE FOLLOWING ITEM
WAS UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED.

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES
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UC-1 RESOLUTION Authorizing Execution of Amendment 4 to Lease Agreement
301615-8 with American Property Management for Children and Family
Services Space at the Commonwealth Building

PUBLIC COMMENT

COMMISSIONER KELLEY  MOVED AND
COMMISSIONER LINN SECONDED, APPROVAL
OF UC-1. JENNIFER DE HARO EXPLANATION
AND ATTEMPT TO RESPOND TO BOARD
QUESTIONS. FOLLOWING DISCUSSION AND
UPON MOTION OF COMMISSIONER CRUZ,
SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER NAITO, THE
RESOLUTION WAS UNANIMOUSLY CONTINUED
TO THURSDAY, OCTOBER 14, 1999. CHAIR STEIN
DIRECTED STAFF TO RESPOND TO BOARD
QUESTIONS PRIOR TO THE NEXT MEETING.

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

ROGER TROEN COMMENTS IN OPPOSITION TO
ANIMAL CONTROL AND PET EUTHANASIA
POLICIES AND IN SUPPORT OF PRIVATE
CITIZEN ADOPTION EFFORTS.

NON-DEPARTMENTAL

R-2 RESOLUTION Authorizing Condemnation of Real Property Necessary for
Construction of the Hillsdale Branch Library

COMMISSIONER KELLEY  MOVED AND
COMMISSIONER LINN SECONDED, APPROVAL
OF R-2. GINNIE COOPER EXPLANATION.
COMMISSIONER LINN EXPLANATION AND
COMMENTS IN SUPPORT. WESLEY RISHER
TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT. COMMISSIONER
LINN RESPONSE TO BOARD QUESTION
REGARDING COMMUNICATION WITH
PROPERTY OWNER. COUNTY COUNSEL TOM
SPONSLER RESPONSE TO QUESTION OF
COMMISSIONER NAITO REGARDING NECESSITY
FOR ENVIRONMENTAL CLEAN UP. RICK
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SEIFERT TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT.
COMMISSIONER CRUZ COMMENTS IN SUPPORT.
COMMISSIONER LINN COMMENTS REGARDING
CLEAN UP. COUNTY COUNSEL JOHN THOMAS
REPORTED ON STATUS OF NEGOTIATIONS
WITH PROPERTY OWNER AND RESPONSE TO
BOARD QUESTIONS REGARDING LEVEL 2
STUDY, CLEAN UP COSTS, PROPERTY OWNER
RESPONSIBILITY AND CONDEMNATION
PROCESS. BOARD COMMENTS IN SUPPORT.
RESOLUTION 99-197 UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED.

Commissioner Linn was excused at 10:07 a.m.

DEPARTMENT OF LIBRARY SERVICES

R-3 Results from RESULTS: Reopening Library Branches. Presented by Michael
Brown, Janet Schmidt, Carol Uhte, Sharon Stack, Elizabeth Rothery and Gail
DesGranges

ELIZABETH ROTHERY, JANET SCHMIDT, MIKE
BROWN, SHARON STACK, GAIL DESGRANGES
AND CAROL UHTE PRESENTATION AND
RESPONSE TO BOARD COMMENTS IN SUPPORT.

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AND FAMILY SERVICES

R-4 PUBLIC HEARING and Consideration of an ORDER Approving the Transfer
of Tax-Foreclosed Properties to Non-Profit Housing Sponsors for Low Income
Housing Purposes

COMMISSIONER KELLEY  MOVED AND
COMMISSIONER NAITO SECONDED, APPROVAL
OF R-4. CECILE PITTS EXPLANATION. JOSE
RIVERA OF HACIENDA CDC TESTIMONY
REQUESTING REVIEW AND POSSIBLE CHANGE
OF THE SELECTION PROCESS. DOUG GLANCY
OF REACH COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT OF TRANSFER. GALEN
SLOAN TESTIMONY REQUESTING BOARD TO
ALLOW REPURCHASE OF TAX FORECLOSED
PROPERTY AT 4525 NE GRAND TO FAMILY
MEMBER. JACK KFELLY OF JUBILEE
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COMMUNITIES TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT OF
TRANSFER. NICK SAUVIE OF ROSE CDC
TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT OF TRANSFER.
CYNTHIA WINTER OF HABITAT FOR HUMANITY
TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT OF TRANSFER. PETER
WILCOX OF PORTLAND COMMUNITY DESIGN
TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT OF TRANSFER AND IN
APPRECIATION OF CECILE PITTS AND HC
TUPPER. HELEN BARNEY OF HOUSING
AUTHORITY OF PORTLAND TESTIMONY IN
SUPPORT OF TRANSFER. COMMISSIONER CRUZ
COMMENTS IN RESPONSE TO MR. SLOAN'S
REQUEST, ADVISING HER STAFF RESEARCHED
HIS RELATIVE'S TAX FORECLOSURE PROCESS
AND FEELS THE PARTIES WERE FARILY
TREATED AND GIVEN AMPLE OPPORTUNITIES
10 REPURCHASE THE PROPERTY.
COMMISSIONER CRUZ COMMENTS IN SUPPORT
OF REQUEST MADE BY MR. RIVERA OF
HACIENDA CDC. CHAIR STEIN COMMENTS IN
SUPPORT OF LOOKING AT POLICY CHANGES.
AT THE REQUEST OF CHAIR STEIN, MARY LI
EXPLAINED THAT EFFORTS HAVE BEGUN TO
MAKE SURE FUTURE PROCESSES ARE NOT
NEGATIVELY IMPACTED, AND THAT THE
COUNTY WILL LOOK FOR A SPECIFIC NE
PROJECT TO PARTNER WITH HACIENDA CDC.
COMMISSIONER  NAITO COMMENTS IN
SUPPORT OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING.
COMMISSIONER KELLEY COMMENTS URGING
BOARD TO LOOK AT FORECLOSURE PROCESS
AND DEVELOP CRITERIA FOR OR CLOSE THE
THIRTY DAY WINDOW LOOP. COMMISSIONER
CRUZ COMMENTS IN SUPPORT OF
AFFORDABLE HOUSING. CHAIR STEIN
COMMENTS IN RESPONSE TO MR. SLOAN'S
REQUEST, ADVISING THERE IS A TAX
FORECLOSURE PROCESS IN PLACE AND IT
WOULD NOT BE FAIR TO MULTNOMAH COUNTY
CITIZENS TO DISREGARD THAT. ORDER 99-198
UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED.

DEPARTMENT OF SUPPORT SERVICES
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R-5 Supplemental Budget Modification DSS 02 Approving Expenditure of
$8,997,389 and Authorizing Three Permanent Full Time Positions and Two
Limited Duration Positions to Implement the Integrated Enterprise System

COMMISSIONER KELLEY  MOVED AND
COMMISSIONER CRUZ SECONDED, APPROVAL
OF R-5. VICKIE GATES EXPLANATION AND
RESPONSE TO BOARD QUESTIONS. BUDGET
MODIFICATION UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED.

COMMISSIONER COMMENT/LEGISLATIVE ISSUES

R-6 Opportunity (as Time Allows) for Commissioners to Comment on Non-
Agenda Items or to Discuss Legislative Issues.

NO ONE WISHED TO COMMENT.

Thursday, October 7, 1999 - 11:10 AM
Multnomah County Courthouse, Boardroom 602
1021 SW Fourth Avenue, Portland

LAND USE PLANNING MEETING

P-1 De Novo Hearing Regarding Hearings Officer Decision Denying SEC 39-98
for Property Located in the Commercial Forest Use Zoning District.
TESTIMONY LIMITED TO 20 MINUTES PER SIDE.

AT THE WRITTEN REQUEST OF APPELLANTS'
ATTORNEY GRANTING AN EXTENSION IN THIS
MATTER, AND UPON MOTION OF
COMMISSIONER KELLEY, SECONDED BY
COMMISSIONER CRUZ, IT WAS UNANIMOUSLY
APPROVED THAT THE DE NOVO HEARING IN
THIS MATTER BE RESET TO 11:00 AM,
THURSDAY, DECEMBER 9, 1999, WITH
TESTIMONY LIMITED TO 20 MINUTES PER SIDE.

There being no further business, the regular meeting was adjourned and the
briefing was convened at 11:15 a.m.




Thursday, October 7, 1999 - 10:25 AM
(OR IMMEDIATELY FOLLOWING REGULAR MEETING)
Multnomah County Courthouse, Boardroom 602
1021 SW Fourth Avenue, Portland

BOARD BRIEFING

B-4 Public Safety Levy Planning Framework: Proposal for Overall Approach,
Timing, Options for Length and Amount, Public Involvement, Decision-
Making Process, Schedule. Presented by Dave Warren and Carol Ford.

DAVE WARREN, MEL HEDGPETH, ELYSE
CLAWSON AND CAROL FORD PRESENTATIONS
AND RESPONSE TO BOARD QUESTIONS AND
DISCUSSION. BOARD CONSENSUS TO
SCHEDULE A JOINT MEETING WITH CITY OF
PORTLAND TO DISCUSS LEVY ISSUES. BOARD
CONSENSUS TO LOOK AT PUBLIC SAFETY
CONTINUUM APPROACH AND PREVENTION
AND EARLY INTERVENTION OPPORTUNITIES.

There being no further business, the briefing was adjourned at 11:55 a.m.

OFFICE OF THE BOARD CLERK
FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

Deborak L. Bogetad

Deborah L. Bogstad
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BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

Beverly Stein, Chair
1120 SW Fifth Avenue, Suite 1515

Portland, Or 97204-1914
Phone: (503) 248-3308 FAX (503) 248-3093
Email: mult.chair@co.multnomah.or.us

Diane Linn, Commission Dist. 1
1120 SW Fifth Avenue, Suite 1500
Portland, Or 97204-1914
Phone: (503) 248-5220 FAX (503) 248-5440
Email: diane.m linn@co.multnomah.or.us

Serena Cruz, Commission Dist. 2
1120 SW Fifth Avenue, Suite 1500
Portland, Or 97204-1914
Phone: (503) 248-5219 FAX (503) 248-5440
Email: serena.m.cruz@co.multnomah.or.us

Lisa Naito, Commission Dist. 3
1120 SW Fifth Avenue, Suite 1500
Portland, Or 97204-1914
Phone: (503) 248-5217 FAX (503) 248-5262
Email: lisa.h.naito@co.multnomah.or.us

Sharron Kelley, Commission Dist. 4
1120 SW Fifth Avenue, Suite 1500

Portland, Or 97204-1914
Phone: (503) 248-5213 FAX (503) 248-5262
Email: sharron.e kelley@co.multnomah.or.us

ANY QUESTIONS? CALL BOARD
CLERK DEB BOGSTAD @ 248-3277

Email: deborah.1.bogstad@co.multnomah.or.us

INDIVIDUALS WITH DISABILITIES
PLEASE CALL THE BOARD CLERK
AT  248-3277, OR MULTNOMAH
COUNTY TDD PHONE 248-5040, FOR
INFORMATION ON AVAILABLE
SERVICES AND ACCESSIBILITY.

OCTOBER S & 7, 1999
BOARD MEETINGS

FASTLOOK AGENDA ITEMS OF
INTEREST

9:30 a.m. Tuesday OHP/Safety Net
Clinics Briefing

10:30 a.m. Tuesday Metro Urban Growth
Boundary Policy Discussion

9:00 a.m. Thursday Strategic Investment
Program Briefing

9:30 a.m. Thursday Condemnation of
Property for Construction of Hillsdale
Branch Library

9:45 a.m. Thursday DLS RESULTS
Presentation

9:55 a.m. Thursday Recommendations of
Affordable Housing Development
Program Committee

10:25 a.m. Thursday Public Safety Levy
Planning Framework Discussion

Pg. | 11:10 a.m. Thursday De Novo Hearing

4

Thursday meetings of the Multnomah County Board of
Commissioners are cable-cast live and taped and may be
seen by Cable subscribers in Multnomah County at the
following times:
Thursday, 9:30 AM, (LIVE) Channel 30
Friday, 10:00 PM, Channet 30
Sunday, 1:00 PM, Channel 30
Produced through Multnomah Community Television




Tuesday, October 5, 1999 - 9:30 AM
Multnomah County Courthouse, Boardroom 602
1021 SW Fourth Avenue, Portland

BOARD BRIEFINGS

B-1 Update on Final Legislative Action on the Oregon Health Plan and the Oregon
Safety Net Grant Program, the Impact of this Action on the Local
Community's Health Care Safety Net, and Recommendations for Multnomah
County Response. Presented by Lillian Shirley, Gary Oxman and Invited
Others. 90 MINUTES REQUESTED.

B-2 Metro Urban Growth Boundary Policy Discussion. Presented by Lisa Naito,
Elaine Wilkerson, Mary Kyle McCurdy and Kelly Ross. 1 HOUR
REQUESTED. |

Thursday, October 7, 1999 - 9:00 AM
Multnomah County Courthouse, Boardroom 602
1021 SW Fourth Avenue, Portland

BOARD BRIEFING

B-3 1999 Progress-to-Date Report for Multnomah County's Strategic Investment
Program with LSI Logic Corporation and the City of Gresham. Presented by
John Rakowitz, Duke Shepard and Invited Others. 30 MINUTES
REQUESTED.

Thursday, October 7, 1999 - 9:30 AM
Multnomah County Courthouse, Boardroom 602
1021 SW Fourth Avenue, Portland

REGULAR MEETING

CONSENT CALENDAR -9:30 AM

NON-DEPARTMENTAL

C-1 Appointment of Joanne Fairchild to the DUIl COMMUNITY ADVISORY -
BOARD
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES

C-2 RESOLUTION Authorizing Execution of Deed D001654 for Repurchase of
Tax Foreclosed Property to Former Owners Shirl D. Lomax and David J.
Lomax

RESOLUTION Authorizing Execution of Deed D001662 for Repurchase of
Tax Foreclosed Property to Former Owner Lori R. Jacobs

RESOLUTION Authorizing Execution of Deed D001663 for Repurchase of
Tax Foreclosed Property to Former Owner Calvin B. Austin and Lois B.
Austin

RESOLUTION Authorizing Execution of Deed D001664 Upon Complete
Performance of a Contract with Marijan Skoro and Mila Skoro

RESOLUTION Authorizing Execution of Deed D001665 Upon Complete
Performance of a Contract with Marijan Skoro and Mila Skoro

RESOLUTION Authorizing Execution of Deed D001666 Upon Complete
Performance of a Contract with Marijan Skoro and Mila Skoro

REGULAR AGENDA

PUBLIC COMMENT - 9:30 AM

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

NON-DEPARTMENTAL - 9:30 AM

R-2 RESOLUTION Authorizing Condemnation of Real Property Necessary for
Construction of the Hillsdale Branch Library

DEPARTMENT OF LIBRARY SERVICES - 9:45 AM

R-3 Results from RESULTS: Reopening Library Branches. Presented by Michael
Brown, Janet Schmidt, Carol Uhte, Sharon Stack, Elizabeth Rothery and Gail
DesGranges




DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AND FAMILY SERVICES - 9:55 AM

R-4 PUBLIC HEARING and Consideration of an ORDER Approving the Transfer
of Tax-Foreclosed Properties to Non-Profit Housing Sponsors for Low Income
Housing Purposes

DEPARTMENT OF SUPPORT SERVICES - 10:20 AM

R-5 Supplemental Budget Modification DSS 02 Approving Expenditure of
$8,997,389 and Authorizing Three Permanent Full Time Positions and Two
Limited Duration Positions to Implement the Integrated Enterprise System

COMMISSIONER COMMENT/LEGISLATIVE ISSUES - 10:25 AM

R-6 Opportunity (as Time Allows) for Commissioners to Comment on Non-
Agenda Items or to Discuss Legislative Issues.

Thursday, October 7, 1999 - 10:25 AM
(OR IMMEDIATELY FOLLOWING REGULAR MEETING)
Multnomah County Courthouse, Boardroom 602
1021 SW Fourth Avenue, Portland

BOARD BRIEFING

B-4 Public Safety Levy Planning Framework: Proposal for Overall Approach,
Timing, Options for Length and Amount, Public Involvement, Decision-
Making Process, Schedule. Presented by Dave Warren and Carol Ford. 45
MINUTES REQUESTED.

Thursday, October 7, 1999 - 11:10 AM
Multnomah County Courthouse, Boardroom 602
1021 SW Fourth Avenue, Portland

LAND USE PLANNING MEETING

De Novo Hearing Regarding Hearings Officer Decision Denying SEC 39-98
for Property Located in the Commercial Forest Use Zoning District.
TESTIMONY LIMITED TO 20 MINUTES PER SIDE.
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Diane Linn, Multhomah County Commissioner
DISTRICT ONE

MEMORANDUM

Chair Beverly Stein
Commissioner Serena Cruz
Commissioner Lisa Naito
Commissioner Sharron Kelley
Board Clerk Deb Bogstad

SSIRDT 38057
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Beckie Lee
Staff to Commissioner Diane Linn

September 21%, 1999

RE: - Board Meeting Absences

Commissioner Linn will be unable to attend the Board Meeting on Thursday,
October 7™ as she will be attending the Pacific Program Alumni Training in Bend.
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& 1120 S.W. Fifth Ave., Suite 1500, Portland, Oregon 97204
“Printed on recycled paper” Phone: (503) 248-5220, FAX: (503) 248-5440, E-Mail: diane.m.linn@ co.multnomah.or.us




MEETING DATE: OCT 07 1999
AGENDA NO: B-3
ESTIMATED START TIME: Q.CO

(Above Space for Board Clerk's Use ONLY)

AGENDA PLACEMENT FORM

SUBJECT:_Strategic Investment Program Annual Briefing

BOARD BRIEFING: DATE REQUESTED: 10/7/99
REQUESTED BY: Chair Stein
AMOUNT OF TIME NEEDED: 30 Min.

REGULAR MEETING: DATE REQUESTED:
AMOUNT OF TIME NEEDED:

DEPARTMENT: Nondepartmental DIVISION: Chair’s Office

CONTACT: John Rakowitz TELEPHONE #:__306-5797

BLDG/ROOM #:__106/1515

PERSON(S) MAKING PRESENTATION: Presented by John Rakowitz, Duke Shepard and
other invited guests _

ACTION REQUESTED:

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

SUGGESTED AGENDA TITLE.
Presentation of the 1999 Progress-to-Date Report for Multnomah County's Strategic
Investment Program with LSI Logic Corporation and the City of Gresham

SIGNATURES REQUIRED: = 8
ELECTED OFFICIAL: oo, St - @ 7
o a = &
DEPARTMENT m 8 2
MANAGER:; _9,::4 s 3
ALL ACCOMPANYING DOCUMENTS MUST HAVE REQUIRED SIGNA TL{I:?EQ ?

<

!
.

Any Questions: Call the Board Clerk @ 248-3277
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The Strategic Investment Program (SIP) is a 15- year, three-way
public/private partnership between Multnomah County,
the City of Gresham, and LSI Logic Corporation.

SIP Policy, Budget and Performance Oversight
Office of Multnomah County Chair Beverly Stein
John Rakowitz, Business Liaison
1120 SW 5th, Room 1515
Portland, OR 97204
(503)306-5797
E-mail: john.a.rakowitz@co.multnomah.or.us

SIP Project Management
Worksystems, Inc.
Duke Shepard
711 SW Alder, Suite 200
Portland, OR 97205.
(503) 478-7351
E-mail: dshepard@worksystems.org

This report produced by Multnomah County in conjunction with
Worksystems, Inc. The report will be available on the Worksystems, Inc.
web site at www.worksystems.org.

SIP Community and Operating Partners
Worksystems, Inc.
Workforce Connections/ East County One Stop Career Center
Southeast Works, One Stop Career Center
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
Mt. Hood Community College
Multnomah County Division of Community Programs and Partnerships

Report Production

John Rakowitz: Editor

Duke Shepard: Project Management

.Kevin Masterson: Environmental Reporting
Amber Cole: Publication Design and Production

Printed on recycled paper. {"’ ® GG 296m




Beverly Stein, Multnomah County Chair

Room 1515, Portland Building . Phone: (503) 248-3308
1120 S.W. Fifth Avenue FAX: (503) 248-3093
Portland, Oregon 97204 E-Mail: mult.chair@co.multnomah.or.us

August 30, 1999
Citizens, Partners & Interested Parties )

Chair Beverly Stei '
Re: Multnomah County. Sfratégic Investment Progrém Partnership

A key to our community’s success in the next century will be our ability to align public and
private assets to take full advantage of the opportunities presented by the global high tech
economy. Communities that will thrive in the new economy are those that figure out how to
connect the goals of government and business and undertake creative partnerships based on
this connection. '

Multnomah County and the City of Gresham have successfully developed just such a
partnership, with LSI Logic. Using the State of Oregon’s Strategic Investment Program
legislation, we have shown that business and government can operate for the benefit of both the
community and the economy.

The days of government’s purely regulatory and often adversarial relationship to business have
gone the way of punch card computing. While accountability to the public is a vital function of
government (and a key element of the Strategic Investment program), this function must be
understood in different terms in the modern economy. Our communities need a creative
approach to government that accounts for the rapidly changing global conditions affecting jobs,
markets and the bottom line.

Business shares with government an interest in the overall health of the community. It has
become clear in the last decade that a healthy community is an asset to the business climate. A
well-trained workforce and a high quality of life are critical ingredients for both solid economies
and healthy communities. This will be even more apparent in the coming century.

Healthy communities will increasingly be defined by a thriving and sustainable economy that
ensures a successful and satisfied citizenry. The best long-term answer to poverty will always
be a living wage job and long term career. Partnerships between government and business can
help make this happen in our community, as the partnership between Multnomah County, the
City of Gresham and LSI Logic has.

I am pleased to report that this innovative partnership continues to exceed the performance
standards and the community goals established at its inception in 1995. The partnership
approach has yielded innovations that can be duplicated in future public private ventures that
assure benefits for all parties. As you read this report, you will be looking at the way
government and business must operate in the decades to come.
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"The first phase of our state-of-
the-art semiconductor manufactur-
ing facility in Gresham is now a re-
ality. We have invested in Oregon,
provided hundreds of career-path
jobs, and we are an integral part of
the local economy. There is simply
no doubt that the performance
based public-private partnership -
Multnomah County, the City of
Gresham and LSI Logic - is an un-
qualified success story."

Joe Zelayeta
Executive Vice President
LS! Logic

“The SIP is working quite well.
We're extremely pleased with this
fine partnership with LS! Logic.”

Charles Becker
Mayor, City of Gresham
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CONTRACTUAL PARTNERS

Multnomah County

In 1995, Multnomah County adopted a comprehensive and innovative policy for
potential implementation of the state’s Strategic Investment Program, aimed at attract-
ing and retaining quality jobs in high value growth industries, primarily high technology.
A Strategic Investment Program Agreement was negotiated with LS! Logic in mid 1995
that established a performance based public-private partnership. Multnomah County
managed day to day SIP operations from 1995 to 1998. The Multnomah County Chair’s
Office maintains responsibility for policy, performance, and budget oversight, with day-
today project management residing at Worksystems, Inc.

City of Gresham

Gresham is a signatory partner with Multnomah County and LSI Logic to the SIP.
Gresham works closely with LS! Logic on all matters thatimpact the city and the com-
pany, particularly in the areas of local procurement, public infrastructure, and environ-
mental performance.

LSI Logic Corporation

Based in Milpitas, California, LS! Logic is the leading market share producer of Ap-
plication Specific Integrated Circuits (ASIC), employing 6,600 world-wide, more than
500 in Gresham. LSI Logic entered into a Strategic Investment Program (SIP) agree-
ment with Multnomah County in 1995, securing a planned $4 billion manufacturing
investment by the company in Gresham. LSI Logic has established its Gresham cam-
pus as its state-of-the-art manufacturing flagship.
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CrPERATINGE PARTNERS

Worksystems, Inc.

A partnership of the City of Portland, Multnomah, Tillamook, and Washington Coun-
ties, private industry, and the community, Worksystems Inc. is charged with establish-
ing, supporting, and evolving a demand-driven, community-based regional workforce
system to meet the demands of the 215 century economy. SIP project management,
including First Source Agreement services, was transferred to Worksystems, Inc. in 1998,

One Stop Career Centers

The One Stop Career system is a community based workforce development model
that connects employment, education, and training services into a fully integrated net-
work of job-seeker and employer resources at the local level. SE Works and Workforce
Connections/East County One Stop are the One-Stop partners developing the micro-
electronics workforce and career system for targeted populations through the First
Source Agreement of the SIP.

Mt. Hood Community College

The Mt. Hood Microelectronics Training Center (MTC) is a joint partnership be-
tween Mt. Hood Community College, LSI Logic, and Fujitsu Microelectronics that is
designed to educate and enhance the East County semiconductor workforce. The MTC
provides training for students and entry-level microelectronics employees as well as
continuing education for those currently employed in the microelectronics industry.

Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ)

As the state regulatory authority for environmental protection, the Oregon DEQ
assists Multnomah County and the City of Gresham in ensuring that LSI Logic meets
the “no impact” environmental goal established by Multnomah County.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Multnomah County Strategic Investment Program represents an innovative ap-
proach to economic development designed to achieve mutual benefits for both the
public and private sectors utilizing a performance based partnership. Established in
1995, this 15-year agreement between LS| Logic, local governments (Multnomah County,
City of Gresham), and educational and community organizations ensures measurable
social benefits while supporting the ability of the company to succeed. Despite the
longest ever worldwide slowdown in the semiconductor market, all partners have worked
toward continuous improvement and innovation to meet and exceed county SIP goals.
This has resulted in innovative approaches that continue to improve performance and
create positive impacts for all partners, public and private.

What is a Strategic Investment Program?

The Strategic Investment Program (SIP) was created by the Oregon Legislature in
1993 in order to attract investment from the semiconductor industry.

The following are the statutory elements of the SIP:

* Any company entering into a SIP agreement pays property taxes on the first $100
million dollars of assessed property. Property taxes are exempt on assessed valua-
tion of new investments above $100 million. This figure floats with increases or
decreases in taxable value of property in the county over time;

* A community service fee, equal to 25 percent of the abated taxes and up to a maxi-
mum of $2 million per year, is paid to the county and distributed based upon an
agreement with the City of Gresham;

* The county is allowed to negotiate other reasonable requirements or restrictions on
participating companies, such as hiring requirements, or additional fees;

* Any company entering into a SIP agreement is required to enter into a First Source
Hiring Agreement with a publicly funded job training provider.

Rationale

Currently the typical cost of-a new semiconductor plant is approximately $1.5
billion." According to the Oregon Economic Development Department, the average
per job investment for the semiconductor industry is $1 million to $1.5 million, com-
pared with a per job cost of $100,000 for other manufacturing industries.? This enor-
mous cost comes as a result of the continual investment in unique and expensive equip-
ment required for semiconductor production. These per job equipment investments




create economic development challenges because Oregon’s property tax system lev-
ies taxes on the total value of all manufacturing property, including equipment. As a
result, when coupled with the inherently large per job equipment investment costs,
Oregon’s tax structure discourages investment by the semiconductor industry. Oregon’s
SIP statute was designed to mitigate this disincentive for semiconductor investment
and job creation in Oregon.

What makes the Multnomah County SIP Unique?

In 1995, the Multnomah County Board of Commissioners crafted a comprehensive
policy framework to guide implementation of the state SIP statute in Multnomah County.
This policy framework established an “exemplary corporate citizen” standard as the
guiding principle for county consideration of SIP applications. This standard ensures
responsibility, accountability, and community involvement by any potential SIP corpo-
rate participants. In implementing this standard with LS| Logic, Multhomah County
negotiated a SIP agreement that is unique in its commitment to measurable achieve-
ment of specific public priorities including:

* Job creation commitments over the life of the agreement.

» Defined wage and benefit standards over the life of the agreement.

* Entry level job opportunities for disadvantaged populations.

» Additional employee benefits such as transportation and child care assistance.
» Clearly defined objectives for employee retention and promotion.

» Company investments in expanded workforce and educational systems.

» Company contributions for increased affordable housing inventory.

» Environmental protection and mitigation through a “no impact” goal.

» Commitment by LS| Logic to purchase goods and services locally, regionally, and
statewide.

» Company investments supporting public infrastructure improvements.

This unigue agreement assures mutual responsibility, accountability, and continu-
ous improvement throughout the 15-year course of LSI Logic’s projected $4 billion,
2000-job investment in Gresham.

A Brief History of the Multnomah County SIP partnership

Following the County’s adoption of its SIP implementation policy, LSI Logic submit-
ted a detailed application for its consideration as a SIP participant. Upon review and
acceptance of the application, Multnomah County and the City of Gresham entered
into negotiations with LSI Logic for a SIP agreement, resulting in the partnership that is




in place today. Primary responsibility for administration of the SIP was established within
Multnomah County, first as a unit of the County Budget Office and eventually residing
within the office of the County Chair.

As required by SIP statute, a First Source Hiring Agreement (FSA) for recruitment
and referral of local residents to jobs at LSt Logic was reached between LSI Logic and
the County’s recognized job training entity, which at that time was the Portland Devel-
opment Commission’s JobNet program. Thus, overall SIP administration was separated
from the implementation and administration of the crucial FSA workforce component
of the agreement.

Further complicating the partnership was the SIP contractual intent for community
based workforce development services through One-Stop career centers that were then
in their infancy and, perhaps more importantly, not connected to the JobNet program.
Eventually, the JobNet program established limited relationships with the emerging One-
Stops, though the JobNet program was still performing the bulk of the operational func-
tions {(recruitment, screening, referral) of the SIP First Source Agreement.

In 1997, Multnomah County Chair Beverly Stein, City of Portland Mayor Vera Katz,
and Washington County Chair Linda Peters undertook an ambitious project for the
reorganization of the regional workforce system. The outcome of this project was the
merging of the region’s Workforce Quality Committee and Private Industry Council
into Worksystems, Inc. Subsequently, Multnomah County transferred day-to-day SIP
project management to Worksystems, Inc. to fully integrate the program with evolving
regional workforce efforts. This move coincided with the transferal and reorganization
of JobNet to Worksystems, Inc., ensuring that all day-to-day public responsibility for SIP
operations resided with one entity.

Subsequent to this reorganization, the emerging One-Stop Career centers in East
Multnomah County (East County One-Stop) and Quter Southeast Portland (Southeast
Works) were integrated into the SIP as operating partners. The hands-on recruitment,
screening, and development of local targeted populations for LS| Logic entry level posi-
tions which was formerly centralized at the JobNet program has been integrated into the
region’s community based One-Stop Career Center system. This has resulted in improved
access for local residents to East County’s rapidly growing microelectronics jobs while
also providing tools for the continuing development of local One-Stop services.

These substantial organizational changes have resulted in the rapid evolution of the

SIP into a high performance, public private partnership. At an operational level, a more

efficient, community-based system has evolved for the achievement of the SIP workforce

_goals that are the responsibility of the public sector. Coupled with successful collabora-

tion with the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality and the regional housing

community, and the consistent commitment of LS! Logic, the SIP has produced the
results envisioned in Multnomah County’s implementation policy.




Worldwide Industry Impacts on the SIP partnership

Shortly after the SIP agreement was reached with LS| Logic, the semiconductor
industry entered what would prove to be the longest worldwide slowdown in its his-
tory. This economic slowdown has had numerous continuing impacts on the company
and the partnership. This slump forced the company to scale back its initial investment
schedule for fab construction, chip output, and job creation. As a result, no property
tax abatement occurred until 1998, as the total value of the LSI Logic property and
equipment did not exceed the statutory $100 million abatement threshold.

This world wide industry slowdown substantially effected fab start up and produc-
tion levels. Indeed, fab start up and production were delayed more than 11 months
due to the flat market conditions. Despite this market caused delay, LS| Logic prepared
for an eventual market rebound and continued to fill positions throughout the fab.
While other semiconductor manufacturers were mired in massive layoffs or {(in some
cases) complete and permanent facility shutdown, LSI Logic created 187 quality jobs in
1998, and a total of 485 since 1995.

Upon start-up, chip output stood at only one-third capacity. Thus LSI Logic’s 1998
job creation does reflect a shortfall as measured against job creation projections estab-
lished in 1995, which called for the creation of 201 jobs in 1998. This temporary short-
fall occurred primarily around the creation of entry-level manufacturing positions, a
-direct result of below-capacity chip production associated with world-wide market con-
ditions. As the semiconductor industry rebounds (LSI Logic’s Gresham production is
projected to approach 60% capacity by the third quarter of 1999) the company ex-
pects to complete the achievement of job goals in the manufacturing classification
during the course of 2000.

As with job creation, LSI Logic proceeded to implement high performance environ-
mental management systems for the fab in anticipation of full production. While the
market slowdown did cause delays in establishment of environmental impact baselines
associated with full production, LSI Logic (in partnership with the Oregon Department
of Environmental Quality) has established and implemented environmental manage-
ment practices which meet or exceed those required by state and federal law. This
includes implementation of DEQ’s Green Permits/Environmental Management System
Improvement Project {currently in a pilot phase) which is designed to continuously
improve environmental performance above and beyond regulatory minimumes. LS! Logic
will be the first company in Oregon to receive a DEQ Green Permit.
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Local Economic Results and Performance Highlights

The human, financial, and physical impacts of the SIP partnership have been sub-
stantial, particularly in light of the protracted worldwide slowdown. During the first
three-year phase of the agreement, LSI Logic has created 485 jobs at the Gresham
campus, 17.5 percent of the company’s domestic workforce.® This local job creation
exceeds the total job creation projected in the SIP agreement. While these jobs pro-
vide quality wages and benefits, most importantly they are resulting in promotions and
career paths for county targeted populations.

D>PERF0RMANCE

The LSI Logic Gresham campus payroll reached $22.1 million in 1998, a $7 million
increase from 1997.

E>PERF0RMANCE

LSI Logic Average Wages for 1998
Average Salaries by Classification

Administrative $38,300
Technician $61,100
Manufacturing $33,800
Professional . $67,800
Engineering $63,300

LSI Logic Employee Benefits Summary

* Transportation Service, Passes, * Tuition Reimbursement

and Carpools . )
¢ 401 (k) Retirement Savings Plan

« Child-care Subsidies, Discounts,

and Shift Preferences * Quarterly Profit Sharing

« Health Care (three plans) * Discounted Stock Purchase Plan

« Vision Care Flexible Contribution Account

Dental Care Life Basic/Accidental Death &
Dismemberment Insurance

Mental Health Coverage
Short and Long Term Disability

Employee Assistance Program




POPULATIONS TARGETED FOR MICROELECTRONICS JOBS

Welfare Recipients School-to-Work students
Unemployed Graduates of Vocational Programs

Underemployed Graduates of Oregon Institutions
Local High School Graduates of Higher Education

LSI Logic’s creation of 485 jobs is estimated to have created an additional 697 jobs
throughout the Multnomah County economy as those LSI Logic employees pay taxes
and buy goods and services throughout the regional economy.* This does not include
jobs that are being created through local expenditures and supplier relationships tied
directly to LSI Logic’s Gresham campus. Most notably, DuPont Photomasks, the world’s
leading supplier of photomasks for the semiconductor manufacturing process, has leased
13 acres of the LSI Logic Gresham Campus for a $75 million, 200 employee long term
investment in Multnomah County.

@ PERFORMANCE

LSl Logic’s First Phase Local Procurement Expenditures

1996-1998 $135,745,001 in procurement expenditures within Multnomah County

1996-1998 $234,076,722 in procurement expenditures throughout Oregon and
Clark County, WA.

Despite global economicfactors over the first three years of the SIP, LS| Logic has met
or exceeded all financial obligations within the agreement, totaling over $3.5 million in
housing, workforce training and education, and community service fee obligations. LSI
Logic has paid over $19.2 million in property taxes, system development charges, and
infrastructure improvement costs over the first phase of the agreement, as well as corpo-
rate excise taxes paid to the state of Oregon at a rate of 6.6 percent.

The SIP partnership has undergone substantial growth and evolution since it’s be-
ginning in 1995. All of the contractual partners have seized the SIP as a platform for
achievement and an opportunity for innovative mutual benefits. As the partnership
enters a new phase, the SIP has provided a framework for innovative public-private
collaboration while ensuring mutual accountability through performance.
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Employment Obligations

Job Creation

Retention

Promotion

Wage Scales
Administrative
Technician
Manufacturing
Professional
Engineer

Weighted Average Payroll

Employer Paid Benefits
Healthcare (employee costs)
Dental/Vision

Savings and Investment Programs

First Source Agreement (FSA)
FSA Funding

Childcare
Subsidies
Providers

Shift Accommodation Plan

Transportation
Tri-Met (transit) passes
Carpool spaces
Alternative Option
Ride Matching
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A Exceeds Requirements
/A Meets Requirements

(® Correction Required

* LSI Logic has exceeded total job creation
targets for the first phase of the agree-
ment. However, delays in fab start-up and
production (only 1/3 capacity in 1998)
resulted in a temporary job creation short-
fallin the manufacturing classification for
the three-year first phase of the agree-
ment. This temporary shortfall will be
eliminated as the market rebounds and
the fab increases production (which is
now near 60 percent). LS! Logic expects
to complete the achievement of job cre-
ation goals in the manufacturing classifi-
cation in 2000.




[5> 1998 PERFORMANCE AT A GLANCE

Community Obligations

Community Service Fee A

Exceeds Requirements A
Additional Contributions

Meets Requirements A | ©
. Job Training A ! g
Correction Required  (® ’ 2
Housing A ‘ =
b
Community Resources A %
@
Local Procurement A

>

Infrastructure and Public Service

Environmental Management System
Toxics/Hazardous Material Minimization
i Water Conservation and Quality

Air Quality

! Solid Waste

Reductions/Recycling

>> B>

Energy Conservation
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QUALITY JOBS

County Goal:

It is the Goal of Multnomah County to create long term jobs with family wages,
benefits, and working conditions for county residents or creation of a full spectrum of
jobs for residents of Multnomah County who are unemployed or under-employed, with
a clear track from entry level jobs to family wage jobs.

[>> PERFORMANCE

As discussed in the executive summary, LS| Logic has, over the first three-year phase
of the agreement, exceeded total job creation goals established in the SIP agreement.

Total Job Creation: SIP Goal LS Logic Performance
467 485

However, 1998 job creation reflects a temporary shortfall in manufacturing posi-
tions resulting from start-up and production delays associated with a protracted world-
wide industry slowdown.*

1998 Job Creation: SIP Goal LS! Logic Performance
201 187

LSI Logic salary ranges exceed baselines agreed to within the SIP agreement.

Average Salary Range:

1998 SIP Goal Comparison
Administrative  $17,250 - $ 48,750 $17,000-$34,000 +22.45%
Technician $22,850-% 71,250 $20,000-$50,400 + 27.80%

Manufacturing  $16,400 - $ 44,600 $13,600-$33,600 +26.65%
Professional $32,000 - $102,000 $26,000-$62,000 +43.75%
Engineering $39,500 - $102,000 $33,000-$85,000 +19.85%

It is important to note LSI Logic currently employs no manufacturing employees at the
lowest salary range listed above. The lowest actual wage paid to LS| Logic entry-level
manufacturing employees is $20,072 ($9.65 per hour) for day-shift work, upon comple-
tion of an initial 8 week training period. Night shift employees receive a shift premium
that pushes this entry-level wage even higher for those workers.

* LS| Logic has exceeded total job creation targets for the first phase of the agreement. However, delays in fab
start-up and production {only 1/3 capacity in 1998) resulted in a temporary job creation shortfall in the manu-
facturing classification for the three-year first phase of the agreement. This temporary shortfall will be elimi-
nated as the market rebounds and the fab increases production (which is now near 60 percent). LS| Logic
expects to complete the achievement of job creation goals in the manufacturing classification in 2000.
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@ PERFORMANCE

Total hourly average wages at LSI Logic, excluding senior staff, exceed average yearly
pay in Multnomah County.

LSI Logic Average Wages
Hourly: $35,630.40 ($17.13 per hour)
Salaried: $72,800.00 (excludes senior staff)

Average Yearly Pay in
Multnomah County': $32,285.00 (all industries)

Additional SIP Benefits

Childcare: A 50 percent child-care subsidy is provided by LSI Logic based upon
income eligibility, and shift preferences are granted for child-care needs per the stan-
dards of the SIP Agreement.

Transportation: LS| Logic provides: Tri-Met passes to all employees at no cost, 75
marked carpool spaces (exceeding the SIP required 55) and carpool matching informa-
tion, guaranteed rides home for those who miss car or vanpools, and covered bike
lockers, all of which meet or exceed SIP standards.
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In 1998 LSI Logic reached agreement with an additional daycare provider for a 5
percent employee discount. This provider has agreed to extended hours depending on
a minimum 16 children signing up. This threshold was not reached in 1998, but discus-
sions continue between LS| Logic and the provider for extended daycare coverage
until 8 p.m. LSI Logic is also in negotiations with another provider for an additional 10
percent employee child-care discount.

~.
.
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A partnership was developed between LS| Logic, Tri-met, Fujitsu, and other local
businesses in 1997 through the introduction of a free shuttle service connecting the
Rockwood and Gresham Transit Centers and several area bus lines. Free shuttle ser-

vices continue today.
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FIRST SOURCE AGREEMENT

Execution of a First Source Agreement (FSA) is a statutory requirement of any SIP
agreement. First Source Agreements require a county designated, publicly funded job
training provider to recruit, screen, and refer qualified applicants to the contracted
employer for what are typically entry-level positions. The participating company is re-
quired to recruit exclusively for these negotiated positions through the county’s desig-
nated job training provider (in this case Worksystems, Inc.). The SiP First Source Agree-
ment places a particular emphasis on the employment of county “targeted popula-
tions” at LSI Logic.

The purpose of the SIP First Source Agreement is twofold:

* Access to quality jobs and long term careers at LS! Logic for disadvantaged County
residents

« High quality referrals that meet LS| Logic’s hiring specifications

The FSA requires that LSI Logic hire for entry-level positions from among qualified
First Source referrals. It is the responsibility of Worksystems Inc. and in turn, it’s First
Source operating partners (SE Works and Workforce Connections/ECOS) to ensure
that individuals referred to the company both represent county identified target popu-
lations and meet LSI Logic’s hiring specifications.

It is important to note that job seekers are not screened in or out of the hiring pro-
cess based on target population status or residence (it is illegal to screen individuals for
job referral based on residence). Instead, screening of job seekers is based upon job
readiness relative to LSl Logic’s job specifications. Job seekers who are identified as job-
ready are referred to LSI Logic for entry level testing, interviewing, and potential hiring.
Those who are not immediately job ready are referred to additional training and/or
other employment opportunities that may provide entry into the high-tech field for
development of long term careers and potential future referral to LSI Logic.




b PERFORMANCE

1998 LSI Logic
First Source Hires

* Income and demographic information is
provided voluntarily by job seekers.
These individuals chose not to provide
this information.

}

1998 LSI LOGIC
HIRING BY ZIP CODE

Not shown: 1 hire in zip code 97330
1 hire in zip code 98604
1 hire in zip code 97024
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SIP Target Populations:

Welfare Recipients

Unemployed

Underemployed

Oregon High School Graduates
Graduates of Vocational Programs
School-to-Work students

Graduates of Oregon Institutions of Higher Ed.

Information not provided*
Total LSI Logic Hires

- Additional target populations placed in
high tech/manufacturing jobs
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In accordance with the SIP agreement, LS| Logic contributed $60,000 for 1998 funding
of the First Source Agreement with Worksystems, Inc. This was the final First Source an-
nual payment of the first phase of hiring. The SIP agreement requires that payment for
First Source referrals occur on a per hire basis beginning January 1, 1999. However LSI
Logic, Multnomah County, and Worksystems, Inc. have modified the agreement for 1999
in order to provide consistency while securing access to additional jobs in the industry.
Under the modified agreement, LS| Logic pre-pays for a set number of potential positions
or “hiring credits.” Should market conditions prevent LS| Logic from utilizing these “cred-
its,” the company may transfer them to another east county high-tech employer. This
provides access to quality jobs for the county’s target populations, even if LSI Logic’s
hiring needs do not meet projections, and ensures a continuing level and quality of First
Source referrals necessary for meeting LSI Logic’s hiring needs.

U ey
N A S A S

Substantial workforce development innovations have occurred through the integration
of One-Stop career centers as the delivery mechanism for First Source services, the re-
cruitment, screening, and skill development of target populations. At the earliest stage of
One-Stop involvement, JobNet arranged and ran microelectronics orientations and per-
formed the bulk of the recruitment, screening, and referral of target populations. With the
transfer of JobNet to Worksystems, Inc., the One-Stop career centers came on line and

reengineered job-seeker services based on their community experience, leading to One-
Stop staff’s creation of Behavioral Interviewing Modules. These training modules are de-
signed to provide job-seekers with interviewing, communication, and teamwork skills
necessary for success at LSl Logic. Elements of these modules have been implemented
into a variety of One-Stop orientations for all job-seeking customers, as the skills provided
are necessary for success throughout the regional labor market.

e

o

Additional One-Stop innovation has occurred around industry specific workforce orien-
tations. Initial orientations consisted of time-certain group orientations consisting of pre-
sentations by staff and viewing of a video. Upon identifying the need for an improved,
more accessible orientation, SE Works designed a self-directed computer presentation
that enables job seekers to access, at their convenience, crucial information about the
requirements necessary for success at LSI Logic. The success of this service at SE Works
has led to it’s inclusion in SIP related services delivered by Workforce Connections/East
County One-Stop.

Further, through a partnership between Worksystems, Inc. and the Oregon Semiconduc-
tor Workforce Consortium, both One-Stops have now included an additional self-directed
computer tutorial in their SIP related services. A CD Rom developed by the Consortium
entitled “Working in Cleanroom” provides a visual tour and factual information about
the products and demands of the semiconductor industry. This provides an industry driven
perspective for job seekers, as well as an effective visual tool for targeted populations
who are new to the unique demands of the industry. '
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RETENTION AND PROMOTION
Retention

The SIP agreement requires LS| Logic to demonstrate a 70 percent rate of retention
for all employees. LSI Logic’s corporate goal for the Gresham Manufacturing Headquar-
ters is 90% retention. LS| Logic has achieved a retention rate of approximately 88 percent
for 1998.

Promotion

A baseline promotion rate of 50 percent was established in the agreement for FSA
covered employees, upon completion of one year of employment. LSI Logic promoted
21 of 40 FSA covered employees in 1998 and provided 6 special salary adjustments.
These promotions and adjustments resulted in increases of 6-8% for these employees
over and above increases resulting from LSI Logic’s regular merit review increases.

The SIP agreement requires LS} Logic to ensure that supervisors of Category One
employees receive training in order to provide the appropriate supervisory skills for
identifying employment issues sometimes associated with target populations to pre-
vent potential disciplinary action. This provision of the agreement is of great importance
to Multnomah County, consistent with the county’s commitment to ensuring long term
economic success for disadvantaged residents and reduction of poverty as a key
Multnomah County benchmark.

As Worksystems, Inc. and LS| Logic discussed options for supervisor training within
the context of the company’s already extensive training program, LS| Logic identified a
larger need for diversity training for supervisors. As a result, Worksystems, Inc. is facili-
tating diversity training for supervisors that will fully encompass employfnent issues
sometimes associated with target populations. This training of supervisors exceeds
contractual specifications and also fills an identified company need. In addition,
Worksystems, Inc. and LSI Logic are exploring inclusion of elements of the diversity
training as a part of LSl Logic’s core training for entry level operators.
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EDUCATION AND TRAINING

The SIP partnership places substantial emphasis on sustaining and improving the
emerging high-tech educational activities and infrastructure of east Multnomah County.
SIP investments and activities encompass the continuum of education and training:
high schools, community colleges, higher education, entry level training, and continu-
ing education and training opportunities for workers.

School-to-Work

The SIP agreement requires good faith efforts by LSI Logic to increase meaningful
participation in School-to-Work activities. LSI Logic has identified School-to-Work par-
ticipation as a top priority for the Gresham campus. Among their activities, LSI Logic is
working in partnership with Reynolds School District to develop a program that in-
volves high school students and faculty in the semiconductor industry at both the middle
and high school levels. The program is designed to be portable to allow other east
county districts to participate.

In the summer of 1998, LSI Logic gave local teachers the opportunity to take part in
an 8-10 week paid internship assignment within the company, the second year the
company has offered such a program. In addition, LSI Logic participated in Mt. Hood
Community College’s Rich Rewards Workshop for east county schools, which is de-
signed to inform teachers, counselors, and School-to-Work staff about skills required by
the industry and career opportunities within the industry.

LSI Logic is a Board Member and participant in Oregon State University’s Multi-
Engineering Cooperative Program which provides on-the-job engineering experience
and college credit for eight students through paid internships.




D>PERFORMANCE

In accordance with the SIP agreement, LS| Logic has contributed $300,000 to
Multnomah County for high-tech education and training from 1996-1998.

E>PERFORMANCE

In 1998, nineteen employees received tuition reimbursement, including the follow-
ing degree programs:

2- year degree - 6 employees
4- year degree - 4 employees

Post Graduate Degrees - 6 employees

Mt. Hood Microelectronics Training Center

By providing the incentives that attracted LSI Logic and other microelectronics firms
to Gresham, implementation of the SIP was key in creating the Microelectronics Train-
ing Center (MTC). The MTC is a partnership between Mt. Hood Community College,
LSI Logic, and Fujitsu Microelectronics that is designed to educate and enhance the
East County semiconductor workforce. The MTC provides training for students and
entry-level microelectronics employees as well as continuing education for those cur-
rently employed in the microelectronics industry.

D>PERFORMANCE

LSl Logic’s eight-week core training program for new employees is conducted at the MTC,

which in 1998 saw 81 employees participate.
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D>PERF0RMANCE

Per agreement specifications, LSI Logic pays 75 percent of the operating costs for
the MTC. These costs totaled $53,539 for 1998. Further, LSI Logic made in-kind dona-
tions including Plexiglas, air-conditioning (estimated $15,000), computer and mini-fab
equipment maintenance, computer development, and systems consulting.

D>PERF0RMANCE

LS| Logic entry-level employees have taken part in 25,900 hours of MTC training
since 1996.

D>PERF0RMANCE

Multi-media field trips for middle and high school students to the MTC have intro-
duced 1,000 east county students and teachers to the microelectronics industry and
LSI Logic.

The MTC offers microelectronics classes for east county high school students that
have served over 100 students through 1998. Students receive high school graduation
credit for these classes, as well as four hours of college credit. Among a wide variety of
activities, students work in teams in preparing and presenting a project that focuses on
one step in the integrated circuit fabrication process. Class completion requires stu-
dents to pass the same final exam used at Mt. Hood Community College for college
level Introduction to Microelectronics classes. MTC classes are aligned with state re-
quirements for the Certificate of Advanced Mastery as well as the recognized industry
standards of the American Electronics Association.
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ENVIRONMENT

County Goal:

To approve tax abatements only for firms that demonstrate a commitment to envi-
ronmental protection.

Multnomah County established a “no impact” goal for the company’s environmen-
tal stewardship in the SIP Agreement. This “no impact” goal is to ensure that investment
occurs that sustains livability and regional environmental quality for county residents.

LSI Logic Environmental Performance for 1998

LSI Logic has hired environmental staff and implemented programs to systemati-
cally manage its environmental activities in Gresham. At LS| Logic, every work unit is
responsible for improvements in environmental management. Each employee, from
entry-level maintenance to upper-level executive, is evaluated on their contribution to
this goal. This system provides a strong incentive for all employees to continually strive
for environmental innovation.

LS! Logic’s system places a strong emphasis on reducing pollution at the source,
which is considered by DEQ and EPA as the most preferred and effective environmen-
tal management strategy. For instance, changing processes to reduce the amount and
toxicity of chemicals in processes not only reduces chemical storage and exposures,
but also results in decreased hazardous waste volumes and air emissions.

By focusing on the areas of operation where the facility has the greatest environ-
mental impact, LS| Logic will make rapid progress toward the County’s “no-impact goal.”
While there are still significant environmental impacts resulting from the LSI Logic
facility, the company’s 1998 performance achievements demonstrate measurable
progress in reducing the facility’s impacts.




Green Permit/EMSIP

LSI Logic’s Gresham Campus is one of only three companies in Oregon participating
as a pilot facility in DEQ’s Green Permit/Environmental Management System Incentive
Project (EMSIP). The goal of the Green Permit/EMSIP Program is to use incentives, such
as regulatory flexibility, to encourage facilities to achieve greater environmental perfor-
mance results than what would otherwise be required by current law. LSI Logic’s Green
Permit is scheduled to be issued in October 1999, and will be the first one in the state.

The Green Permits/Environmental Management System Incentive Project is based
on the following principles:

* Compliance with environmental standards is the baseline. Environmental perfor-
mance exceeding minimum compliance is expected.

* Measurable and significant environmental performance goals must be established.
Accomplishment should produce real and quantifiable gains. For example, in ad-
dition to outstanding performance in emissions or waste reduction, the project
may recognize gains in areas not traditionally covered by regulatory permits, such
as habitat protection or reduction of storm water runoff.

* Meaningful stakeholder involvement is expected. In addition to superior environ-
mental performance, Green Permit/EMSIP facilities are expected to demonstrate
efforts to inform and involve members of the community in environmental issues.

* The Green Permit/EMSIP system balances simplicity with flexibility and innova-
tion. The Green Permit/EMSIP is designed to provide clear prineciples and expec-
tations of performance. At the same time, it will be adaptable to new innovations
and continuous improvement for environmental management.

(5> PERFORMANCE

Chemical Use Reduction: 12 thousand gallons
Water Use Reduction: 10 million gallons

Energy Use Reduction: 4.4 million kilowatt hours
Spent Chemicals Recycled: 25 thousand gallons

Solid Waste Reduction and Recycling: 2.1 tons of paper, metal, and plastic
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[> PERFORMANCE

Chemical Use Reduction of 12 Thousand Gallons

Chemical baths in the wet bench wafer cleaning process were diluted with water to
reduce the quantity and toxicity of chemicals (ammonium hydroxide, hydrogen perox-
ide, and hydrochloric acid) used for cleaning. In addition, a change of chemicals used
in the slurry process reduced the quantity of chemical applied per wafer from 2.5 liters
to 1.5 liters.

Water Use Reduction of 10 Million Gallons

Level controls were installed on the condenser tanks used in the ultra pure water
purification process in 1998. These new controls reduced the water flow rate in this
system from 25 to 5 gallons per minute, resulting in an annual 10,000,000 gallon reduc-
tion in wastewater discharge. Further, total water use from Fab 1 is only 50% of that
contemplated at the time of the agreement, due directly to LSI Logic investment in
technology that reclaims an estimated 40 gallons per minute.

Energy Use Reduction of 4.4 Million Kilowatt Hours

The performance of an evaporator used to reduce the volume of ammonium sulfate
solution generated as a by-product of LS] Logic’s ammonia treatment, was evaluated in
1998. Based on the evaluation results, the evaporator was replaced with a more effi-
cient model, reducing energy consumption of this process by 75%.

Solid Waste Reduction and Recycling - 2.1 tons of paper, metal, and plastic

Three major solid waste reduction and recycling measures were instituted in 1998.
First, LSl Logic implemented corporate-wide Systems, Applications, and Products in
Data Processing (SAP) software to integrate business information management. This
system reduced the Gresham facility’s paper usage by an estimated 1,200 pounds per
year by eliminating the need for paper copies of many administrative documents. LSI
Logic also found an alternative use for approximately 70 empty plastic slurry totes and
‘metal drums (3,200 pounds) that would otherwise have been disposed. In addition,
the recycling of spent fluorescent tubes from the Gresham facility began in 1998.

Industry Benchmarks

LSI Logic’s manufacturing processes are similar to, yet distinct from, those in other
high technology facilities in Oregon. Therefore, attempting to benchmark LSI Logic’s
environmental performance relative to other semiconductor and electronics compa-




nies may not provide accurate and complete insights into the company’s relative per-
formance. The one benchmarking tool readily available is the environmental “Road
Map” developed by SEMI, the major trade organization for the semiconductor indus-
try. The Road Map sets milestones for the implementation of particular environmental
controls or reductions measure over time. Currently, LS| Logic is meeting or exceeding
the schedule for achieving Road Map milestones. For instance, the Road Map sets a
goal of minimizing PFC (perfluorocarbons) emissions by 1999; LS| Logic installed PFC
abatement technology into the Gresham facility in 1997. Neither federal nor state law
require such PFC abatement.

Among the considerations LS| Logic incorporated into the development of its objec-
tives were local environmental conditions and concerns. Much of the attention of local
environmental policy makers and advocacy organizations is focused on the increased
depletion rates of habitat in our region’s surface water bodies that supply water and en-
ergy, and receive wastewater.

As a result of these regional concerns, there is an expectation that LSI Logic demon-
strate leadership in its industry in the area of water and energy use reduction. The com-
pany has responded by making water and energy conservation two of its top five envi-
ronmental management priorities at the Gresham campus. Moreover, LS| Logic imple-
mented measures in 1998 that saved considerable amounts of water and energy; recy-
cling the ultra pure wastewater generated in the facility’s wet benches is a good ex-
ample of such efforts. LS| Logic continues to research and evaluate new resource con-
servation measures. The results of any new initiatives will be presented and analyzed in
the 1999 SIP report.

Spent Chemical Recycling

Although LS Logic’s purity specifications for certain chemicals preclude reuse within
their facility, these “spent” materials are still potentially usable by many other indus-
tries. In 1998, LSI Logic located and audited multiple prospective purchasers of its
spent chemicals, and installed separate piping to divert these usable chemicals away
from its waste management systems and into separate holding tanks. The materials
sold to other users include isopropyl alcohol, phosphoric acid, and sulfuric acid.

.
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Indirect Impact Mitigation

Storm Water Management - In addition to environmental efforts directly related to
chip production, LSI Logic has worked to create an effective storm water management
program for the Gresham Campus aimed at protection of water quality in Fairview
Creek and the Columbia Slough. In 1998, LSI Logic constructed five new storm water
detention ponds in order to preserve and enhance water quality on underdeveloped
portions of the LSI Logic property. The 1998 pond construction follows the biofiltration
and pond construction investments made by LS| Logic in 1997.
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Contract Goal: To provide assistance securing affordable housing in Multnomah County.

In 1995, LSI Logic contributed an initial $500,000 to increase Multnomah County’s
affordable housing stock. Multnomah County, the City of Portland, and the City of
Gresham engaged in an extensive community planning process with the Gresham Com-
‘munity Housing Corporation and the citizen-led, countywide Housing and Community
Development Commission for the review of proposed SIP housing developments. These
community partners met with the goal of leveraging $1 million of SIP funding (LS| Logic’s
$500,000 along with $500,000 from Fuijitsu’s former SIP) with other public and private
sources for maximum impact on county housing needs.

SIP SUPPORTED PROPERTIES IN MULTNOMAH COUNTY

Rockwood Landing Ava House Il .
Villa de Clara Vista Addition Rockwood Apartments
Woodstock House Alberta Simmons Plaza

5 Portland Habilitation
Center properties

St. Francis Apartments

Endelea Court Apartments

This initial SIP affordable housing funding has now been leveraged into $12 million
by local community development corporations. It has financed nine housing develop-
ments (374 units) throughout Multhomah County, housing over 525 disadvantaged
county residents. All of the SIP assisted units are for persons at or below 50 percent of
the area’s median income level ($24,800 for a family of four). The remaining SIP lever-
aged units are for those at 60 percent median income. During the community funding
allocation process, preference was given to projects that featured linkages to available
and developing workforce related services and support services for families.




Rockwood Landing @  SE 190"/SE Yamihill

Villa de Clara Vista Addition @
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Developer/CDC: Housing Authority of Portland

Populations served: Farmworkers at or below 50% of area median in-
come '

Special Features: Community Room for Service Providers

SIP housing award: $150,000

6500 NE Killingsworth Portland

Developer/CDC: Hacienda CDC

Populations served: Large families at 28%-50% area median income
Special Features: Bilingual property manager, Community Resource Cen-
ter for service providers including: child-care, nutrition counseling, family
counseling, tutoring, and workforce development

SIP housing award: $150,000

7110 SE Woodstock, Portland

Developer/CDC: Rose CDC

Populations Served: Persons in drug and alcohol recovery and families
with a parent going through drug and alcohol recovery. Low income per-
sons and families at 30%-50% of median income level.

Special Features: Alcohol and drug-free housing designed for people who
have recently completed drug treatment programs.

SIP housing award: $45,000

Multnomah County

SIP supported housing developments are
located throughout Multnomah County.
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St. Francis Apartments @ NE 10"/Alberta, Portland
Developer/CDC: Franciscan Enterprises
Populations served: Families below 50% area median income
Special Features: Access to Neighborhood Network Center; center provides
access to job training and computer training by Franciscan Enterprises
SIP housing award: $32,000

Endelea Court Apartments @  NE 27*/Killingsworth, Portland
Developer/CDC: Sabin CDC
Populations served: Large families at 30-50% of area median income
Special Features: access to Neighborhood Network Center, offsite resident
liaison
SIP housing award: $100,000

Ava House Il ® 97 NW Ava, Gresham
Developer/CDC: Mt. Hood CMHC
Population Served: Mentally ill with SSIincomes, low income at below 50%
of median income level
Special Features: Offssite skills trainer and case manager
SIP housing award: $50,000

RoseWood Apartments @  NE 48"/Sandy, Portland
Developer/CDC: Central City Concern
Populations Served: Persons living with AIDS; 21 units at 0-50% of median
income level, 14 units at 50%-80% of median income level
Special Features: Housing manager, support services, off-site employment
programs for residents
SIP housing award: $185,000

Alberta Simmons Plaza @ NE MLK/NE Dekum, Portland
Developer/CDC: Housing our Families
Populations served: Elderly section 8 recipients at 0-50% area median in-
come
Special Features: Commercial component
SIP housing award: $114,000

Portland Habilitation Center €@ 1009 SE 162nd Ave.
5 property purchase ) 4333 SE 104th Ave.
@ 7200 SE Woodstock Blvd.
@ 663334 N. Oberlin
® 13223 SE Powell
Developer/CDC: Portland Habilitation
Populations served: Housing will be marketed towards low-income disabled
populations targeted for workforce development
Special Features: Project involves the rehabilitation of five apartment build-
ings, existing tenants will not be relocated. Off site case manager aiding
with workforce development for residents.
SIP housing award: $114,000
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Multnomah County, LSI Logic, and the city of Gresham have taken advantage of
the opportunities presented by the SIP framework and worked toward continuous im-
provement and innovation to accomplish mutually beneficial goals. As a result we now
see new and expanding community partnerships among the public and private sectors
and innovative approaches to the achievement of community priorities established in
the 1995 agreement.

e With completion of the three-year first phase of the agreement, itis now possible to
: evaluate performance and impacts in both annual and cumulative terms. Quality job
creation, career opportunities for disadvantaged local residents, expanded educational
opportunities, environmental stewardship, and increased affordable housing all have

been achieved as direct results of the SIP partnership.

) Further, as the SIP partnership has evolved from a compliance-based contract to-
I ward a more collaborative partnership, the performance standards of the SIP agree-
s ment have become a baseline, rather than an ultimate goal. Success is now measured
- against what is possible, not what is merely required.

Maintaining performance-based accountability, while developing new and innova-
tive partnerships and goals, will continue to produce the results envisioned by
Multnomah County in 1995. This approach will ensure that all of the diverse stakehold-
ers in the SIP, particularly the citizens of Multnomah County, will see long term ben-
efits from this innovative approach to local economic development.
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1 Moore, Jonathan. “Silicon Central.” Business Week, 21 june, 1999, 128.
2 OEDD report: An Analysis of the Impacts of Industrial Property Tax Incentives; July 30 1996.

3 Radford Associates/AON Consulting 1998 Benefits Exchange Technology Industry Compensation and Benefits
Survey, pp. B-10.

4 Multiplier effect estimate from Oregon Employment Department 1.4-1.5 indirect jobs for every direct job.




FUJITSU MICROELECTRONICS POST SIP RESULTS

Post SIP Agreement Performance 1998

The original 1995 SIP Agreement provided a property tax abatement for Fujitsu to
construct a second fab and create almost 500 new jobs in Gresham. In January of 1997,
Fujitsu announced that due to worldwide changes in the semiconductor market, the
company was canceling the planned job creation contemplated in the SIP Agreement.
In August of 1997, an agreement was reached between Multnomah County and Fujitsu
to dissolve the original SIP Agreement and replace it with a more limited partnership
agreement. This agreement eliminates all property tax abatements while maintaining
the company’s commitment to the following community benefits until the year 2010:

Continuation of First Source Agreement

Maintain use and financial support of First Source Agreement, providing job opportuni-
ties for welfare receipients, unemployed and underemployed.

Transitional benefits for entry level employees

Child-care subsidies, shirf preferences, child-care resource and referral services. Trans-
portation assistance including company organized and paid subsidies, carpooling,
alternative transportation opportunities and services.

Training and educational advancement

Contintued financial support for the Mt. Hood Microelectronics Training Center (25
percent of MTC operating budget). Commitment to continuation of providing 80 hours
of on the job training for entry level employees and continued tuition reimbursement
for technical and post secondary education.

Local procurement

Implementation of local procurement plan with a goal of annual increases of 5 percent
of total local expenditures.

Environmental Management Plan

Maintain and implement EMP in conjunction with Oregon DEQ. The previous environ-
mental plan was recognized by DEQ for its quality.

It is important to note that no tax abatements ever occurred under Fujitsu’s former SIP.




FUJITSU MICROELECTRONICS POST SIP RESULTS

@ 1098 PERFORMANCE

P Access to entry-level jobs
Total FSA Hires:

School to Work:

Local vocational graduate:
Oregon higher education:
No information provided:

Adult and family services:
Unemployed:
Underemployed:
Oregon High School:

OO =0 +

P Transitional benefits for entry level employees

Child care subsidies

Employee Participants: 39
Subsidies paid to employees: $21,841

Transportation Subsidies

Employee Participants: 98
Subsidies paid to employees: $10,335

P Training and Educational Advancement

Educational Assistance Reimbursements

Employee Participants: 26
Reimbursement Payments to Employees: $24,091

Degree Program

Participants: 75
Expenses for Degree Program: $51,393

P> Local Procurement

Vendors: 303
Expenditures: $11,822,338
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Fujitsu Microelectronics Post SIP Performance (Continued)

P Environmental Management Plan

Fujitsu has continued to produce performance achievements in the areas of energy
use, water recycling and reuse, and waste reduction resulting from initial investments
associated with their 1996 environmental management plan.

Targets established for 1996 became obsolete due to invalid production targets as-
sociated with Fujitsu's scaled back operations. New baselines are being established in
conjunction with DEQ using data obtained 4th quarter 1997 and calendar year 1998.
Key accomplishments in 1998 include the following:

Water Reuse and Recycling

In 1998, Fujitsu improved the operational efficiency of the new FAB 2 ultra pure
water recycling system. The company has improved performance of their existing sys-
tem, which has resulted in a reduction of overall water consumption by 50 percent.

Air Emissions

Volatile organic compounds emitted per pound have been reduced 85 percent,
due to both reduction in Fab 1 operations and improvements in Fab 2.

Solid Waste

In 1998, new programs for recycling silicon wafers, silicon packaging, and memory
chip product packaging were implemented. Measurable results will be available from
these new programs next year.
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Office of Multnomah County Chair
1120 SW Fifth St., Room 1515
Portland, OR 97204
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MEETING DATE: 0CT 07 1999

AGENDA NO: C-\
ESTIMATED START TIME: Q3D

(Above Space for Board Clerk's Use ONLY)

AGENDA PLACEMENT FORM

- SUBJECT_Appointment to DUIl Community Advisory Board

DATE REQUESTED:

BOARD BRIEFING:
REQUESTED BY:
AMOUNT OF TIME NEEDED:

REGULAR MEETING: DATE REQUESTED:_10/7/99

AMOUNT OF TIME NEEDED:_Consent

DIVISION: Chair's Office

DEPARTMENT: Nondepartmental

CONTACT: Delma Farrell TELEPHONE #:_248-3953
BLDG/ROOM #:___106/1515

PERSON(S) MAKING PRESENTATION:
ACTION REQUESTED:

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

SUGGESTED AGENDA TITLE:
Appointment of Joanne Fairchild, R.N., to the DUIl Community Advisory Board, Health Care

Representative Position

SIGNATURES REQUIRED:

NI 17 Ny

ELECTED OFFICIAL:

(OR)
DEPARTMENT

MANAGER:
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ALL ACCOMPANYING DOCUMENTS MUST HAVE REQUIRED SIGNAT
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Any Questions: Call the Board Clerk @ 248-3277




MEETING DATE: 0CT 071999
AGENDA NO: G2
ESTIMATED START TIME Q30

(Above Space for Board Clerk’s use only)

AGENDA PLACEMENT FORM
SUBJECT: Request Approval of Repurchase Deed to Former Owner

BOARD BRIEFING: Date Requested:
Requested by:
Amount of Time Needed:

REGULAR MEETING: Date Requested:__ Consent Calendar
Amount of Time Needed:

DEPARTMENT: Environmental Services DIVISION: _Assessment & Taxation

CONTACT:___Gary Thomas TELEPHONE #:___ 248-3380 x22591
BLDG/ROOM #: 166/300/Tax Title

PERSON(s) MAKING PRESENTATION: Consent Calendar

ACTION REQUESTED:

{ }INFORMATION ONLY { }POLICY DIRECTION {X} APPROVAL { }OTHER

Request approval of Repurchase Deed of Former Owner, SHRIL D. LOMAX AND DAVID J.
LOMAX.

Resolution and Deed D001654 attached. o .
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Any Questiors: Call the Board Cler 248-3277
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

RESOLUTION NO._ 99-191

Authorizing Execution of Deed D001654 for Repurchase of Tax Foreclosed Property to Former
Owners SHRIL D LOMAX and DAVID J. LOMAX

The Multnomah County Board of Commissioners Finds:

a) Multnomah County acquired the real property hereinafter described through foreclosure of liens for
delinquent taxes, and that SHRIL D LOMAX and DAVID J. LOMAX are the former record owners

b) SHRIL D LOMAX and DAVID J. LOMAX have applied to the County to repurchase the property for
the amount of $1,326.16, which amount is not less than that required by ORS 275.180; and it is in
the best interest of the County that the property be sold to the former owner.

c) The County’s Tax Title Division has received $1,326.16 from the former owners.

The Multnomah County Board of Commissioners Resolves:

1. That the Chair of the Multnomah County Board of County Commissioners is authorized to Execute
a deed in a form substantially complying with the attached deed conveying to the contract
purchaser the following described real property:

LOT 11, BLOCK 4, SCOFFINS ADD, a recorded subdivision in the City of Portland, County of
Multnomah and State of Oregon.

Approved this 7th dayof  October, 1999.

BOARD COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

MULTNOMAH CQU OREGON
W
By iy
/Beverly 57i , Chair

REVIEWED:
Thomas Sponsler, County Counsel
ourity,~Qregon
ey

Mafthew O. Ryan, AssisfantCounty Counsel




Deed D001654

MULTNOMAH COUNTY, a political subdivision of the State of Oregon, Grantor, conveys to
SHRIL D. LOMAX AND DAVID J. LOMAX, Grantee, the following described real property, situated in
the County of Multnomah, State of Oregon:

LOT 11, BLOCK 4, SCOFFINS ADD, a recorded subdivision in the County of Multnomah and
State of Oregon.

The true and actual consideration paid for this transfer, stated in the terms of dollars is
$1,326.16.

THIS INSTRUMENT WILL NOT ALLOW USE OF THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED IN THIS
INSTRUMENT IN VIOLATION OF APPLICABLE LAND USE LAWS AND REGULATIONS.
- BEFORE SIGNING OR ACCEPTING THIS INSTRUMENT, THE PERSON ACQUIRING FEE TITLE
TO THE PROPERTY SHOULD CHECK WITH THE APPROPRIATE CITY OR COUNTY PLANNING
DEPARTMENT TO VERIFY APPROVED USES AND TO DETERMINE ANY LIMITS ON LAWSUITS
AGAINST FARMING OR FOREST PRACTICES AS DEFINED IN ORS 30.930.

Until a change is requested, all tax statements shall be sent to the following address:

SHRIL D. LOMAX
DAVID J. LOMAX
7102 NE 10TH AVE
PORTLAND OR 97211

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, MULTNOMAH COUNTY has caused these presents to be executed
by the Chair of the Multnomah County Board of Commissioners the 7th day of October, 1999,
by authority of a Resolution of the Board of County Commissioners heretofore entered of record.

“\\\\\\

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

MUL%/IAHC U%REGON

everly Styn/‘founty Chair
REVIEWED: DEED APPROVED:
Thomas Sponsler, County Counsel Kathleen A. Tuneberg, Director
Multnom Oregon Tax Collections/Records Management
By Z /'/4&‘, BY\K
Matthew O. Ryan, Assistan#County Counsel Kathleen A. Tunebexgj Director

After recording, return to 166/300/Multnomah County Tax Title



STATE OF OREGON )
) ss
COUNTY OF MULTNOMAH )

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this 7th day
of October, 1999, by Beverly Stein, to me personally known, as Chair of the
Multnomah County Board of Commissioners, on behalf of the County by
authority of the Multnomah County Board of Commissioners.

NOTARY PUBLIC-OREGON

N‘.\_\".x‘_.\z
COMMISSION NO. 063223

SN TN
OFFICIAL SEAL f
DEBORAH LYNN BOGSTAD /
XL MY COMMISSION EXPIRES JUNE 27, §
SONCONIOSNTN I

G otiosan Lyws Septars
Notary Public for Oregon
My Commission expires: 6/27/01
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MEETING DATE: 0CT 07 1999
AGENDA NO: C-3
ESTIMATED START TIME: Q30

(Above Space for Board Clerk’s use only)

AGENDA PLACEMENT FORM

SUBJECT: Request Approval of Repurchase Deed to Former Owner

BOARD BRIEFING: Date Requested:

Requested by:
Amount of Time Needed:

REGULAR MEETING: Date Requested:_ Consent Calendar

Amount of Time Needed:
DEPARTMENT: Environmental Services DIVISION: Assessment & Taxation
CONTACT:___ Gary Thomas TELEPHONE #: 248-3380 x22591

BLDG/ROOM #:____166/300/Tax Title

PERSON(s) MAKING PRESENTATION: Consent Calendar

ACTION REQUESTED:

{ }INFORMATION ONLY { }POLICY DIRECTION {X} APPROVAL { }OTHER

Request approval of Repurchase Deed of Former Owner, LORI R JACOBS.

Resolution and Deed D001662 attached.
olulaa oo Dre> € Cofies of all o
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ALL ACCOMPANYING DOCUMENTS MUST E REQUIRED SIGNATURES
Any Questions:{Call the Board Clerk) @ 248-3277



BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

RESOLUTION NO. 99-192
Authorizing Execution of Deed D001662 for Repurchase of Tax Foreclosed Property to Former Owner
LORI R JACOBS
The Multnomah County Board of Commissioners Finds:

a) Multnomah County acquired the real property hereinafter described through foreclosure of liens for
delinquent taxes, and that LORI R JACOBS is the former record owner

b) LORI R JACOBS has applied to the County to repurchase the property for the amount of
$21,513.92, which amount is not less than that required by ORS 275.180; and it is in the best
interest of the County that the property be sold to the former owner.

c) The County’s Tax Title Division has received $21,513.92 from the former owner.

The Multnomah County Board of Commissioners Resolves:

1. That the Chair of the Multnomah County Board of County Commissioners is authorized to Execute
a deed in a form substantially complying with the attached deed conveying to the contract
purchaser the following described real property:

AS DESCRIBED IN ATTACHED EXHIBIT A

Approved this 7th  dayof October, 1999.

.\\\ \\\

T \\\SMOHERJ BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

, @\} e &'., MULTNOMAH CO%SREGON
:.‘A:._ 2 g . By %

everly ﬁte{in , Chair

REVIEWED:
Thomas Sponsler, County Counsel

Matthew O. Ryan Assiétarft County Counsel



EXHIBIT A

R-99420-0500 ‘ TL 50 of Section 20 1S 4E
R-99420-0501
Map 20 1S 4E

Described as follows:

A tract of land in the Southeast One-Quarter of Section 20,
Township 1 South, Range 4 East, of the Willamette Meridian,
Multnomah County, Oregon, described as follows:

Beginning at a point in the centerline of Powell Valley Road,
County Road No. 535, a distance of 264.00 feet Westerly from the
intersection of said centerline with the East line of the West One-
Half of the Southeast One-Quarter of said Section 20; thence North,
along the West line of the W.E. Markell two acre tracts, a distance
of 360.35 feet to the Northwest corner thereof; thence Westerly and
parallel with the centerline of said Powell Valley Road, County
Road No. 535, a distance of 132.00 feet to a point; thence South
and parallel with the West line of said Markell two acre tract, a
distance of 360.35 feet to a point in the centerline of Powell
Valley Road, County Road No. 535; thence Easterly along said
centerline to the point of beginning.




Deed D001662

MULTNOMAH COUNTY, a political subdivision of the State of Oregon, Grantor, conveys to
LORI R JACOBS, Grantee, the following described real property, situated in the County of
Muitnomah, State of Oregon:

AS DESCRIBED IN ATTACHED EXHIBIT A.

The true and actual consideration paid for this transfer, stated in the terms of dollars is
$21,513.92.

THIS INSTRUMENT WILL NOT ALLOW USE OF THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED IN THIS
INSTRUMENT IN VIOLATION OF APPLICABLE LAND LUSE LAWS AND REGULATIONS.
BEFORE SIGNING OR ACCEPTING THIS INSTRUMENT, THE PERSON ACQUIRING FEE TITLE
TO THE PROPERTY SHOULD CHECK WITH THE APPROPRIATE CITY OF COUNTY PLANNING
DEPARTMENT TO VERIFY APPROVED USES AND TO DETERMINE ANY LIMITS ON LAWSUITS
AGAINST FARMING OR FOREST PRACTICES AS DEFINED IN ORS 30.930.

Until a change is requested, all tax statements shall be sent to the following address:

LORI R JACOBS
31535 SE BLUFF RD
GRESHAM OR 97030

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, MULTNOMAH COUNTY has caused these presents to be executed
by the Chair of the Multnomah County Board of Commissioners the 7th day of October, 1999,
by authority of a Resolution of the Board of County Commissioners heretofore entered of record.

‘\\\\ \ \

\\\SSlOL’MJ* W,
‘g\\ ,,-,"";-.'»0 My ¥

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

MU70 AH COUMTY, OREGON
By
/ Beverl(fgéin, Chair

REVIEWED: DEED APPROVED:
Thomas Sponsler, County Counsel Kathleen A. Tuneberg, Director
pat Tax Collections/Records Management

ByKQ ambrector

” . /
Matthew O. Ryan, AssistanfCounty Counsel Kathleen A. Tuneberg,

Atfter recording, return to 166/300/Multnomah County Tax Title




 EXHIBIT A

R-99420-0500 TL 50 of Section 20 1S 4E
R-99420-0501
Map 20 1S 4E

Described as follows:

A tract of land in the Southeast One-Quarter of Section 20,
Township 1 South, Range 4 East, of the Willamette Meridian,
Multnomah County, Oregon, described as follows:

Beginning at a point in the centerline of Powell Valley Road,
County Road No. 535, a distance of 264.00 feet Westerly from the
intersection of said centerline with the East line of the West One-
Half of the Southeast One-Quarter of said Section 20; thence North,
along the West line of the W.E. Markell two acre tracts, a distance
of 360.35 feet to the Northwest corner thereof; thence Westerly and
parallel with the centerline of said Powell Vvalley Road, County
Road No. 535, a distance of 132.00 feet to a point; thence South
and parallel with the West line of said Markell two acre tract, a
distance of 360.35 feet to a point in the centerline of Powell
Valley Road, County Road No. 535; thence Easterly along said
centerline to the point of beginning.




STATE OF OREGON )
) ss
COUNTY OF MULTNOMAH )

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this 7th day
‘of October, 1999, by Beverly Stein, to me personally known, as Chair of the
Multnomah County Board of Commissioners, on behalf of the County by
authority of the Multnomah County Board of Commissioners.

(e oneau buynn 63&%&:,5

DEBORAH Lvﬁg&g&?m Notary Public for Oregon
CSL’:?Y.SS"%% NO. 063223 My Commission expires: 6/27/01




MEETING DATE: OCT 07 1999

AGENDA NO: C -\

ESTIMATED START TIME: 2 Viso &)

(Above Space for Board Clerk’s use only)

AGENDA PLACEMENT FORM
SUBJECT: Request Approval of Repurchase Deed to Former Owner

BOARD BRIEFING: Date Requested:

Requested by:

Amount of Time Needed:

REGULAR MEETING: Date Requested:_ Consent Calendar

Amount of Time Needed:

DEPARTMENT: Environmental Services DIVISION:___Assessment & Taxation

CONTACT: __ Gary Thomas TELEPHONE #: 248-3380 x22591

BLDG/ROOM #:___166/300/Tax Title

PERSON(s) MAKING PRESENTATION: Consent Calendar

ACTION REQUESTED:

{ }INFORMATION ONLY { } POLICY DIRECTION {X} APPROVAL { } OTHER
Request approval of Repurchase Deed of Former Owner, CALVIN B. AUSTIN AND LOIS B.
AUSTIN.

Resolution and Deed D001663 attached.
1o/faa OR{Gisal DD 1 CoPies of all

10 tax TiTe

SIGNATURES REQUIRED:

ELECTED OFFICIAL: ‘
OR
DEPARTMENT MANAGER: Lt L Lelplans?d

ALL ACCOMPANYING DOCUMENTS MUS
Any Questions:\Call the Board Clerk




BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

RESOLUTION NO. 99-193

Authorizing Execution of Deed D001663 for Repurchase of Tax Foreclosed Property to Former Owner

CALVIN B. AUSTIN and LOIS B AUSTIN

The Multnomah County Board of Commissioners Finds:
a) Multnomah County acquired the real property hereinafter described through foreclosure of liens for
delinquent taxes, and that CALVIN B. AUSTIN and LOIS B AUSTIN are the former record owners
CALVIN B. AUSTIN and LOIS B AUSTIN have applied to the County to repurchase the property
for the amount of $13,000, which amount is not less than that required by ORS 275.180; and it is

b)
in the best interest of the County that the property be sold to the former owner.

The County’s Tax Title Division has received $13,000 from the former owner.

c)
The Multnomah County Board of Commissioners Resolves:
1. That the Chair of the Multnomah County Board of County Commissioners is authorized to Execute
a deed in a form substantially complying with the attached deed conveying to the contract
purchaser the following described real property:

LOT 11, BLOCK 6, PIEDMONT, a recorded subdivision in the City of Portland, County of

Multnomah and State of Oregon.
October, 1999.

Approved this 7th day of
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

NN
@\)\\\555’“”-' o,;;é_;_,‘ MULT/NQMAH COUNTY, OREGON
Pyt ty ! w4, / )
ANY By W 7

i.v'.#‘d A 0.. (%“
\ Bevery Stein, Chair
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REVIEWED:

Thomas Sponsler, County Counsel

By 27%
Mafthew O. Ryan, Assistarf Cétinty Counsel




Deed D001663

MULTNOMAH COUNTY, a political subdivision of the State of Oregon, Grantor, conveys to
CALVIN B. AUSTIN AND LOIS B. AUSTIN, Grantee, the following described real property, situated in
the County of Multnomah, State of Oregon:

LOT 11, BLOCK 6, PIEDMONT, a recorded subdivision in the County of Multnomah and State -
of Oregon.

The true and actual consideration paid for this transfer, stated in the terms of dollars is
$13,000.

THIS INSTRUMENT WILL NOT ALLOW USE OF THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED IN THIS
INSTRUMENT IN VIOLATION OF APPLICABLE LAND USE LAWS AND REGULATIONS.
BEFORE SIGNING OR ACCEPTING THIS INSTRUMENT, THE PERSON ACQUIRING FEE TITLE
TO THE PROPERTY SHOULD CHECK WITH THE APPROPRIATE CITY OR COUNTY PLANNING
DEPARTMENT TO VERIFY APPROVED USES AND TO DETERMINE ANY LIMITS ON LAWSUITS
AGAINST FARMING OR FOREST PRACTICES AS DEFINED IN ORS 30.930.

Until a change is requested, all tax statements shall be sent to the following address:

CALVIN B. AUSTIN AND LOIS B. AUSTIN
C/O GALEN SLOAN

10 N BLANDENA

PORTLAND OR 97217

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, MULTNOMAH COUNTY has caused these presents to be executed
by the Chair of the Multnomah County Board of Commissioners the 7th day of October, 1999,
by authority of a Resolution of the Board of County Commissioners heretofore entered of record.

NE RS SN
.73~1‘¥“\5§J~0y£ﬁ ) \é;\x‘ \

e X 1 BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
ATy %X MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON
R4 Y1) i5 By
e ? 8 : Beverly/ Stéin, Chair
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REVIEWED: DEED APPROVED:
Thomas Sponsler, County Counsel Kathleen A. Tuneberg, Director
Multnoma unty, Ore Tax Collections/Records Management
By . By dd«ﬂwﬁai/
Matthew O. Ryan, Assistant Cpéfty Counsel ‘Kathleen A. Tuneber@) Director

After recording, return to 166/300/Multnomah County Tax Title



STATE OF OREGON )
) ss
COUNTY OF MULTNOMAH )

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this 7th day
of October, 1999, by Beverly Stein, to me personally known, as Chair of the
Multnomah County Board of Commissioners, on behalf of the County by
authority of the Multnomah County Board of Commissioners.

‘\_ SN
DEBDRAII LYNN BOGSTAD
NOTARY PUBLIC-OREGON
COMMISSION NO. 063223

.@mmu Cimes ostes

Notary Public for Oregon
My Commission expires: 6/27/01




MEETING DATE:

AGENDA NO:

ESTIMATED START TIME:

(Above Space for Board Clerk’s use only)

AGENDA PLACEMENT FORM

SUBJECT: Request Approval of Deed to Contract Purchaser for Completion of Contract.

BOARD BRIEFING: Date Requested:

Requested by:

Amount of Time Needed:

REGULAR MEETING: Date Requested:_ Consent Calendar

Amount of Time Needed:

DEPARTMENT: Environmental Services DIVISION: ___Assessment & Taxation

CONTACT:__Gary Thomas TELEPHONE #:__ 248-3380 x22591

BLDG/ROOM #.____166/300/Tax Title

PERSON(s) MAKING PRESENTATION: Consent Calendar

ACTION REQUESTED:

{ }INFORMATION ONLY { }POLICY DIRECTION {X} APPROVAL { } OTHER

Request approval of deed to contract purchaser, MARIJAN SKORO and MILA SKORO, for
completion of Contract No. 15611 (Property repurchased by former owner).

Resolution and Deed D001664 attached.

olilaa ER &Rl DO & coPwes of altl
T© tax tie

SIGNATURES REQUIRED:

ELECTED OFFICIAL: i
ot W
DEPARTMENT MANAGER: L

ALL ACCOMPANYING DOCUMENTS MU VE REQUIRED SIGNATURES
Any Questions: Call the Board Clerk@ 248-3277




BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

RESOLUTION NO. 99-194

Authorizing the Execution of Deed D001664 Upon Complete Performance of a Contract with
MARIJAN SKORO and MILA SKORO

The Multnomah County Board of Commissioners Finds:

a)

b)

On 9/9/91, Multnomah County entered into a county contract 15611 recorded in county deed
records at Book 2457 Page 699 with MARIJAN SKORO and MILA SKORO for the sale of the
real property hereinafter described

The above contract purchaser has fully performed the terms and conditions of said contract
and is now entitled to a deed conveying said property to said purchaser; now therefore

The Multnomah County Board of Commissioners Resolves:

1.

-
- ol
LT

That the Chair of the Multnomah County Board of County Commissioners is authorized to
execute a deed in a form substantially complying with the attached deed conveying to the
contract purchaser the following described real property:

AS DESCRIBED ON ATTACHED EXHIBIT A

The County’s Division of Assessment and Taxation is authorized to forward the signed deed to
the appropriate Escrow Officer under letter of instruction which shall provide: (a) that the deed
is to be processed only upon the receipt by the County of all funds the County is due in
consideration for the above described property, and (b) that if the escrow is closed without the
proper payment to the County the deed and any copies there of shall be returned immediately
to the County.

Approved this 7th  day of October, 1999.
S IONERS s BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
QI g MULTXOMAH COUNTY, OREGON
;:"..0 P ' *ﬂ.‘.w:...@v ¢
‘-.~> : i -.'.(é"
£ #4%

AANCR N

Bgerly/j/é/g/in, cer

REVIEWED:
Thomas Sponsler, County Counsel
Multpe egon

M

tthew O. Ryan, Assistgr%unty Counsel



EXHIBIT 'A’

D0O01664
R993170550
Property ID# R340410

Beginning at the intersection of the Northerly 1line of the Powell
Valley Road right of way with the East line of the Geise ©Donation
Land Claim, 607.56 feet from the Northeast corner of said claim;
thence tasterly tracing the arc of a curve consuming a central angle
of 14° 42' 45" a distance of 90.39 feet to a point; thence continuing
along said Northerly line of the right of way North 81° 54' East a
distance of 281.25 feet to the true point of beginning of the tract
herein to be described; thence from the above described beginring
point North 7° 48' East 95.29 feet to an iron stake; thence South 86°
30' tast 75.37 feet to an iron stake in the Northwesterly right of
way line of said Powell Valley Road; thence Scuth 29° 00' West along
said right of way line 53.81 feet to a point; thence tracing the arc
of a curve to the right consuming a <central angle of 52° 54' a
distance of 78.11 feet to the place of beginning; all being situated
in the Northwest quarter of Section 17, Township 1 South, Range -3
East of the Willamette Meridian, in the County of Multnomah and State
of Oregon. :



Deed DO01664

MULTNOMAH COUNTY, a political subdivision of the State of Oregon, Grantor, conveys to
MARIJAN SKORO and MILA SKORO, Grantees, the following described real property, situated in the
County of Multnomah, State of Oregon:

AS DESCRIBED ON ATTACHED EXHIBIT A

The true and actual consideration paid for this transfer, stated in the terms of dollars is
$8,812.56.

THIS INSTRUMENT WILL NOT ALLOW USE OF THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED IN THIS
INSTRUMENT IN VIOLATION OF APPLICABLE LAND USE LAWS AND REGULATIONS.
BEFORE SIGNING OR ACCEPTING THIS INSTRUMENT, THE PERSON ACQUIRING FEE TITLE
TO THE PROPERTY SHOULD CHECK WITH THE APPROPRIATE CITY OR COUNTY PLANNING
DEPARTMENT TO VERIFY APPROVED USES AND TO DETERMINE ANY LIMITS ON LAWSUITS
AGAINST FARMING OR FOREST PRACTICES AS DEFINED IN ORS 30.930.

Until a change is requested, all tax statements shall be sent to the following address:

MARIJAN SKORO
MILA SKORO

3503 W POWELL BLVD
GRESHAM OR 97030

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, MULTNOMAH COUNTY has caused these presents to be executed
by the Chair of the Multnomah County Board of Commissioners the 7th day of October, 1999,
by authority of a Resolution of the Board of County Commissioners heretofore entered of record.

JCaS. BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON
y “7 7 . .

By /

/ Beverl%e/ﬁl, Chair

REVIEWED: DEED APPROVED:
Thomas Sponsler, County Counsel Kathleen A. Tuneberg, Director
Multnomah County Tax Collections/Records Management

/ZL’%/‘(J{;:I ~4A By\7< ﬁm/

Matthew O. Ryan, Assistarit.g6unty Counsel Kathleen A. Tuneberg/Director

After recording, return to 166/300/Multnomah County Tax Title




EXHIBIT 'A’

D0O01664
R993170550 ;
Property ID# R340410

Beginning at the intersection of the Northerly 1line of the Powell
Valley Road right of way with the East line of the Geise ©Donation
Land Claim, 607.56 feet from the Northeast corner of said claim;
thence Easterly tracing the arc of a curve consuming a central angle
of 14° 42' 45" a distance of 90.39 feet to a point; thence continuing
along said Northerly line of the right of way North 81° 54' East a
distance of 281.25 feet to the true point of beginning of the tract
herein to be described; thence from the above described beginring
point North 7° 48' East 95.29 feet to an iron stake; thence South 86°
30' East 75.37 feet to an iron stake in the Northwesterly right of
way line of said Powell Valley Road; thence Scuth 29° 00' West along
said right of way line 53.81 feet to a point; thence tracing the arc
of a curve to the right consuming a «central angle of 52° 54' a
distance of 78.11 feet to the place of beginning; all being situated
in the Northwest quarter of Section 17, Township 1 South, Range -3
East of the Willamette Meridian, in the County of Multnomah and State
of Oregon. :




STATE OF OREGON )

) ss
COUNTY OF MULTNOMAH )

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this 7th day
of October, 1999, by Beverly Stein, to me personally known, as Chair of the
Multnomah County Board of Commissioners, on behalf of the County by
authority of the Multnomah County Board of Commissioners.

S e e e -,
OFFICIAL SEAL
DEBORAH LYNN BOGSTAD
NOTARY PUBLIC-OREGON

: COMMISSION NO. 063223
MY COM EXPIRES JUNE 27, 2001
SONTNTNTONTONTONON O

MISSION
NN TN TN TN NN TN,

(omoran Ly 62)(;6‘@@

Notary Public for Oregon
My Commission expires: 6/27/01




MEETING DATE: OCT 07 1999
AGENDA NO: C(o
ESTIMATED START TIME: Ve

(Above Space for Board Clerk’s use only)

AGENDA PLACEMENT FORM

SUBJECT: Request Approval of Deed to Contract Purchaser for Completion of Contract.

BOARD BRIEFING: Date Requested:
Requested by:

Amount of Time Needed:

REGULAR MEETING: Date Requested:__ Consent Calendar

Amount of Time Needed:
DEPARTMENT: Environmental Services DIVISION: __Assessment & Taxation
CONTACT:____Gary Thomas TELEPHONE #: 248-3380 x22591

BLDG/ROOM #: 166/300/Tax Title

PERSON(s) MAKING PRESENTATION: Consent Calendar

ACTION REQUESTED:

{ }INFORMATION ONLY { } POLICY DIRECTION {X} APPROVAL { } OTHER

Request approval of deed to contract purchaser, MARIJAN SKORO and MILA SKORO, for
completion of Contract No. 15612 (Property repurchased by former owner).

AT Py s
J.'UA.‘}."!{;‘."._’ AR : I
e .

Resolution and Deed D001665 attached. . o =8
olilaa oRicipal Deed € LoPies of B
au vo tax hle P
AL o
o -
SIGNATURES REQUIRED: S_';_ o
ELECTED OFFICIAL: ~ my F
' N

OR
DEPARTMENT MANAGER:

REQUIRED SIGNATURES

ALL ACCOMPANYING DOCUMENTS MUST
248-3277

Any Questions: Call the Board Clerk



BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

RESOLUTION NO. 99-195

Authorizing the Execution of Deed D001665 Upon Complete Performance of a Contract with
MARIJAN SKORO and MILA SKORO

The Multnomah County Board of Commissioners Finds:

a) On 9/9/91, Multnomah County entered into a county contract 15612 recorded in county deed
records at Book 2457 Page 704 with MARIJAN SKORO and MILA SKORO for the sale of the
real property hereinafter described

b) The above contract purchaser has fully performed the terms and conditions of said contract
and is now entitled to a deed conveying said property to said purchaser; now therefore

The Multnomah County Board of Commissioners Resolves:

1. That the Chair of the Multnomah County Board of County Commissioners is authorized to
execute a deed in a form substantially complying with the attached deed conveying to the
contract purchaser the following described real property:

AS DESCRIBED ON ATTACHED EXHIBIT A

2. The County’s Division of Assessment and Taxation is authorized to forward the signed deed to
the appropriate Escrow Officer under letter of instruction which shall provide: (a) that the deed
is to be processed only upon the receipt by the County of all funds the County is due in
consideration for the above described property, and (b) that if the escrow is closed without the
proper payment to the County the deed and any copies there of shall be returned immediately
to the County.

Approved this 7th day of October, 1999.

o AR IR

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

. \3\“??}9?5’{:0".‘ MULTNOMAH COUNTY, GREGON

/ Beverly Sfm// Chair

IR

,/

/

REVIEWED:
Thomas Sponsler, County Counsel

M tthew O. Ryan, Assistaf2ounty Counsel




BXHIBIT 'A'

D001665
R993170560

Property ID# R340411

Beginning at the intersection of the Northerly 1line of the Powell
Valley Road right of way with the East line of the Geise Donation
Land Claim in Section 17, Township 1 South, Range 3 East of the
Willamette Meridian, in the County of Multnomah and State of Oregon,
a distance of 607.56 feet South 0° 19' 30" West from the Northeast
corner of said Donation Land Claim; thence Easterly tracing the arc
of a curve consuming a central angle of 14° 42' 45* 3 distance of
90.39 feet to a point; thence continuing along said right of way line
North 81° 54" East a distance of 281.25 feet to an iron stake; thence
North 7° 48' East 95.29 feet to an iron stake, said iron stake mark-
ing the true point of beginning of the tract herein to-be described;
thence from the above described true point of beginning Horth 7° 48'
East 195.76 feet to an iron stake; thence South 80° 04°' 30" East
146.86 feet to an iron stake in the Northwesterly side line of said
Powell Valley Road; thence South 29° 00' West along said Northwester-
ly side line of Powell Valley Road 198.07 feet to an iron stake;
thence North 86° 30' West 75.37 feet to the place of beginning.




Deed D001665

MULTNOMAH COUNTY, a political subdivision of the State of Oregon, Grantor, conveys to
MARIJAN SKORO and MILA SKORO, Grantees, the following described real property, situated in the
County of Multnomah, State of Oregon:

AS DESCRIBED ON ATTACHED EXHIBIT A

The true and actual consideration paid for this transfer, stated in the terms of dollars is
$16,187.98.

THIS INSTRUMENT WILL NOT ALLOW USE OF THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED IN THIS
INSTRUMENT IN VIOLATION OF APPLICABLE LAND USE LAWS AND REGULATIONS.
BEFORE SIGNING OR ACCEPTING THIS INSTRUMENT, THE PERSON ACQUIRING FEE TITLE
TO THE PROPERTY SHOULD CHECK WITH THE APPROPRIATE CITY OR COUNTY PLANNING
DEPARTMENT TO VERIFY APPROVED USES AND TO DETERMINE ANY LIMITS ON LAWSUITS
AGAINST FARMING OR FOREST PRACTICES AS DEFINED IN ORS 30.930.

Until a change is requested, all tax statements shall be sent to the following address:

MARIJAN SKORO
MILA SKORO

3503 W POWELL BLVD
GRESHAM OR 97030

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, MULTNOMAH COUNTY has caused these presents to be executed
by the Chair of the Multnomah County Board of Commissioners the 7th day of October, 1999,
by authority of a Resolution of the Board of County Commissioners heretofore entered of record.

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
MULT%MAH COUNTY, OREGON

AN

. ;‘??._,7. s z\\ ‘
PN

Beverl)ﬁte;fn , Chair

REVIEWED-:“ DEED APPROVED:
Thomas Sponsler, County Counsel Kathleen A. Tuneberg, Director
H Tax Collections/Records Management

By, %QO@WLCM [

Mafthew O. Ryan, AssistantZ8unty Counsel Kathleen A. Tuneberg§ Director

After recording, return to 166/300/Multnomah County Tax Title




BXHIBIT 'A'

D001665
R993170560

Property ID# R340411

Beginning at the intersection of the Northerly 1line of the Powell
Valley Road right of way with the East line of the Geise Donation
Land Claim in Section 17, Township 1 South, Range 3 East of the
Willamette Meridian, in the County of Multnomah and State of Oregon,
a distance of 607.56 feet South 0° 19' 30“ West from the Northeast
corner of said Donation Land Claim; thence Easterly tracing the arc
of a curve consuming a central angle of 14° 42' 45" a distance of
90.39 feet to a point; thence continuing along said right of way line
North 81° 54" East a distance of 281.25 feet to an iron stake; thence
North 7° 48' East 95.29 feet to an iron stake, said iron stake mark-
ing the true point of beginning of the tract herein to:be described;
thence from the above described true point of beginning North 7° 48'
East' 195.76 feet to an iron stake; thence South 80° 04°' 30" East
146.86 feet to an iron stake in the Northwesterly side line of said
Powell Valley Road; thence South 29° 00' West along said Northwester-
ly side line of Powell Valley Road 198.07 feet to an iron stake;
thence North 86° 30' West 75.37 feet to the place of beginning.



STATE OF OREGON )

COUNTY OF MULTNOMAH )

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this 7th day
of October, 1999, by Beverly Stein, to me personally known, as Chair of the
Multnomah County Board of Commissioners, on behalf of the County by
authority of the Multnomah County Board of Commissioners.

NOTARY PUBLIC-OREGON

COMMISSION NO. 063223




MEETING DATE: OCT 07 1999

AGENDA NO: C-1

ESTIMATED START TIME: QA 30

(Above Space for Board Clerk’s use only)

AGENDA PLACEMENT FORM

SUBJECT: Request Approval of Deed to Contract Purchaser for Completion of Contract.

BOARD BRIEFING: Date Requested:

Requested by:

Amount of Time Needed:

REGULAR MEETING: Date Requested:___Consent Calendar

Amount of Time Needed:

DEPARTMENT: Environmental Services DIVISION:___Assessment & Taxation

CONTACT: | Gary Thomas _ TELEPHONE #:___ 248-3380 x22591

BLDG/ROOM #:___166/300/Tax Title

PERSON(s) MAKING PRESENTATION: Consent Calendar

ACTION REQUESTED:

{ }INFORMATION ONLY { } POLICY DIRECTION {X} APPROVAL { }OTHER

Request approval of deed to contract purchaser, MARIJAN SKORO and MILA SKORO, for
completion of Contract No. 15613 (Property repurchased by former owner).

Resolution and Deed D001666 attached.
wolit]aa oRTalom| DD & CoPTes of
AW to thax tirle

SIGNATURES REQUIRED:

ELECTED OFFICIAL:
OR
DEPARTMENT MANAGER:

ALL ACCOMPANYING DOCUMENTS MUSTHAYE REQUIRED SIGNATURES
Any Questions; Call the Board Clerk @ 248-3277




.

BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

RESOLUTION NO. 99-196

Authorizing the Execution of Deed D001666 Upon Complete Performance of a Contract with
MARIJAN SKORO and MILA SKORO

The Multnomah County Board of Commissioners Finds:

a) On 9/9/91, Multnomah County entered into a county contract 15613 recorded in county deed
records at Book 2457 Page 709 with MARIJAN SKORO and MILA SKORO for the sale of the
real property hereinafter described

b) The above contract purchaser has fully performed the terms and conditions of said contract
and is now entitled to a deed conveying said property to said purchaser; now therefore

The Multnomah County Board of Commissioners Resolves:

1. That the Chair of the Multhnomah County Board of County Commissioners is authorized to
execute a deed in a form substantially complying with the attached deed conveying to the
contract purchaser the following described real property:

AS DESCRIBED ON ATTACHED EXHIBIT A

2. The County’s Division of Assessment and Taxation is authorized to forward the signed deed to
the appropriate Escrow Officer under letter of instruction which shall provide: (a) that the deed
is to be processed only upon the receipt by the County of all funds the County is due in
consideration for the above described property, and (b) that if the escrow is closed without the
proper payment to the County the deed and any copies there of shall be returned immediately
to the County.

Approved this 7th dayof October, 1999.
TONERS S BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
F \\\\;”"q{& MULTN AH COUNTY,©REGON
: srahi’ A8 i{g;;du
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REVIEWED:
Thomas Sponsler, County Counsel

Matthew O. Ryan Asé’sﬁf County Counsel



EXHBIBIT 'A!

DO01666
R993171000

Property ID# R340442

A tract of land situated in the Northwest one-quarter of Section 17,
Township 1 South, Range 3 East of the Willamette Meridian, 1in the
* County of Multnomah and State of QOregon, more particularly described
as follows: '

Commencing at the intersection of the Northerly line of the Powell
Valley Road with the East line of the Geise Donation Land Claim at a

v point which bears South 0° 19' 30" West 607.56 feet from the North-

east corner of said Donation Land Claim; thence Easterly on the arc
of a 352.90 foot radius curve to the left and through a central angle
of 14° 42' 45" a distance of 90.39 feet (the chord bears North 89°
15' 22" East 90.14 feet) to a point of tangency; thence continuing
along said right of way line North 81° 54' East a distance of 281.25
feet to the point of beginning of the tract herein to be described;
thence North 7° 48' East 291.05 feet; thence North 80° 04' 30" \West
20.01 "feet; thence South 7° 48' West 296.49 feet to a point 1in .'the
North line of said Powell Valley Road; thence North 81° 54' East
along said North line, a distance of 20.80 feet to the point of
beginning.



Deed D001666

MULTNOMAH COUNTY, a political subdivision of the State of Oregon, Grantor, conveys to
MARIJAN SKORO and MILA SKORO, Grantees, the following described real property, situated in the
County of Multnomah, State of Oregon:

AS DESCRIBED ON ATTACHED EXHIBIT A

The true and actual consideration paid for this transfer, stated in the terms of dollars is
$4,721.94.

THIS INSTRUMENT WILL NOT ALLOW USE OF THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED IN THIS
INSTRUMENT IN VIOLATION OF APPLICABLE LAND USE LAWS AND REGULATIONS.
BEFORE SIGNING OR ACCEPTING THIS INSTRUMENT, THE PERSON ACQUIRING FEE TITLE
TO THE PROPERTY SHOULD CHECK WITH THE APPROPRIATE CITY OR COUNTY PLANNING
DEPARTMENT TO VERIFY APPROVED USES AND TO DETERMINE ANY LIMITS ON LAWSUITS
AGAINST FARMING OR FOREST PRACTICES AS DEFINED IN ORS 30.930.

Until a change is requested, all tax statements shall be sent to the following address:

MARIJAN SKORO
MILA SKORO

3503 W POWELL BLVD
GRESHAM OR 97030

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, MULTNOMAH COUNTY has caused these presents to be executed
by the Chair of the Multnomah County Board of Commissioners the 7th day of October, 1999,
by authority of a Resolution of the Board of County Commissioners heretofore entered of record.

JECS NN BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

/ Beverly@te(in, Chair

REVIEWED: DEED APPROVED:
Thomas Sponsler, County Counsel Kathleen A. Tuneberg, Director
Tax Collections/Records Management

By\j(. Q&W C

ounty Counsel Kathleen A. Tunebefy, Director

After recording, return to 166/300/Multnomah County Tax Title



EXHIBIT 'aA* -

DO01666
R993171000

Property ID# R340442

A tract of land situated in the Northwest one-quarter of Section 17,
Township 1 South, Range 3 East of the Willamette Meridian, in the
County of Multnomah and State of Oregon, more particularly described
as follows:

Commencing at the intersection of the Northerly line of the Powell
Valley Road with the East line of the Geise Donation Land Claim at a
ipoint which bears South 0° 19' 30" West 607.56 feet from the North-
east corner of said Donation Land Claim; thence Easterly on the arc
of a 352.00 foot radius curve to the left and through a central angle
of 14° 42' 45" a distance of 90.39 feet (the chord bears North 89°
15' 22% East 90.14 feet) to a point of tangency; thence continuing
along said right of way line North 81° 54' East a distance of 281.25
feet to the point of beginning of the tract herein to be described;’
thence North 7° 48' East 291.05 feet; thence North 80° 04' 30". West
20.01 /feet; thence South 7° 48' West 296.49 feet to a point 1in " the
North line of said Powell Valley Road; thence North 81° 54' East
along said North line, a distance of 20.80 feet to the point of
beginning.




STATE OF OREGON

COUNTY OF MULTNOMAH

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this 7th day
of October, 1999, by Beverly Stein, to me personally known, as Chair of the
Multnomah County Board of Commissioners, on behalf of the County by
authority of the Multnomah County Board of Commissioners.

G pesn e Gougter

DEBORAH LYNN BOGSTAD Notary Public for Oregon

EOANISON NG 063223 My Commission expires: 6/27/01
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GHUNTY COMMISSIGKERS
BEFORE THE MULTNOMAH COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONER o'
GRS S 3OS wo

Ohlaq

Richard L. Koenig 10/7/99

; "‘.ULTJ*QU;*Z;L%;;CBUI\'TY BSSF!M
in re ) SEEKING INVESPREREYON
) G
)

" oasho

Four and a half years ago I was prosecuted and found guilty
of Trespass in this Courthouse. It was alleged that I
"interrupted" the Family Services', Wednesday morning orientation
to mediation presentation. The arresting officer testified
that he did not actually know whether the program had begun
at the time of the arrest. I had been filling an information
gap for participants who were about to be taken down a path
without crucial information.

FAMILY SERVICES

My appearance today is not about that arrest. It is
mentioned to provide a measure of the lack of good faith
surrounding this program, and the price I have paid for doing
the work leading up to the negotiated settlement with Tamara
Holden, then Director of Community Corrections, under which
Family Services functions.

Tamara Holden had no problem seeing why mediation ethics
require disclosure of potential conflicts of interest and
informing parties that by definition, mediation is never
mandatory, particularly with any given agency. There was really
very little negotiation necessary. She issued directives to
the Family Services Department to do the right thing. She
advised me of her directives, and I filed that information with
this Board.

It's now more than four years later, implementation has
not occurred. Why not, and who is responsible for the failure?
Besides immediate implementation, these questions need to be
answered. Who does the injured public call to an accounting?

I call on this Board to initiate an investigation. The current
Director, Sharon James, needs to be questioned, and perhaps

her predecessor, Hugh McIsaac. Hard copy of responses should
be made available to interested parties.

Governments are founded on the authority of The People
to assure their peace, safety, and happiness, but Family
Services has been causing untold misery, and its actions have
even lead to violence against and the disappearances of children.

I will remain by your side through the implementation of

the dirgctives, igf;iggi9rify fiEdings of your investigation.

T g
Richard L. Koewliq, watch dog, buréaucrat butt kicker, good guy

P.O. Box 15045, Portland, OR 97215, FAX (days) 625-6150



AR MULTNOMAH COUNTY OREGON

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS

M. TAMARA HOLDEN. DIRECTOR :

421 SW. 5TH, SUITE 600 BEVERLY STEIN
PORTLAND, OREGON 97204 : COUNTY CHAIR
(503) 248-3701  FAX (503) 248-3990

September 22, 1995

Mr. Richard Koenig
P.O. Box 15045
Portland, OR 97215

Dear Mr. Koenig,

In response to our recent meeting concerning your concerns about Family Services, I:npprecmte
having the opportunity to meet with you and discuss these issues. z

As we agreed, I have asked Hugh Mclsaac to include information in the handout materials given
to clients outlining the groups to which his staff belong, including the Domestic Violence
Council, the Governor’s Task Force on Family Law, and other associations that would be
important for clients to know about staff of Family Services. Also, this document indicates that
parties may obtain mediation through alternative sources, if such source meets the standards set
forth in the Oregon Statutes for child custody mediation.

Additionally, I have had preliminary conversations with members of the Family Violence
Intervention Steering Committee for Multnomah County regarding their Philosophy Statement,
Definition of Domestic Violence and Membership criteria. While it will take some time to
modify their document, I find them receptive to your suggestions.

Once again, thanks for the opportunity of meeting with you and hearing of your concerns.
Sincerely,

77/(’ C/N&u,ébz(/ /é‘

M. Tamara Holden, Director
Community Corrections

cc: Helen Cheek
Hugh Mclsaac

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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DATE: 10/12/95 0CcT 1 2 1995

. PAR NT OF
TO: Tamara Holden, Director of Mult. Co. Commune&méﬂ%ﬁﬁgggﬁﬁgEhONs

FROM: Richard L. Koenig, Two parent family advocate
Dear Director:

I was GRATIFIED TO RECEIVE YOUR LETTER of 9/22/95. Apparently
it had not been processed before you received my last message.
Though my family has never been victimized by your Family Services
Department, I can certainly identify with people who have, and
therefore thank you for your concern acted upon. To the extent
that I was was able to be of assistance in this matter I am honored.

Perhaps you will remember my concern that the Family Services
Department is not making their clients capable of "fully informed
consent" by educating them about the legal and financial implications
of their mediated agreements. Before we conclude this project this
should be addressed.

In regard to informing potential clients about their option
to use non-court related mediators: 1. There 1is no statutory
requirement to be a mediator. You are proba bly looking at statutes
that define a county employee who provides this function. Legitimate
options for a couple seeking mediation before divorce can include
a trusted friend, relative, pastor, or anyone else, as lonq as. both

parties agree. o rn =
One other option which I flrst noticed your program d%g not
disclose nearly seven years ago is "waiver of mandatory" edlitlonn

The law only requires an oportunity to mediate, not thaEDmed;at*
actually occur. O
If the couple decides to take their mediation bu51§ess to tﬁéx
private sector, can the County program ethically retain ¢ thé paﬁt
of the divorce filing fee that is designated to pay Hugh MCI§éac s
program? < ? "

As to your concern about the sexist "language" of the Famlly
Violence Intervention Steering Committee of Multnomah County, let
me assure you, its not the words they use, as much as the gender
bias they actually harbor, that you should be concerned with. As
a matter of fact, I think that the language they use is clear and
concise and readily understood by the average person. Any change
might only preclude potential mediation clients from getting their
real belief, currently expressed in their mission statement, that
"men are abusers, and women are their victims".

Of course if the Family Violence Committee actually wanted
to begin addressing the inequities which are so currently pervasive
by funding shelters for male victims of domestic violence, or work
on the police bureau to assure that male victims are allowed and
encouraged to report violence (Chief Moose denied me an opportunity
to report being stabbed by a woman after everybody else in his chain
of command did the same thing), then maybe they could legitimately
change their mission statement. Until then }
expect the tiger to change it's stripes.

Richard L. Koenig P.0.Box 15045, Portland, OR 97275, phone Z35-5853 ny‘giL’377

e
i
=
-
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BOGSTAD Deborah L

From: ROLLINS Chiquita M

Sent: Wednesday, October 06, 1999 3:23 PM
To: BOGSTAD Deborah L

Cc: JAMES Sharon E; LYONS RoseMary
Subject: Board Briefing Tomorrow

Deb

Per our phone conversation, it is my understanding that Richard Koenig will be testifying tomorrow regarding
County staff who are affiliated with the Family Violence Intervention Steering Committee. He called my office
this week to request FVISC mssion statement and said that he has had an ongoing concern about a particular
staff member in the Court's Family Services (Mediation) Division (part of DCJ). He believes that this staff
person wrote the Harassment to Homicide report (1994), which included a statement that men are abusers and
women are victims in domestic violence. He is concerned that staff "subscribe to this tenet" and wants that
office to publicly disclose that their staff have this bias.

As you probably know, he has been barred from the Courthouse, except for official business, because of his
inappropriate actions there.

Chiquita




- —= —

e

SPEAKER SIGN UP CARDS

DATE_ [(O0-7~ 77
NAME f Oy 7620 T FOEN

' < ADDRESS Jfr2e N STONT

|

 PHONE _ZF7-7ETY
SPEAKING ON AGENDA ITEM NUMBER OR
TOPIC R-\

- GIVE TO BOARD CLERK

| ) N




-,...'-'.Paws For Some News | ;
- News Information From The San Francisco SPCA. _ ' ’ o
ST . For more information, cal].

e : ., =yan Spnvak41555430)0

!
o L

SF/SPCA HAILS PASSAGE OF HAYDEN BILL

The‘ San Francisco SPCA i praising the passaye 6! SB 1715, authored by Senator
Tom Havdm as a giant siep rorward n guaraateeing & home for California‘s dis-
carded or abandoned ammu{x that end up 1n shelters

The bill, whuh was styned into law by Governor Wilson last month, makes |t

— i —— - —— ot e
D T —— ——————

official state poluy "that no Jdopmblc animal should be uxthdm?ed if it can be

adopted into a suitable home.” The same policy is alse extended to treatable animals,
Prior to the bill’s passage, Hayden argued that 100 many animals were needlessly
dying in shelters. The aim of the legislation is to shift the focus of animal shelters
from killing,to_o.wncr redemption and adoption. The ncw law mandates more life-
| saving options for city and county shelier anlmd?\ mc!ndinu longer holding periods
and the release ot shelter animals to "a nonp‘mm animal rescue or adaption :
: a,rgang_tluqn..«..pnor to the scheduled Killing of that :mim;xi " o
The law alsu requxru that shelters must pro\.-dc animuals with * ncccssdrv and
prompt vcte_rmdr} care, nutnition and shelter and treat them kindly.”. This may seem

un_warran‘c.d but historically there has been a disparity between how we as individuals

—lIreat our cherished animal companions and how they aredreated in the institutions .

entrusted with their care. Hayden's law will narrow thut gup o

R "We owe Tom Hayden a huge debt of gratitude for having the courage and leaacr—

A ship to author this. bill and we applaud the tegislature and governor for making it the -
law™, :;‘ayx SF/SPCA President Richard Avanzino. “The passage of this bill demon-

strates that when it comes to unimal welfare. California is once again leading the

nation.” R .
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MEETING DATE: Sept. 7, 1999
AGENDA NO: R-2-
ESTIMATED START TIME:9:30

(Above Space for Board Clerk's Use ONLY)

AGENDA PLACEMENT FORM

SUBJECT:Authorization of condemnation of real property for Hillsdale Library

BOARD BRIEFING: DATE REQUESTED:
REQUESTED BY:
AMOUNT OF TIME NEEDED:
REGULAR MEETING: DATE REQUESTED: September 7, 1999

AMOUNT OF TIME NEEDED:_ 15 Minutes

DIVISION: Comm. Diane Linn

DEPARTMENT: Non-dept.

CONTACT: Lynn Dingler TELEPHONE #: 736-6796
BLDG/ROOM #:_106/1500

PERSON(S) MAKING PRESENTATION:_Ginnie Cooper, John Thomas, Bob Oberst
ACTION REQUESTED:

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

SUGGESTED AGENDA TITLE:

Resolution authorizing condemnation of real property necessary for construction of the

- Hillsdale Branch Library °
\olnqu cOCwsS Yo \'SED‘-DT\-WS,QUQ:QLO

COORR, oo Opeast § iy Raa\w L e L
Lo E
o ~ =
PRI
oS
SIGNATURES REQUIRED. , 0 SR
. : LN g
ELECTED OFFICIAL: QB\M ﬂ | S =< {: &
(OR) '
DEPARTMENT
MANAGER:

ALL ACCOMPANYING DOCUMENTS MUST HAVE REQUIRED SIGNATURES

Any Questions: Call the Board Clerk @ 248-3277



TO:

FROM:

DATE:

oy

&

Diane Linn, Multnomah County Commissioner

DISTRICT ONE

SUPPLEMENTAL STAFF REPORT

Board of County Commissioners

Office of Commissioner Linn

October 7, 1999

Resolution authorizing condemnation of real property necessary for

construction of the Hillsdale Branch Library.

Recommendation/Action Requested: Approval of Resolution #

Background/Analysis: In 1996 the people of Multnomah County
voted in favor of building a 21* Century Library system. As part of
this bond issue the County was authorized to repair or replace branch
libraries and to fund this activity through general obligation bonds.
There were four libraries specifically identified in the bond offering,
Hollywood, St. Johns, Belmont, and Hillsdale.

The Hillsdale Branch Library building needs to be replaced and the
current site is not physically large enough to accommodate a suitable
new structure. County staff has conducted an exhaustive search of
available properties in the area and found the proposed site provides
the only combination of properties that when aggregated, meet the
needs of the community and the library.

The proposed library site is comprised of three properties. One piece
owned by the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT), the
second property is SW Bertha Court, a Portland City Street, and the
third property is a commercial site formally containing a Winchells
Donut store. The ODOT site is listed as surplus property and is

1120 S.W. Fifth Ave., Suite 1500, Portland, Oregon 97204

“Printed on recycled paper” Phone: (503) 248-5220, FAX: (503) 248-5440, E-Mail: diane.m.linn@ co.multhnomah.or.us




available for the library. Bertha Court will be relocated, with the
original right-of-way being vacated by the City of Portland. This
vacation was approved by the Portland Planning Commission and
forwarded to the City Council on September 21% 1999. The former
Winchell’s Donut site is privately held and is currently being leased
by Papa John’s Pizza.

The issue for this resolution is the acquisition of the Winchells site.
The owners do not wish to sell the property. However, the County
needs the property to provide safe, efficient access to the library site,
sufficient on-site parking, and enough land for a successful library
project. A Level II Environmental assessment of the adjoining
property showed petroleum contamination that apparently stemmed
from a gas station that existed on the subject property prior to
Winchell’s. The cost of remediation will become a part of the value
negotiation on the property.

Following extensive community and intergovernmental meetings the
proposed site was judged to provide a unique opportunity to meet a
broad range of community goals. The Hillsdale Vision Plan has
identified the need for a “gateway project” that will anchor the
business community and assist in the creation of a town center
atmosphere. The Plan also identifies the need for major restructuring
of the Capitol Highway, Bertha Blvd. intersection. The library
project is the catalyst for this intersection-restructuring project.
Finally, the Hillsdale Library is one of the busiest libraries in the
County system. The proposed site allows the County to continue to
provide high quality library service to the southwest hills community.

Financial Impact: Acquisition funds are provided for in Fund 235 of
the 1999-2000 Budget with the amount being set and dispersed as
described in Resolution #.

Legal Issues: The County’s acquisition of this site may be contested
by the owners.

Hillsdale Resolution
Page 2 of 3



Controversial Issues: There are three controversial issues directly

associated with this resolution. First is the condemnation of private
property for a public use. Second is locating the library on a complex
site that will involve major transportation adjustments. The third
controversial issue will be the process of remediation of the
contamination.

Link to Current County Policies: The County has adopted a program
to provide the highest quality 21% Century libraries possible. This
project is an important component of that effort.

This project will provide walking access to the branch library by
students from Mary Rieke Elementary School, Robert Grey Middle
School, and Wilson High School. Additionally, this site is within
walking distance of a County Touchstone project. Also, the project
site will support the Hillsdale Community in achieving the adopted
goal of developing a town center. All of these outcomes support the
County’s commitment to community building.

Geographical dispersion of library facilities in order to serve the
widest population is a departmental policy. This site will proved
adequate geographical separation from other library facilities

Citizen Participation: The library staff, facilities staff, and
Commissioner Linn, along with representatives of other jurisdictions
have participated in an exhaustive citizen process for over fourteen
months. The project has the support of the Hillsdale Neighborhood
Association, the Hillsdale Business & Professional Association, and
the Southwest Neighborhoods, Inc.

Other Government Participation: This project involves directly
Multnomah County, the City of Portland, and Metro. Less directly
the Portland Public Schools and the Oregon Department of
Transportation have been consulted and play a role in the project.:

Hillsdale Resolution
Page 3 of 3




BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

RESOLUTION NO.

Authorizing Condemnation of Real Property Necessary for Construction of the Hillsdale Branch
Library.

The Multnomah County Board of Commissioners finds:

a.

It is necessary to acquire the property described in Exhibits A and B attached hereto for
the purpose of constructing the Hillsdale Branch Library. The property will be used for
dedication to the City of Portland for the relocation of Bertha Court and for Library

purposes.

The project has been planned and located in a manner that is most compatible with the
greatest public good and the least private injury.

" The Multnomah County Board of Commissioners resolves:

1.

The Board finds and declares that it is necessary to acquire the property described in
Exhibits A and B for the purpose of constructing the Hillsdale Branch Library.

In the event that no satisfactory agreement can be reached with the owners of the property
as to the purchase price, legal counsel is authorized and directed to commence and
prosecute to final determination such condemnation proceedings as may be necessary to
acquire the property. Such action shall be in accordance with all applicable laws, rules,
and regulations governing such acquisition.

Upon final determination of any such proceeding, the deposit of funds and payment of
judgment conveying the property to the County is authorized.

The Board authorizes the creation of a fund in the amount of the estimate of just
compensation for each such property, which shall, upon obtaining judgment in the
condemnation action, be deposited with the Clerk of the Court wherein the action was
commenced for the use of the defendants in the action.

Dated this 7th day of October, 1999.

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

Beverly Stein, Chair

REVIEWED:

THOMAS SPONSLER, COUNTY COUNSEL
FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

Byyz\"’

Jokf Thomas, Assistant County Counsel



Property Description

Tax lot 2800, 1S — 1E SW % of Section 16 in the City of Portland, Multhomah County Oregon as
shown on Exhibit B

Exhibit A



Legal Description:

A tract of land in the Southwest one-quarter of Section 16, Township 1 South, Range 1 East, of the

Willamette Meridian in the City of Portland, County of Multnomah and State of Oregon, more particularly
described as follows:

Beginning at the point of intersection of the Easterly line of County Road No. 910, with the Southerly line
of Capitol Highway, County Road No. 1050, at which point is set a % inch by 22 inch iron pipe driven 22
inches in the ground, located 709.19 feet North and 1212.48 feet West of the quarter Section cormer
between Sections 16 and 21; running thence from said point of beginning 4°48'40" West on the Easterly
line of said County Road No. 910 a distance of 102.88 feet to a ¥ inch iron pipe driven 24 inches in the
ground; thence North 75°42' East parallel with said County Road No. 1050 a distance of 102.88 feet to
a 1 inch pipe driven 21 inches in the ground: thence North 4°48'40" East parallel with the said County
Road No. 910 a d:stance of 102.88 feet to a 1 inch by 26 inch pipe driven 25 inches in the ground in the
Southerly line of said County Road No. 1050; thence South 75°42' West along the Southerly line of said
County Road No. 1050 a distance of 102.88 to the point of beginning.

EXCEPTING THEREFROM that portion lying within SW Capitol Highway running along the Northerly line.

Exhibit A
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Bullivant ‘ Houser | Bailey

A Professional Corporation
E-mail: adamlowry@bullivant.com
Direct Dial: (503) 499-4683

October 7, 1999

Clerk of the Board

Board of County Commissioners
1120 SW Fifth Street, Suite 1515
Portiand, Oregon 972(4

Re:  Hillsdale Library

Dear Clerk:

Pursuant to ORS 192.420, please provide us with a tape of the board hearing and
a copy of the Board of County Commissioner’s resolution on October 7, 1999 regarding the

Hillsdale Library. We will be happy to pay for the reasonable copying costs.

Very truly yours,

Mo, —

Adam C. Lowry
Project Assistant to John Junkin

AL
cc: John M. Junkin WO
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300 Pioneer Tower, 888 SW Fifth Avenue, Portland, OR 97204-2089 » 503-228-6351 Fax 503-295-0915

Attorneys at Law | Seattle Vancouver Portland San Francisco Sacramento Irvine | www.bullivant.com



BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

RESOLUTION NO. 99-197

Authorizing Condemnation of Real Property Necessary for Construction of the Hillsdale Branch
Library.

The Multnomah County Board of Commissioners finds:

a. It is necessary to acquire the property described in Exhibits A and B attached hereto for
the purpose of constructing the Hillsdale Branch Library. The property will be used for
dedication to the City of Portland for the relocation of Bertha Court and for Library

purposes.

The project has been planned and located in a manner that is most compatible with the
greatest public good and the least private injury.

The Multnomah County Board of Commissioners resolves:

1. The Board finds and declares that it is necessary to acquire the property described in
Exhibits A and B for the purpose of constructing the Hillsdale Branch Library.

In the event that no satisfactory agreement can be reached with the owners of the property
as to the purchase price, legal counsel is authorized and directed to commence and
prosecute to final determination such condemnation proceedings as may be necessary to
acquire the property. Such action shall be in accordance with all applicable laws, rules,
and regulations governing such acquisition.

Upon final determination of any such proceeding, the deposit of funds and payment of
judgment conveying the property to the County is authorized.

The Board authorizes the creation of a fund in the amount of the estimate of just
compensation for each such property, which shall, upon obtaining judgment in the
condemnation action, be deposited with the Clerk of the Court wherein the action was
commenced for the use of the defendants in the action.

Dated this 'éth day of October, 1999.
@‘o\ \.\SSfa.f Ja

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

///M///@

Beverl Yem Chair

/

{

THOMAS SPONSLER, COUNTY COUNSEL
FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

ByQ/\/

Johr/Thomas, Assistant County Counsel




Legal Description:

A tract of land in the Southwest one-quarter of Section 16, Township 1 South, Range 1 East, of the

Willamette Meridian in the City of Portland, County of Multnomah and State of Oregon, more particutarly
described as follows:

Beginning at the point of intersection of the Easterly line of County Road No. 910, with the Southerly line
of Capitol Highway, County Road No. 1050, at which point is set a % inch by 22 inch iron pipe driven 22
inches in the ground, located 709.19 feet North and 1212.48 feet West of the quarter Section comner
between Sections 16 and 21; running thence from said point of beginning 4°48'40" West on the Easterly
line of said County Road No. 910 a distance of 102.88 feet to a ¥ inch iron pipe driven 24 inches in the
ground; thence North 75°42' East parallel with said County Road No. 1050 a distance of 102.88 feet to
a 1 inch pipe driven 21 inches in the ground; thence North 4°48'40" East parallel with the said County
Road No. 910 a distance of 102.88 feet to a 1 inch by 26 inch pipe driven 25 inches in the ground in the
Southerly line of said County Road No. 1050; thence South 75°42' West along the Southerly line of said
County Road No. 1050 a distance of 102.88 to the point of beginning.

EXCEPTING THEREFROM that portion lying within SW Capitol Highway running along the Northerly line.

Exhibit A
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MEETING DATE: _B0T 07 1999

N
AGENDA NO; R->
ESTIMATED START TIME_ QMS

(Above Space for Board Clerk's Use ONLY)

AGENDA PLACEMENT FORM

SUBJECT: Results from RESULTS: Reopening Library Branches
BOARD BRIEFING: DATE REQUESTED:
REQUESTED BY:
AMOUNT OF TIME NEEDED:
7h
REGULAR MEETING: DATE REQUESTED: Wbm October 7, 1999
AMOUNT OF TIME NEEDED. 10 minutes
DIVISION: DLS Administration

DEPARTMENT_Library Services
TELEPHONE #: 248-5402 x24805
BLDG/ROOM #: 317/DLS Admin

CONTACT_Nicole Newsom
PERSON(S) MAKING PRESENTATION; Michael Brown, Janet Schmidt, Carol Uhte, Sharon

Stack_Elizabeth Rothery, Gail DesGranges
ACTION REQUESTED:

[X] INFORMATIONAL ONLY [ ] POLICY DIRECTION [ JAPPROVAL [ ]OTHER
SUGGESTED AGENDA TITLE:

Results from RESULTS: Reopening Library Branches e
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MANAGER:
ALL ACCOMPANYING DOCUMENTS MUST HAVE REQUIRED SIGNATURES

Any Questions: Call the Board Clerk @ 248-3277




LIBRARY BRANCH RE-OPENINGS

SEare

&w\‘m‘“—-“ﬁ‘?‘"\“.‘
EN., P.etter libraries! ._%

Team Composition

Library Renovation Manager
Community Service Supervisor
Facilities/Operations Supervisor
Learning Systems

ASIST (Automation Services)
Branch Supervisor

Problem Statement

How do you get a renovated branch re-
opened with the building operational,
technology working and staff

trained and ready to work?

Check

Evaluate/make changes to
staff training

Refine grid/Process

ASIST evaluation

« Building construction checklists

Plan

Coordinate:

e Building completion with
construction contractors

County Facilities Team

Assess staff readiness
In-Service training/teambuilding
Technology ordered

Act

o Integrate improvements to planning
and coordination
Coordinate ASIST activities
Implement changes to in-service
training

Cost Savings:

Meeting Reduction Time
Pre-Gresham $7,350
Rockwood o

Do

Re-opened:

Gresham 12-17-98
Capital Hill 2-16-99
Gregory Heights 3-02-99
Albina 6-22-99
Rockwood 9-14-99

Library Ta2 .
Renovation g News!




ROC reoPENING ALL DATES TENTATIVE

Now

6 weeks
Aug.1

4 weeks
Aug. 15

3 weeks
Aug. 22

2 weeks
Aug. 29

1 week
Sept. 5

1 day
Sept. 13

Opening day
Sep. 14

Talk w/Sami &
Mary Beth re:
volunteer needs (1)

Remind Jan T. to
create reopen PR
collection

Update Sharon in
Phone Room ER

Schedule utility
worker to hang
clocks, etc.

Unpack and set up
pc's?

HOLIDAY
SEPTEMBER 6

Fill handout racks

Talk with Syivia re:
Dyna pieces (2)

Update Brian on
install schedules

Turnaround sheets
for 1st Wave of staff

Schedule on-call
post-opening staff

Collection ID
signage?

Volunteer
orientation

Fill Ginnie Coupon
baskets

Check inventory of
Ginnie Coupons
and Reg slips.

Talk to
Wes/Becky re:
delivery changes

Plan/confirm
opening displays

Emergency list of
key contacts RM

Notify Larry S. of
any final alarm
codes

Staff returns and
begins training

Change phone msg.

Talk w/ Ellen F.,
Youth librarians re:
programming

Plan/schedule
Team building

Contact branch
volunteers re:
help/orientation SS

Order Tri-Met
brochures/info
ER

Assess supply
needs, esp. for new
equipment

Confirm staff
food/treats for
opening day

P/U beginning cash
at Admin.

Talk w/dan T. re:
opening festivities

Plan pre-opening
staffing

Create Ginnie
coupon p/u,
response routine (4)

Resume US mail
ER

Make sure there's
toilet paper, paper
towels, soap, etc
for returning staff

Distribute
keys/alarm codes

ILL procedures
resume

Identify all training
needs/priorities (3)

Plan post-opening
staffing

Reinstate
janitor/garbage

Check w/ Don B.
re: plexiglass sign
& brochure holders
& search station
signs

Order patron
diskettes from Wes

Begin unpacking
workroom

ID core branch
staff SE,CM,JK

Prepare pc
cleaner kits:
Trainers SE
Page training iss.
JK

supplies ASIST

Send AA memo re:
opening schedule
ER

Order voicemail?

Reminder: ask
facilities to start
regular
landscaping maint.
when contractor
turns over branch

Take “open the
lib.” supply kit to
branch

Create individual
development chart
for each staffer at
GSM, CAP, GRH,
ALB JK

Schedule Exteam
for reopening RM

Check on
reinstalling copier
WS

Order coffee ER

Resume regular
delivery/sorting
routines

Check w/CTT to ID
clerk training JK

Give Anne S. re-
start dates for
Oreg., efc.

Final shipment from
T-BR/Admin to deep
storage ER

Return mending
kits
Esther Guttirez

Assess staff
readiness—refer to
PSM notes JK

Check with
Delette re:
opening dax LP
collection ©

Update public BB’s?

Deliver pc training
kit w/training

Put date on outdoor
sign?

Send call #
changes to
branch ER




Create PR kit for
each branch &
training use Jan
Thenell

Give Anne dates
for resuming Wall
St., NYT,
Oregonian, etc.

Resume new book
shipments

FAQs for each
branch & training
use JM

ASIST helps reload
pc files

Consult computer
helper resources:
Greg Doyle, Dale
Smith, Sami
Scripter,

Overall planning
JK

Recruitment Sami
Scripter

Visa training

Bldg. Orientation

Roll ref staff into
CEN for training:
Talk w/Jean BCM,
RM

Oversee JK?
Talk w/FOL re:
kiosk/display JM
(1) Volunteers: computer helpers, greeters, Self-Check helpers, orientation for regular volunteers
(2) Dyna dates: to unmask holdings, allow holds to be placed on holdings, allow items to fill holds, activate hold alerts
(3) Training: computer helpers, Self-Check, electronic reference, team building
(4) Ginnie Coupon routine: method to ensure timely pick up from baskets, sending to Admin, response, send copies of question/response to staff, keep

baskets full, keep stock in branch, anticipate questions/comments and have generic responses ready




LIBRARY BRANCH RE-OPENINGS
STAFF TRAINING

1999 - 2000

Team Building : Day One
e Develop Mission Statement for Branch
Focus on community served
Emphasize plan of service
e Develop Ground Rules for Staff
e Develop Branch meeting guidelines
e Provide exercises that help to build communication skills.

Policies & Issues: Day Two
e Discuss issues such as branch safety, intellectual freedom, and
building good public relations.
e |earn about Search Station and Internet Policies, the library planning
process, library use policies, and special services such as LIBROS.

Technology Training: Day Three
e Develop an overview of electronic resources now available to our
customers.
e Understand the role of Automation Services and Technomentors.
e Learn to use staff tools such as Windows NT, the Netscape browser,
and the Intranet.

Back to the Branch: Days Four, Five, Six
e Begin to work as a team getting the branch ready to open.
e Learn about “nuts and bolts” items such as the delivery schedule,
handling cash, and using the new telephones.
e Learn how to troubleshoot problems with the new computer and
printers.



AUTOMATION SERVICES INVOLVEMENT WITH VOLUNTEERS 1994 - 1999

TechnoHosts - these volunteers have worked at each renovated branch and Central
Library upon re-opening for about four months. TechnoHosts help the public become
familiar with the Library's Web page, DYNA, Magazines Online, and specialized CD
ROM databases and educational games for children. They trouble-shoot printer
problems and help customers use the self-checkout machines. TechnoHosts also give
one-on-one assistance to patrons each Sunday at locations with upgraded technology
for the grant-funded project, CyberSundays.

Automation Services staff people shared training responsibilities with librarians, library
assistants and Volunteer Services staff. Automation Services staff provides training
about printers, self-checkout stations, and CD ROM products, occasionally helping with
web training. Volunteer hours for TechnoHosts are credited to the location where they
volunteer.

Number of volunteers:

TechnoHosts for renovated branches TechnoHosts for CyberSundays
Albina 10 3
Capitol Hill 15 2
Central 40 11
Gregory Heights 10 2
Hillsdale 3
Gresham 20 3
Midland 30 6
Rockwood 5 2

Computer Room Helpers - Automation Services utilizes the skills of computer-savvy
volunteers in a variety of ways and has provided one-on-one training to about 10
volunteers during the last 5 years.

Web Assistants - Community Information Services utilizes the skills of volunteers to build
and maintain web pages for CascadeLink. They have employed about 5 volunteers in
the last three years. '

Volunteer Hours for Automation Services volunteers:

1994-95 367
1995-96 695
1996-97 665
1997-98 656
1998-99 512

TOTAL NUMBER OF VOLUNTEERS TRAINED IN TOTAL OR IN PART
BY AUTOMATION SVS STAFF: 177

TOTAL HOURS FOR
AUTOMATION SVS VOLUNTEERS: 2,895
10/06/99

Provided by Volunteer Services
Sami Scripter
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MEETING DATE: OCT 07 1999
AGENDA NO: R-Y
ESTIMATED START TIME: Q: S§

(Above Space for Board Clerk's Use ONLY)

AGENDA PLACEMENT FORM

SUBJECT; 1999 Affordalbe Housing Development Program Transfer Recommendations

BOARD BRIEFING: DATE REQUESTED:
REQUESTED BY:
AMOUNT OF TIME NEEDED:

REGULAR MEETING: DATE REQUESTED: October 7, 1999

AMOUNT OF TIME NEEDED: 30 minutes

DEPARTMENT: DCFS DIVISION: DCPP

CONTACT: HC Tupper/Cecile Pitts TELEPHONE #: X83114
BLDG/ROOM #: 166/500

PERSON(S) MAKING PRESENTATION_ Cecile Pitts, HC Tupper

ACTION REQUESTED:

[ ]INFORMATIONAL ONLY [ JPOLICY DIRECTION [X]APPROVAL [ ]JOTHER

SUGGESTED AGENDA TITLE:
1999 Affordable Housing Development Program property transfer recommendations.

The Board of County Commissioners is scheduled to conduct a public hearing on the
recommendations of the Technical Review Committee for the Affordable Housing
Development Program conceming the proposed transfer of tax foreclosed properties for low
income housing purposes. Following testimony and review, the Board is requested to take

action on the recommendations. ol 8\ aa Cop‘lts ‘o HE T 9 9 @ —
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muLlTnamAdH counNnTyY OREGON.

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AND FAMILY SERVICES BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

DIVISION OF COMMUNITY PROGRAMS & PARTNERSHIPS BEVERLY STEIN « CHAIR OF THE BOARD
421 SW Sixth Avenue, Suite 500 DIANE LINN « DISTRICT 1 COMMISSIONER

BORTLAND, OREGON 67504-1620 SERENA CRUZ - DISTRICT 2 COMMISSIONER
LISA NAITO « DISTRICT 3 COMMISSIONER

503) 248-3999 fax # (503) 248-3332

(503) x #(503) SHARRON KELLEY « DISTRICT 4 COMMISSIONER

MEMORANDUM
Board of County Commissioners

Technical Review Committee for the Multnomah County Affordable

Housing Development Program (AHDP) % // L /
VIA: Mary T. Li, DCPP Manager W A/;% 7 Xt \
VIA: Lolenzo T. Poe Jr, DCFS Manager V8 \
1999 Affordable Housing Development Program Disposition

Recommendations

DATE: September 10, 1999
I. Recommendation/action requested:

The Board of County Commissioners is scheduled to conduct a public hearing on the
recommendation for disposition of tax foreclosed property for low income housing
purposes as detailed in the attachments. Following the receipt of testimony and
consideration by Board members, the Board is recommended to transfer 22 properties to
applicant non profit housing agencies to foster the development of affordable housing for
low income families in our community. '

This memo transmits the report from the AHDP Technical Review Committee. The
report includes: a matrix summary of the properties applied for, agency applicants and
Technical Review Committee recommendation; an AHDP rating report for each
application submitted, and a board resolution for transfer in accordance with the
committee recommendations.

Background/analysis:
The Affordable Housing Development Program is established to consider the use of tax

foreclosed property to foster the development of affordable housing serving low income
families in our community. The program is provided by county ordinance No. 895. This

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER




ordinance allows for no-cost transfer of property to non-profit housing sponsors and sets
notification, selection, and transfer requirements.

The committee recommends transfer of 22 properties to non-profit housing agencies
at nominal cost for the purpose of fostering the development of affordable housing.
The recommended transfer will result in the development of 24 rental housing units,
including: 2 — 2 bedroom houses for rent to very low income families, a duplex for rent
to very low income families, a 15 unit apartment building designed for persons with
physical disabilities and a five bedroom group home for individuals with special needs.

All rental units created by this recommendation are affordable to families at or below
50% of the area median income. The average length of affordability is 60 years for the
housing developed by this recommendation. The rental portion of this recommendation
results in a community investment in permanent housing affordability.

16 of the available properties have been recommended for transfer and development as
home ownership opportunities for lower income families. A variety of financing
mechanisms and restrictions has been employed by the housing sponsors to make the
houses affordable to lower income families. Many of the home ownership projects
employ resale restrictions and equity limiting agreements to ensure affordability over
time. This also has the effect of preserving the subsidy of the County donated land in the
form of retained affordability. 17 new dwelling units will be developed for sale under this
recommendation.

III. Financial impacts:

The 22 properties recommended for transfer represent a total of $198,143.00 in unpaid
taxes and expenses owed to the county. The county assessor’s records report the most
recent value of these properties to be $1,122,500. The recommended recipients for the
properties propose to generate $3,414,052 in development funding to carry out the
proposed projects. This is a development contribution ratio of $3 for every $1of assessed
value.

IV. Legal issues:

State law permits the Board of County Commissioners to make rules necessary for the
administration and disposition of tax foreclosed property. County ordinance 895
provides criteria and time lines for disposition of such property under the procedures of
the Affordable Housing Development Program. The recommendation of the technical
committee for the AHDP is consistent with governing guidelines of ordinance 895.




V. Potential Controversial issues that may arise During Hearing Process:

Mutability of the property list: Some problems occurred prior to and during the
distribution of the available property list for this year’s AHDP properties. Two
properties, 4525 NE Grand Avenue and 4025 NE 9" Avenue, have suffered continuing
attempts by the delinquent owners, or their representatives, to reacquire the properties
from the County, though the established period of redemption has long expired. Agencies
interested in these properties have been contacted by the delinquent owners and received
confusing and contradictory information concerning the actual property availability. Two
other properties were removed from consideration for AHDP transfer after the list of
properties had been made distributed to the non-profits. Another property, 10125 North
Allegheny, was removed from the auction list and made available through the AHDP well
after the list was distributed. The non-profit development community is aware of the
volatile nature of property transactions in general and those that affect tax-foreclosed in
particular. The housing agencies need to plan development and financing strategies
around particular properties expending considerable personnel and professional time to
do so. A stable, attestable list of properties is a benefit both to AHDP staff and the
participating agencies.

Competing applications: Seven of the properties received competing applications.
Many of the competitive applications were very compelling. In almost every instance the
Committee recommendations hinged upon the ability of the agency to demonstrate the
housing developed would benefit the lowest income families over the longest term.
However, most of the competitive applications not recommended for transfer were both
feasible and met the AHDP goals. In other words many good proposals were received
that could not be recommended.

In this context, the county has received a complaint from one of the applicants which was
not successful in the cycle. This applicant applied for two properties and the Committee
1s recommending in each case that the property be awarded to one of the other proposals.
This recommendation is made based on the adopted criteria and procedures of the
Affordable Housing Development Program.

Incomplete Ad hoc Collaborative Process: Prior to the release of the AHDP list, many
of the community development corporations operating in northeast Portland met amongst
themselves and jointly reviewed the potential list of AHDP properties located in the
northeast area. The purpose of the review appears to have been to identify the
development potential of all properties and to discuss which agencies were considering an
application for the properties. This collaboration appears to have had mixed results.

e Within the geographic area reviewed by the group a large number of developable
properties received proposals to be considered by the county. Although a number of
these properties did not receive multiple competing proposals, the policies and
guidelines of the AHDP program were met and the result is a record number of
properties distributed to a large number of local agencies.



e On the other hand, the collaboration was incomplete. Some agencies which may have
been interested in the coordinated property review were not included. Further, only
the northeast Portland area was included in the CDC review.

The collaboration between participating agencies needs to be discussed further between
AHDP staff and the CDC network.

Emerging policy issues and advice by the Technical Review Committee: The most
controversial aspect of this year’s Technical Review Committee review of agency
applications was the trend towards more home ownership proposals and the public benefit
derived from those proposals. Though the Technical Review Committee felt that all of
the recommended agency proposals met the established goals and values of the AHDP,
the Technical Review Committee wishes to re-evaluate and make recommendations to
the Board concerning the homeownerships requirements and restrictions of the AHDP.
Some basic questions are being asked. Should the 80% of area median income
requirements for purchasers be reduced for properties transferred under the AHDP? What
should the definition of “long term affordability” mean in the context of homeownership
proposals. What restrictions should the County impose on second mortgages effectively
capitalized with the value of the subsidy of the AHDP transferred properties? How does
the County best ensure that the land subsidy benefits the buyers, is retained aver time?
How can the County best ensure that profit taking by the developers of AHDP is
productively reinvested in affordable housing? The Technical Review Committee is
composing a written discussion of these issues to bring to the Community Development
Network and other bodies. After consultation the Committee will bring its findings and
recommendation to the Board of County Commissioners.

VI. Link to current county policies:

The need for affordable housing continues to be important to our community. The
countywide Consolidated Plan (Housing and Community Development Commission
1995-1999) includes among its #1 priorities: Increase the supply of affordable housing
through new construction and rehabilitation of vacant, abandoned and substandard
housing, 50% for large families and 10% -15% for special needs families.

VII. Citizen participation:

The AHDP policies and administrative procedures were adopted by the Board in a public
meeting. All program applicants are required to notify local neighborhood associations
and the immediate neighbors of the proposed project. The county citizen involvement
committee has a member on the AHDP committee. The final hearing was noticed in the
local newspaper and is scheduled at a regular public meeting of the Board.

VIII. Other government participation:



The technical review committee of the AHDP has appointed representatives from the
cities of Portland and Gresham and each of Multnomah County Commissioners. AHDP is
a housing strategy supported by the countywide HCDC. Many of the properties
recommended for transfer will require participation by the State of Oregon and local
foundations for project completion.

Please feel free to contact Cecile Pitts or HC Tupper from the DCFS Community
Development Program if you wish to discuss this material. Members of the committee
will be present at the hearing to respond to questions or issues.



Multnomah County Affordable Housing Development Program
Technical Review Committee
Membership Roster - 5/1/99
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Philanthropic
Organization
Banking Industry
County Citizen
Involvement Committee
City of Portland

City of Gresham
Commissioner Linn
Commissioner Naito
Commissioner Cruz
Commissioner Kelley

Chair Stein

County CDBG
Policy Advisory Board

Staff

Angelina Allen-Mpysi
Neighborhood Partnership Fund
226-3001 X104

Juan Campos

Key Bank - Community Devl. Lending

795-6034

Robert L. Jones
Bonneville Power Administration
230-4030

Trell Anderson
Portland BHCD
823-2388

Andrée Tremoulet
Gresham Community Development
618-2643

Ramsay Weit
248-5137

Charlotte Comito
248-5217

Mary Carroll
248-5275

Carolyn Marks-Bax
248-2738

Maria Lisa Johnson
248-3960

Cynthia Ingebretson
Fair Housing Council of Oregon
223-8295

HC Tupper - 248-3114

Cecile Pitts - 248-3044

County Division of Community
Programs & Partnerships

1020 SW Taylor
Portland, OR 97205

5330 NE MLK Blvd.
Portland, OR 97211

11923 NE Sacramento St.
Portland, OR 97220

421 SW 6th Ave., Suite 1100
Portland, OR 97204
B166/1100

1833 NW Eastman Pkwy.
Gresham, OR 97030

1120 SW 5th Ave., #1500
Portland, OR 97204
B106/1500

1120 SW 5th Ave., #1500
Portland, OR 97204
B106/1500

1120 SW 5th Ave., #1500
Portland, OR 97204
B106/1500

1120 SW 5th Ave., #1500
Portland, OR 97204
B106/1500

1120 SW 5th Ave., #1515
Portland, OR 97204
B106/1515

310 SW 4th Avenue, #430
Portland, OR 97202

421 SW 6th Ave., #500
Portland, OR 97204
B166/500



TABLE A
MULTNOMAH COUNTY
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
1999 REVIEW SUMMARY TABLE

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS
1. 4734 SE 59" Avenue ROSE CDC New Construction: SFR
#99218-0550 Home Ownership $29,936.32 $83,700.00 Approve Transfer
$78,500 - Market Value Accessible, disabled buyers
4000 S/F
2, 838 NE Alberta Street Franciscan Enterprise Renovation: SFR
#52070-7150 Very low income rental $12,948.59 $81,637.00 Approve Transfer
$63,000 - Market Value 2 bedroom home
3000 S/F
3. 5111 NE 29" Avenue Franciscan Enterprise Renovation: SFR
#41390-6150 Very low income rental $4,706.02 $52,985.00 Approve Transfer
$44,400 - Market Value 2 bedroom home
4000 S/F
4, 4525-27 NE Grand Avenue Housing Our Families Renovation: 2 Units
#38430-2570 . Very low income rental $7,800.23 $77,310.00 Approve Transfer
$113,300 - Market Value 2 - 2 bedroom apts.
5000 S/F
5. Lot near NE 13" & Highland Portland Habitat New Construction: SFR
#17310-3940 3 bedroom home $1,000.00 $53,000.00 Approve Transfer
$24,800 - Market Value , Sale/Home Ownership
3900 S/F
6. Former 1122 NE Beech Street Portland Habitat New Construction: SFR
#49710-2330 . 3 bedroom home $2,432.51 $53,000.00 Approve Transfer
$21,900 - Market Value Sale/Home Ownership
1980 S/F
7. 2645 North Willis NECDC Renovation: SFR
, #65523-3200 3 bedroom home $6,900.29 94,960.00 Approve Transfer
$133,100 - Market Value Sale/Home Ownership
5000 S/F




PROPERTY - = - . -~ |APPLICANT = |PROPOSALBRIEF— - - | T/ . .|PROJECT COSTS .~ | RECOMMENDATION

Former 532 & 540 N. Skidmore New Construction: SFR
#14680-1300 & 14680-1310 3 bedroom home

$18,200 - Market Value Sale/Home Ownership
3325 S/F

$5,209.35 $106,640.00 Approve Transfer

1949 SE Division .
#46330-6450 New Construction: 10-15 units $7,210.76 $1,200,000.00 Approve Transfer

$93,600 - Market Value Very low income rental
9500 S/F ADS referred renters

Former 3924 & 3930 NE Garfield Portland New Construction: 3 Units $2,610.19 $355,000.00 Approve Transfer
#01050-1280 & 01050-1290 Community 3 Attached Houses

$43,000 — Market Value Design Sale/Home Ownership
5000 S/F

7522 North Omaha Street Peninsula CDC New Construction: SFR $5,735.64 $112,210.00 Approve Transfer

#33950-0050 3 bedroom home
$84,500 — Market Value Sale /Home Ownership
5000 S/F

Lot near 10125 N. Allegheny Peninsula CDC New Construction: SFR $15,890.00 $111,390.00 Approve Transfer
#05630-0830 3 bedroom home

$25,000 — Market Value Sale/Home Ownership
4700 S/F

4025 NE 9" Avenue Sabin CDC Renovation: SFR $3,622.89 $98,930.00 Approve Transfer
#49730-3100 4 bedroom home '
$82,600 — Market Value Sale/Home Ownership/Land Trust
5000 S/F




| PROPOSAL BRIE

14. 1545 SE 89" Avenue ROSE CDC Renovation: SFR
#79050-3580 3 bedroom-Childcare $80,000.00 Approve Transfer
$126,500 - Market Value Sale’Home Ownership
5000 S/F PortlandHabitat/Mt. Renovation: SFR $33,762.60
Hood Habitat 3 bedroom
X T
Sale/Home Ownership $25,000.00 Deny Transfer
NECDC Renovation: SFR
3 bedroom
Sale/Home Ownership $75,790.00 Deny Transfer
15. NE 47" & Sumner Portland Habitat New Construction: 2 SFRs
#22710-0320 & 22710-0330 2 - 3 or 4 bedroom homes $106,000.00 Approve Transfer
$66,200 - Market Value Sale/Home Ownership
10,000 S/F Hacienda CDC New Construction: 2 SFRs $1,791.73
2 - 4 bedroom homes
Sale/Home Ownership $246,500.00 Deny Transfer
Jubilee Communities New Construction: 2 SFRs
2 - 4 bedroom homes
Sale/Home Ownership $265,200.00 Deny Transfer
16. 8716 N. Bayard Avenue .
#65521-3790 NECDC Renovation: SFR
$59,000 — Market Value 2 — bedroom house $95,000.00 Deny Transfer
5000 S/F Sale/Home Ownership $8,881.52
Peninsula CDC Renovation: SFR
3 — bedroom home $88,440.00 Approve Transfer
Sale/Home Ownership
17. Former 8010 SW 45 Avenue .
#99120-1680 HAP New Construction: SFR
$ 53,500 — Market Value 5 — bedroom, group home $390,600.00 Approve Transfer
7075 S/F V. L._income, special needs rental $6,954.47
NECDC

New Construction: SFR
3 - bedroom home
Sale/Home Ownership

$106,640.00

Deny Transfer




 TAXES & COSTS

18. Former 923 NE Failing Street Jubilee Communities New Construction: SFR
#61150-1390 4 bedroom home $123,100.00 Approve Transfer
$12,700 - Market Value Sale/Home Ownership
2500 S/F NECDC New Construction: SFR $1,970.83
3 — bedroom home $106,640.00 Deny Transfer
Sale/HomeOwnership
19. 5220 NE Ainsworth Sabin CDC New Construction: SFR
#45000-4960 4 bedroom home $145,150.00 Approve Transfer
$74,400 - Market Value Sale/Homeownership-land trust
7332 SIF Hacienda CDC New Construction: 2 SFRs $29,780.70
Partition/2 4-bedroom homes $247,000.00 Deny Transfer

Sale HomeOwnership




MULTNOMAH COUNTY
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Technical Review Committee
Project Ranking Report

Dated: September 1, 1999

Applicant: ROSE CDC Neighborhood: Woodstock
Property Location: 4734 SE 59" Avenue, Portland, OR
Legal Description: Tax Lot #55 in Section 18, Township 1 South, Range 2 East, City of

Portland
Tax Account Number: R-99218-0550

Description of Project and Proposed Use: Sponsor proposes to build a two-bedroom,
fully accessible home for sale to persons with developmental disabilities. ROSE has
entered into a partnership with Community Vision, a non-profit agency organized to
increase opportunity for persons with developmental disabilities. Community Vision will
select prospective very low-income disabled purchasers and coordinate financing. Buyers
will benefit from a Fannie Mae mortgage product tailored towards persons with
disabilities and assistance from the Oregon Home of Your Own program, which promotes
housing choice for person with developmental disabilities statewide. ROSE will target
buyers at 30-40% of the area median income. It is planned that a family member or other
care-giver use the second bedroom in the house.

Assessed Value: $78,500.00 Taxes & Costs: $29,936.32

Committee Recommendation: The Committee recommends approval of this application
as described.

Committee Comments: The Committee supports this strong application from ROSE
providing home ownership opportunity for very low-income persons with disabilities.
The ROSE proposal presents a compelling partnership with Community Vision, both
agencies bringing expertise to the development and services plan. The site is very small
street-side portion of a flag lot with a driveway easement to the south further reducing the
frontage and increasing the difficulty of siting the building. ROSE will demolish the
existing dilapidated house and bring a considerable private investment to a difficult site.
The proposed development both exceeds the AHDP income and affordability term
requirements and will be a considerable neighborhood improvement and community
asset.

Program Criteria: The ROSE proposal met each of the threshold criteria of the
Affordable Housing Development Program

Bonus Point Criteria: The proposal received bonus points for longer-term affordability
and points for pledging to house very low income persons.




MULTNOMAH COUNTY
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Technical Review Committee
Project Ranking Report

Dated: September 1, 1999

Applicant: Franciscan Enterprise Neighborhood: Humboldt
Property Location: 838 North Alberta Street, Portland, OR
Legal Description: Tax Lot #15 in the West one-half of Block N. M PATTONS &

SUBDIVISION. City of Portland
Tax Account Number: R-52070-7150

Description of Project and Proposed Use: Sponsor proposes to renovate the existing,
older house for use as rental dwelling for families earning 50% or less than the area
median income. Franciscan estimates the redevelopment of the property will cost
approximately $82,000. The completed two-bedroom house will rent for $456.00
monthly. Franciscan plans to finance the project with a conventional bank loan, volunteer
labor and other grant funds. Franciscan has pledged to keep the house as affordable rental
property for 60 years.

Property Value: $63,000.00 Taxes & Costs: $12,948.59

Committee Recommendation: The Committee recommends approval of this application
as described.

Committee Comments: The Committee supports this strong application from Franciscan
providing rental housing for very low-income families. The subject house is located
immediately adjacent to the Neil Kelly Remodeling center on North Alberta Street. The
vacant property has been a magnet for neighborhood problems, including illicit urban
camping. The Franciscan proposal intends to use both the subsidy of the land and a strong
component of volunteer labor to keep redevelopment costs low and pass the benefit on to
low income families in the form of low rents. The Franciscan financial plan included
unspecified grant funding in its sources statement. The Committee encourages Franciscan
to identify the prospective grant funding sources in future applications.

Program Criteria: The Franciscan proposal met each of the threshold criteria of the
Affordable Housing Development Program

Bonus Point Criteria: The proposal received bonus points for longer term affordability
(60 years) and points for pledging to house very low income persons.




MULTNOMAH COUNTY
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Technical Review Committee
Project Ranking Report

Dated: September 1, 1999

Applicant: Franciscan Enterprise Neighborhood: Concordia
Property Location: 5111 NE 29th Avenue, Portland, OR

Legal Description: Lot 17, Block 15, INA PARK ADDITION, City of Portland
Tax Account Number: R-41390-6150

Description of Project and Proposed Use: Sponsor proposes to renovate the existing,
older house for use as rental dwelling for families earning 50% or less than the area
median income. Franciscan estimates the redevelopment of the property will cost
approximately $53,000.00. The completed two-bedroom house will rent for $456.00
monthly. Franciscan plans to finance the project with a conventional bank loan, volunteer
labor. Franciscan has pledged to keep the house as affordable rental property for 60 years.

Property Value: $44,400.00 Taxes & Costs: $4,706.02

Committee Recommendation: The Committee recommends approval of this application
as described.

Committee Comments: The Committee supports this strong application from Franciscan
providing rental housing for very low-income families. Franciscan has a waiting list with
10 families eligible to rent very low-income units. Franciscan posits very reasonable
development costs due to the strong component of volunteer labor. This property is very
near the Alberta Street Corridor, targeted for revitalization funding by the City of
Portland. Franciscan has been integrally involved with neighborhood redevelopment by
offering computer literacy , budgeting and lifeskills classes as well as organizing
neighborhood watch and other activities. This property should be quickly completed and
occupied.

Program Criteria: The Franciscan proposal met each of the threshold criteria of the
Affordable Housing Development Program

Bonus Point Criteria: The proposal received bonus points for longer term affordability
(60 years) and points for pledging to house very low income persons.



MULTNOMAH COUNTY
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Technical Review Committee
Project Ranking Report

Dated: September 1, 1999

Applicant: Housing Qur Families Neighborhood: King
Property Location: 4525-4527 NE Grand Avenue, Portland, OR

Legal Description: Lot 9, Block 22, HIGHLAND ADDITION, City of Portland
Tax Account Number: R-38430-2570

Description of Project and Proposed Use: Sponsor proposes to renovate the existing,
newer (1969) duplex for use as a rental dwelling for families earning 50% or less than
the area median income. Each of the units has two bedrooms and will include
washer/dryer hook-ups, outside storage, separate outdoor space and individual driveways.
HOF will provide its own property management services for the project. Families renting
the units will be able to access HOF’s outreach program linking them to other tenants,
staff, neighbors and services. The total proposed redevelopment cost for the project is
$72,000.00. Rents for each unit are proposed to be $515, affordable to a very low-
income family of three.

Property Value: $113,300.00 Taxes & Costs: $7,800.23

Committee Recommendation: The Committee recommends approval of this application
as described.

Committee Comments: The Committee supports this strong application from HOF
providing rental housing for very low-income families. This property has a checkered
history as a pocket of uncompromising neighborhood blight. The property was previously
awarded to Housing Our Families by the City of Portland under its receivership program,
only to find that the County had already taken title through property tax foreclosure. The
considerable investment in redevelopment, benefit to very low-income families and
linkage to tenant services by Housing Our Families are very strong components of its
application. The Committee was troubled by the administrative and personnel changes at
HOF and didn’t want to overburden the agency with more projects — HOF is the recipient
of 1998 AHDP property on NE 10" Avenue proposing a six-unit development. The
present project is straight forward and HOF convinced the Committee of its capacity to
deliver a completed project.

Program Criteria: The Housing Our Families proposal met each of the threshold criteria
of the Affordable Housing Development Program

Bonus Point Criteria: The proposal received bonus points for longer term affordability
(60 years) and points for pledging to house very low income persons.




MULTNOMAH COUNTY
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Technical Review Committee
Project Ranking Report

Dated: September 1, 1999

Applicant: Portland Habitat for Humanity Neighborhood: Woodlawn

Property Location: Vacant lot near NE 13" & Highland Avenue, Portland. OR

Legal Description: Except that part in Street, Lot 8, Block 20, COLUMBIA HEIGHTS,
in the City of Portland
Tax Account Number: R-17310-3940

Description of Project and Proposed Use: Sponsor proposes to build a single family
residence for sale to families earning between 35-60% of the area median income.
Families must invest 400 hours of their own labor toward the construction of the house or
on other Portland Habitat projects. The average sale price of completed Habitat homes is
$53,000.00. The houses are sold by means of a land sales contract at no-profit with a 0%
interest mortgage to qualified buyers. Portland Habitat ensures that buyers mortgage
repayments, taxes and insurance do not exceed 25% of the family’s gross income.
Portland Habitat keeps development costs low through donations, corporate sponsorship
and volunteer labor.

Property Value: $24,800.00 Taxes & Costs: $1,000.00

Committee Recommendation: The Committee recommends approval of this application
as described.

Committee Comments: The Committee supports this strong application from Portland
Habitat providing home ownership opportunity for very low-income families. The
Portland Habitat has been an effective and expeditious developer of County tax-
foreclosed properties through the AHDP. Portland Habitat retains affordability in home
ownership projects using a right of re-purchase for the first ten years after the initial sale -

- guaranteeing the Portland Habitat will reconvey the property to another low income
family- and a declining second mortgage which annually forgives 5% of the second loan
principal during the 10™ through 20* year of occupancy. At the 20 year the buyer owns
the home outright. The Committee noted the adjustment in qualified buyer income by
Portland habitat contemplating purchasers at 60% of median income. The Committee did
not award Portland Habitat the entire number of bonus points available in the very low
income application category.

Program Criteria: The Portland Habitat proposal met each of the threshold criteria of
the Affordable Housing Development Program

Bonus Point Criteria: The proposal received bonus points for longer term affordability
and points for pledging to house very low income persons.



MULTNOMAH COUNTY
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Technical Review Committee
Project Ranking Report

Dated: September 1, 1999

Applicant: Portland Habitat for Humanity Neighborhood: King
Property Location: 1122 NE Beech Street, Portland, OR
Legal Description: The West 33 and 1/3 feet of the North 10 feet of Lot 15, Block 15,

LINCOLN PARK ADDITION, in the City of Portland
Tax Account Number: R-49710-2330

Description of Project and Proposed Use: Sponsor proposes to build a single family
residence for sale to families earning between 35-60% of the area median income.
Families must invest 400 hours of their own labor toward the construction of the house or
on other Portland Habitat projects. The average sale price of completed Habitat homes is
$53,000.00. The houses are sold by means of a land sales contract at no-profit with a 0%
interest mortgage to qualified buyers. Portland Habitat ensures that buyers mortgage
repayments, taxes and insurance do not exceed 25% of the family’s gross income.
Portland Habitat keeps development costs low through donations, corporate sponsorship
and volunteer labor.

Property Value: $21,900.00 Taxes & Costs: $2,432.51

Committee Recommendation: The Committee recommends approval of this application
as described.

Committee Comments: The Committee supports this strong application from Portland
Habitat providing home ownership opportunity for very low-income families. The
Portland Habitat has been an effective and expeditious developer of County tax-
foreclosed properties through the AHDP. Portland Habitat retains affordability in home
ownership projects using a right of re-purchase for the first ten years after the initial sale -
guaranteeing the Portland Habitat will reconvey the property to another low income
family- and a declining second mortgage which annually forgives 5% of the second loan
principal during the 10" through 25" year of occupancy. At the 25" year the buyer owns
the home outright. The Committee noted the adjustment in qualified buyer income by
Portland habitat contemplating purchasers at 60% of median income. The Committee did
not award Portland Habitat the entire number of bonus points available in the very low
income application category.

Program Criteria: The Portland Habitat proposal met each of the threshold criteria of
the Affordable Housing Development Program

Bonus Point Criteria: The proposal received bonus points for longer term affordability
and points for pledging to house very low income persons.



MULTNOMAH COUNTY
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Technical Review Committee
Project Ranking Report

Dated: September 1, 1999

Applicant: NECDC Neighborhood: Kenton
Property Location: 2645 North Willis Blvd., Portland, OR
Legal Description: Lots 47 & 48, Block 40, PENINSUL AR ADDITION #3, in the City

of Portland
Tax Account Number: R-65523-2550

Description of Project and Proposed Use: Sponsor proposes to renovate the existing 3
bedroom house for sale to families earning 80% or less than the area median income.
Total development costs are projected to be $95,000.00. NECDC has considerable
experience with a variety of construction lenders. The financial plan to ensure
affordability of NECDC housing products includes a below market interest rate first
mortgage loan originated by conventional lending institutions and backed by the State of
Oregon revenue Bond Program. A second mortgage, using a shared appreciation formula,
reduces the monthly repayment amount required in return for a limited equity return on
the appreciation in value of the property. An NECDC sponsored third mortgage is alos
sometimes applied. Buyers of NECDC properties also receive property tax abatements
sponsored by the City of Portland for a period of ten years, expiring in 2010.

Property Value: $133,100.00 Taxes & Costs: $6,900.29

Committee Recommendation: The Committee recommends approval of this application
as described.

Committee Comments: The Committee supports this application from NECDC
providing homeownership opportunity for low-income families. This property will
require a substantial investment form NECDC to make the property habitable and code
acceptable. The Committee strongly recommends that NECDC keep the sales price of the
house as close as possible to the actual development costs, including a reasonable
developer’s fee. It is not clear from the application what the actual sales price of the
house will be. Should NECDC sell the house at its appraised value, the difference
between the development cost and the appraised value is effectively capitalized by the
County no cost transfer of the land. The Committee wishes to keep agency profit taking
to a minimum and pass the subsidy of the donated land through to the buyers. The
Committee urges any third mortgage instrument originated by NECDC to have as small a
principal amount and low an interest rate as possible.

Program Criteria: The NECDC proposal met each of the threshold criteria of the
Affordable Housing Development Program

Bonus Point Criteria: The proposal did not receive bonus points in either the very low
income or longer-term affordability categories.




MULTNOMAH COUNTY
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Technical Review Committee
Project Ranking Report

Dated: September 1, 1999

Applicant: NECDC Neighborhood: Boise
Property Location: Formerly 532 & 540 North Skidmore, Portland, OR
Legal Description: The West 33 and 1/3 feet of the East 66 and 2/3 feet of Lot 16, and the

West 33 and 1/3 feet of Lot 16, Block 20, CENTRAL ALBINA, in the City of Portland
Tax Account Numbers: R-14680-1300 & R-14680-1310

Description of Project and Proposed Use: Sponsor proposes to build a new three
bedroom house for sale to families earning 80% or less than the area median income.
Total development costs are projected to be $106,640.00. NECDC has considerable
experience with a variety of construction lenders. The financial plan to ensure
affordability of NECDC housing products includes a below market interest rate first
mortgage loan originated by conventional lending institutions and backed by the State of
Oregon revenue Bond Program. A second mortgage, using a shared appreciation formula,
reduces the monthly repayment amount required in return for a limited equity return on
the appreciation in value of the property. An NECDC sponsored third mortgage is alos
sometimes applied. Buyers of NECDC properties also receive property tax abatements
sponsored by the City of Portland for a period of ten years, expiring in 2010. '

Property Value: $18,200.00 Taxes & Costs: $5,209.35

Committee Recommendation: The Committee recommends approval of this application
as described.

Committee Comments: The Committee supports this application from NECDC
providing homeownership opportunity for low-income families. The Committee strongly
recommends that NECDC keep the sales price of the house as close as possible to the
actual development costs, including a reasonable developer’s fee. It is not clear from the
application what the actual sales price of the house will be. Should NECDC sell the house
at its appraised value, the difference between the development cost and the appraised
value is effectively capitalized by the County no cost transfer of the land. The Committee
wishes to keep agency profit taking to a minimum and pass the subsidy of the donated
land through to the buyers. The Committee urges any third mortgage instrument
originated by NECDC to have as small a principal amount and low an interest rate as
possible.

Program Criteria: The NECDC proposal met each of the threshold criteria of the
Affordable Housing Development Program

Bonus Point Criteria: The proposal did not receive bonus points in either the very low
income or longer affordability categories.




MULTNOMAH COUNTY
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Technical Review Committee
Project Ranking Report

Dated: September 1, 1999

Applicant REACH CD Inc. Neighborhood: HAND
Property Location: 1949 SE Division Street, Portland, OR

Legal Description: Lot 1, Block 29, LADDS ADDITION, in the City of Portland
Tax Account Number: R-46330-6450

Description of Project and Proposed Use: Sponsor proposes to build a 10-15 unit rental
dwelling for physically disabled persons earning 50% or less than the area median
income. Residents will be referred and services provided by Multnomah County Adult
and Disability Services. The Multnomah County ADS office is directly across the street
from the site. The apartments will be a mixture of one bedroom and studio units. All will
be fully accessible and a building elevator will be provided. REACH intends to seek
HUD Section 811 funding for the project which provides project based tenant assistance
payments which assure that the very low, fixed income tenants will pay no more than
30% of their incomes for rent. Other funding for the development is projected to come
form the State of Oregon Housing Trust fund, the Federal Home Loan Bank and PDC.

Property Value: $93,600.00 Taxes & Costs: $7,210.76

Committee Recommendation: The Committee recommends approval of this application
as described.

Committee Comments: The Committee supports this strong application from REACH
providing rental housing for very low-income disabled persons. REACH has recently
completed a similarly funded project housing tenants with medical and emotional
disabilities using AHDP transferred property at SE 21* and Powell. The Division Street
site is contaminated and testing will be required. It is likely that some shared liability
between the County and REACH for the clean-up will be explored prior to transfer of
title. The Project has received the unequivocal support of the HAND neighborhood. It
would be a great community asset to develop this site for the physically handicapped.

Program Criteria: The REACH proposal met each of the threshold criteria of the
Affordable Housing Development Program

Bonus Point Criteria: The proposal received bonus points for longer term affordability
(40 years) and points for pledging to house very low income persons.



MULTNOMAH COUNTY
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Technical Review Committee
Project Ranking Report

Dated: September 1, 1999

Applicant: Portland Community Design Neighborhood: King
Property Location: Former 3924 & 3930 NE Garfield Ave., Portland, OR

Legal Description: Lot 11, Block 3. ALBINA HOMESTEAD., in the City of Portland
Tax Account Numbers: R-01050-1280 & R-01050-1290

Description of Project and Proposed Use: Sponsor proposes to build a three dwelling
units for sale to families earning 80% or less than the area median income. Two of the
houses will be attached and one free-standing. Total development costs are projected to
be $355,000.00 The sale prices of the houses are estimated to be $122,900 and two
houses at $112,900.00. The project is relying heavily upon the speculative sale of the
properties to finance the project. PCD has had considerable success in the past using
subsidies available for rental housing and homeownership projects.

Property Value: $43,000.00 Taxes & Costs: $2,610.19

Committee Recommendation: The Committee recommends approval of this application
as described.

Committee Comments: The Committee supports this application from Portland
Community Design providing home ownership opportunity for low-income families. The
financial plan of the project is sketchy, both in terms of funding sources and permanent
financing for the eventual owners of the houses. The Committee strongly desires that the
land subsidy is passed on to the buyers and is not lost to holding costs while the
development plan crystallizes. The Committee would strongly recommend that the land
trust ownership model be vigorously pursued by PCD. The tree-saving plan and design
sensitivity to the adjacent neighborhood garden was lauded by the Committee. The
Committee also wished to encourage PCD to work with the Portland Housing Center to
both market the project and develop a qualified buyer-applicant pool.

Program Criteria: The PCD proposal met each of the threshold criteria of the
Affordable Housing Development Program

Bonus Point Criteria: The proposal received no bonus points for longer term
affordability or for pledging to house very low income persons.




MULTNOMAH COUNTY
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Technical Review Committee
Project Ranking Report

Dated: September 1, 1999

Applicant: Peninsula CDC Neighborhood: Kenton
Property Location: 7522 North Omaha Street, Portland, OR

Legal Description: Lots 5 & 6, Block 1, GRAYBROOK ADDITION, in the City of Portland
Tax Account Number:_R-33950-0050

Description of Project and Proposed Use: Sponsor proposes demolish the existing
house and build a new three bedroom house for sale to families earning 80% or less than
the area median income. Total development costs are projected to be $112,000.00.
Peninsula CDC works with the Portland housing Center and the Housing Authority of
Portland to market the properties and develop a pool of prospective buyers from North
Portland. Peninsula CDC also expects to keep development costs low by working with
youth development agencies, such as Youthbuild and Roosevelt High School’s
Construction Program to defray building costs. Peninsula CDC tries to assist potential
buyers to secure down payment assistance and below market interest rates for first
mortgages.

Property Value: $84,500.00 Taxes & Costs: $5,735.64

Committee Recommendation: The Committee recommends approval of this application
as described.

Committee Comments: The Committee supports this application from Peninsula CDC
providing home ownership opportunity for low-income families. The Committee
applauded the retention of the County land donation subsidy and affordability represented
by the Peninsula resale restrictions and equity sharing agreement. Does this restriction
run with the land? Is it recorded as a covenant and restriction against the deed or as part
of a second mortgage? The Committee felt that the sources of financing description for
the project was vague. Future applications could benefit from a more formal sources and
uses statement. The application strongly described the community connection and
involvement of Peninsula CDC.

Program Criteria: The Peninsula CDC proposal met each of the threshold criteria of the
Affordable Housing Development Program

Bonus Point Criteria: The proposal received bonus points for longer term affordability
and no points for pledging to house very low income persons.




MULTNOMAH COUNTY
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Technical Review Committee
Project Ranking Report

Dated: September 1, 1999

Applicant: Peninsula CDC Neighborhood: St. Johns

Property Location: Vacant lot south of 10125 North Allegheny, Portland. OR

Legal Description: Lot 16, Block 4, BARTONS ADDITION., in the City of Portland
Tax Account Number: R-05630-0830

Description of Project and Proposed Use: Sponsor proposes build a new three bedroom
house for sale to families earning 80% or less than the area median income. Total
development costs are projected to be $111,000.00. Peninsula CDC works with the
Portland housing Center and the Housing Authority of Portland to market the properties
and develop a pool of prospective buyers from North Portland. Peninsula CDC also
expects to keep development costs low by working with youth development agencies,
such as Youthbuild and Roosevelt High School’s Construction Program to defray
building costs. Peninsula CDC tries to assist potential buyers to secure down payment
assistance and below market interest rates for first mortgages.

Property Value: $25,000.00 Taxes & Costs: $15,890.00

Committee Recommendation: The Committee recommends approval of this application
as described.

Committee Comments: The Committee supports this application from Peninsula CDC
providing home ownership opportunity for low-income families. The Committee
applauded the retention of the County land donation subsidy and affordability represented
by the Peninsula resale restrictions and equity sharing agreement. Does this restriction
run with the land? Is it recorded as a covenant and restriction against the deed or as part
of a second mortgage? The Committee felt that the sources of financing description for
the project was vague. Future applications could benefit from a more formal sources and
uses statement. Unless there is an unexpressed difference in the design and costs of the
Allegheny house as opposed to the Omaha Street house, the $10,000 savings in
demolition costs is not expressed in the lower sales price to potential buyers. The
application strongly described the community connection and involvement of Peninsula
CDC. :

Program Criteria: The Peninsula CDC proposal met each of the threshold criteria of the
Affordable Housing Development Program

Bonus Point Criteria: The proposal received bonus points for longer term affordability
and no points for pledging to house very low income persons.



MULTNOMAH COUNTY
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Technical Review Committee

Project Ranking Report

Dated: September 1, 1999

Applicant: Sabin CDC Neighborhood: King
Property Location: 4025 NE 9" Avenue, Portland, OR

Legal Description: Lot 11, Block 19, LINCOLN PARK ANNEX, in the City of Portland
Tax Account Number: R-49730-3100

Description of Project and Proposed Use: Sponsor proposes to renovate the existing
four bedroom house available for sale to families at 50-70% of the area median income
through the agency Land Trust Homeownership Program. The Sabin CDC land trust
formula includes a 99-year ground lease with restricted resale provisions and limited
equity return on the appreciation of the structure for the purchasers. The entire
development cost of the project is slated to be $99,000. The initial buyer will purchase
the structure for $72,000.00 due to subsidyin the of the PDC equity gap funding. The

first mortgage will be originated by a private lender. Sabin CDC requires a 3% down
payment and assurances that the purchaser will pay no more than 35% of their household
income for housing costs.

Property Value: $82,600.00 Taxes & Costs: $3,622.89

Committee Recommendation: The Committee recommends approval of this application
as described.

Committee Comments: The Committee supports this strong application from Sabin
providing land trust homeownership opportunity for low-income families. The Sabin
proposal presents a compelling argument for retention of public subsidy, as in the County
donated property, in the land trust model of development. There is considerable interest
in the program both from potential buyers and other government funders. It appears that
the Sabin development cost estimates are higher than other renovation applications
received. The Committee wishes to encourage both hard and soft costs kept as low as
possible, so that ultimately the subsidy of the County donated land benefits families at
lowest possible incomes.

Program Criteria: The Sabin proposal met each of the threshold criteria of the
Affordable Housing Development Program

Bonus Point Criteria: The proposal received bonus points for longer term affordability
(99 year ground lease) and points for pledging to house very low income persons.




MULTNOMAH COUNTY
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Technical Review Committee
Project Ranking Report

Dated: September 1, 1999

Applicant: ROSE CDC Neighborhood: Montavilla
Property Location: 1545 SE 89™ Avenue, Portland, OR

Legal Description: Lots 9 & 10, Block 9, STANLEY & PLAT #2. in the City of Portland
Tax Account Number: R-79050-3580

Description of Project and Proposed Use: Sponsor proposes to renovate the existing
three bedroom house for sale to a family at less than 50% of the area median income. The
prospective buyers will also be afforded the opportunity to develop a childcare business
in the house supported by ROSE’s Child Care Neighbor Network. The house will be
remodeled with the requirements of the childcare home business in mind. Sale price of
the home is projected at $80,000.00. As ROSE currently has a well capitalized revolving
loan fund to defray construction and development costs, this project could be quickly
developed and occupied.

Property Value: $126,500.00 Taxes & Costs: $33,762.60

Committee Recommendation: The Committee recommends approval of this application
as described.

Committee Comments: The Committee supports this strong application from ROSE
providing home ownership and home business opportunity for very low-income families.
Two other applications were received for this site. The ability of ROSE to reach very low
income families with home ownership opportunity coupled with the home childcare
business start-up and support were crucial elements in the Committee’s decision to award
this property to ROSE. The Committee strongly recommends that ROSE explore
including this house in the emerging city sponsored land trust. Retaining the subsidy of
the donated land in affordability for low income families is a critical goal of the AHDP.

Program Criteria: The ROSE proposal met each of the threshold criteria of the
Affordable Housing Development Program

Bonus Point Criteria: The proposal received bonus points for longer term affordability
and points for pledging to house very low income persons.




MULTNOMAH COUNTY
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Technical Review Committee
Project Ranking Report

Dated: September 1, 1999

Applicant: Mt. Hood/Portland Habitat for Humanity Neighborhood: Montavilla
Property Location: 1545 SE 89™ Avenue, Portland, OR

Legal Description: Lots 9 & 10, Block 9, STANLEY & PLAT #2. in the City of Portland
Tax Account Number: R-79050-3580

Description of Project and Proposed Use: Sponsor proposes to renovate the existing
three bedroom house for sale to very low income families earning 25-50% of the area
median income. The renovation costs are projected to be $25,000.00. Mt. Hood Habitat
proposes to sell the house for approximately $54,000.00. Costs of renovation will be kept
low by use of volunteer labor. Mt. Hood habitat requires 500 hours of sweat equity labor
to be invested by the prospective buyer toward the construction of this home or other
Habitat homes. The prospective buyers must be able to pay a 1% down payment to
qualify as a purchaser. The Mt. Hood Habitat offers a no interest, 30-year mortgage to
prospective buyers. Affordability is retained through a no resale agreement and a
declining second mortgage, with the house owned out right by the buyer after 30 years.

Property Value: $126,500.00 Taxes & Costs: $33,762.60

Committee Recommendation: The Committee recommends denial of this application as
described.

Committee Comments: The Committee felt the Mt. Hood Habitat proposal was very
strong and met the AHDP objectives of benefiting very low income families over the
long term. Two other proposals were received for this property. The Committee
recommends transfer of the project to an agency proposing very low income
homeownership coupled with an innovative home business component with on-going
agency support. The Committee hopes that Mt. Hood Habitat will apply to future rounds
of the AHDP.

Program Criteria: The Mt. Hood Habitat proposal met each of the threshold criteria of
the Affordable Housing Development Program

Bonus Point Criteria: The proposal received bonus points for longer term affordability
and points for pledging to house very low income persons.




MULTNOMAH COUNTY
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Technical Review Committee
Project Ranking Report

Dated: September 1, 1999

Applicant: NECDC Neighborhood: Montavilla
Property Location: 1545 SE 89™ Avenue, Portland, OR

Legal Description: Lots 9 & 10, Block 9, STANLEY & PLAT #2, in the City of Portland
Tax Account Number: R-79050-3580

Description of Project and Proposed Use: Sponsor proposes to renovate the existing 3
bedroom house for sale to families earning 80% or less than the area median income.
Total development costs are projected to be $76,000.00. NECDC has considerable
experience with a variety of construction lenders. The financial plan to ensure
affordability of NECDC housing products includes a below market interest rate first
mortgage loan originated by conventional lending institutions and backed by the State of
Oregon revenue Bond Program. A second mortgage, using a shared appreciation formula,
reduces the monthly repayment amount required in return for a limited equity return on
the appreciation in value of the property. An NECDC sponsored third mortgage is alos
sometimes applied. Buyers of NECDC properties also receive property tax abatements
sponsored by the City of Portland for a period of ten years, expiring in 2010.

Property Value: $126,500.00 Taxes & Costs: $33,762.60

Committee Recommendation: The Committee recommends denial of this application as
described.

Committee Comments: Two other strong applications were received for this site. The
Committee recommends transfer to an agency proposing to renovate the property for sale
to a family at 50% or less than the area median income. The recommended project also
has a home childcare business component with ongoing support provided by the agency.
The recommended project showed specific community involvement and support.

Program Criteria: The NECDC proposal met each of the threshold criteria of the
Affordable Housing Development Program

Bonus Point Criteria: The proposal did not receive bonus points for longer term
affordability or points for pledging to house very low income persons.



MULTNOMAH COUNTY :
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Technical Review Committee
Project Ranking Report

Dated: September 1, 1999

Applicant: Portland Habitat for Humanity Neighborhood: Cully
Property Location: Near the intersection of NE 47® & Sumner, Portland, OR
Legal Description: Except the East 5 feet, Lots 7 & 8. Block 4, EAST PORTLAND

PARK, in the City of Portland
Tax Account Numbers: R-22710-0320 & R-22710-0330

Description of Project and Proposed Use: Sponsor proposes to build a 2 new three or
four bedroom homes for sale to families earning between 35-60% of the area median
income. Families must invest 400 hours of their own labor toward the construction of the
house or on other Portland Habitat projects. The average sale price of completed Habitat
homes is $53,000.00. The houses are sold by means of a land sales contract at no-profit
with a 0% interest mortgage to qualified buyers. Portland Habitat ensures that buyers
mortgage repayments, taxes and insurance do not exceed 25% of the family’s gross
income. Monthly PITI payments are estimated to be $350.00. Portland Habitat keeps
development costs low through donations, corporate sponsorship and volunteer labor.

Property Value: $66,200.00 Taxes & Costs: $1,791.73

Committee Recommendation: The Committee recommends approval of this application
as described.

Committee Comments: The Committee supports this strong application from Portland
Habitat providing home ownership opportunity for very low-income families. The
Portland Habitat has been an effective and expeditious developer of County tax-
foreclosed properties through the AHDP. Portland Habitat retains affordability in home
ownership projects using a right of re-purchase for the first ten years after the initial sale -
guaranteeing the Portland Habitat will reconvey the property to another low income
family- and a declining second mortgage which annually forgives 5% of the second loan
principal during the 10" through 25" year of occupancy. At the 25" year the buyer owns
the home outright. The Committee noted the adjustment in qualified buyer income by
Portland habitat contemplating purchasers at 60% of median income. The Committee did
not award Portland Habitat the entire number of bonus points available in the very low
income application category.

Program Criteria: The Portland Habitat proposal met each of the threshold criteria of
the Affordable Housing Development Program

Bonus Point Criteria: The proposal received bonus points for longer term affordability
(60 years) and points for pledging to house very low income persons.




MULTNOMAH COUNTY |
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Technical Review Committee
Project Ranking Report

Dated: September 1, 1999

Applicant: Hacienda CDC Neighborhood:Cully
Property Location: Lot near the intersection of NE 47" & Sumner, Portland, OR
Legal Description: Except the East 5 feet, Lots 7 & 8, Block 4, EAST PORTLAND

PARK, in the City of Portland
Tax Account Numbers: R-22710-0320 & R-22710-0330

Description of Project and Proposed Use: Sponsor proposes to build two four-bedroom
two bath homes available for sale to families at 80% or less than the area median income.
Total development costs are estimated to be approximately $115,000.00. Hacienda
proposes to get construction loans from the Enterprise Foundation and PDC. Discussions
have been held with conventional lenders to provide permanent, take-out financing for
the purchasers of the property. Hacienda presents a strong marketing plan including
homeownership outreach to under represented Hispanic families.

Property Value: $66,200.00 Taxes & Costs: $1,791.73

Committee Recommendation: The Committee recommends denial of this application as
described.

Committee Comments: The Committee felt the Hacienda CDC proposal was well
supported and had a thoughtful marketing plan. Two other proposals were received for
this property. The Committee recommends transfer of the project to an agency proposing
very low income homeownership, very low development costs and retention of
affordability through resale restrictions and other mechanisms. The Committee hopes that
Hacienda CDC will apply to future rounds of the AHDP.

Program Criteria: The Hacienda CDC proposal met each of the threshold criteria of the
Affordable Housing Development Program

Bonus Point Criteria: The proposal received no bonus points for longer term or points
for pledging to house very low income persons.



MULTNOMAH COUNTY
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Technical Review Committee
Project Ranking Report

Dated: September 1, 1999 \

Applicant: Jubilee Communities Neighborhood: Cully
Property Location: Lot near the intersection of NE 47™ & Sumner, Portland, OR

Legal Description: Except the East S feet, Lots 7 & 8, Block 4, EAST PORTLAND

PARK., in the City of Portland
Tax Account Numbers: R-22710-0320 & R-22710-0330

Description of Project and Proposed Use: Sponsor proposes to build two - four
bedroom two bathroom homes for first time homebuyers earning 80% or less than the
area median income at this site. Jubilee has secured a construction loan which will
convert to a permanent loan upon construction completion of the house. This loan may be
assumed by the initial buyer. Jubilee will use a PDC shared appreciation mortgage or an
agency self-financed second mortgage to reduce the monthly payments of the buyer.
Jubilee will access down payment assistance through the Portland Housing Center.
Jubilee has a 10 year resale restriction and equity recapture mechanisms as part of its
second mortgage.

Property Value: $66,200.00 Taxes & Costs: $1,791.73

Committee Recommendation: The Committee recommends denial of this application as
described.

Committee Comments: Should Jubilee sell the house at its appraised value, the
difference between the development cost and the appraised value is effectively capitalized
by the County no cost transfer of the land. The Committee wishes to keep agency profit
taking to a minimum and pass the subsidy of the donated land through to the buyers.
Keeping the sales price of the house low and the principal amounts of any second
mortgages as low as possible is critical. The Committee felt the Jubilee proposal was well
supported. Two other proposals were received for this property. The Committee
recommends transfer of the project to an agency proposing very low income
homeownership, very low development costs and retention of affordability through resale
restrictions and other mechanisms.

Program Ceriteria: The Jubilee proposal met each of the threshold criteria of the
Affordable Housing Development Program

Bonus Point Criteria: The proposal received bonus points for longer term affordability
no points for pledging to house very low income persons.



MULTNOMAH COUNTY
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Technical Review Committee
Project Ranking Report

Dated: September 1, 1999

Applicant: Peninsula CDC Neighborhood: Kenton

Property Location: 8716 North Bayard Avenue, Portland, OR
Legal Description: Lots 3 & 4, Block 11, PENINSULAR ADDITION #2, in the City of

Portland
Tax Account Number: R-65521-3790

Description of Project and Proposed Use: Sponsor proposes renovate the existing
house and add a third bedroom then market and sell it to families earning 80% or less
than the area median income. Total development costs are projected to be $88,400.00.
Peninsula CDC works with the Portland housing Center and the Housing Authority of
Portland to market the properties and develop a pool of prospective buyers from North
Portland. Peninsula CDC also expects to keep development costs low by working with
" youth development agencies, such as Youthbuild and the Camp Fire Boys and Girls
Youth Volunteer Corps to defray building costs. Peninsula CDC tries to assist potential
buyers to secure down payment assistance and below market interest rates for first
mortgages.

Property Value: $59,000.00 Taxes & Costs: $8,881.52

Committee Recommendation: The Committee recommends approval of this application
as described.

Committee Comments: The Committee supports this application from Peninsula CDC
providing home ownership opportunity for low-income families. The Committee
applauded the retention of the County land donation subsidy and affordability represented
by the Peninsula resale restrictions and equity sharing agreement. The application
strongly described the community connection and involvement of Peninsula CDC.
Another application was received for this site. The retention and recapture provisions of
the agency as well as the addition of a third bedroom to the project plan were critical
factors in the recommendation decision. Also important in the decision was the lower
development costs and community support of the proposal.

Program Criteria: The Peninsula CDC proposal met each of the threshold criteria of the
Affordable Housing Development Program

Bonus Point Criteria: The proposal received bonus points for longer term affordability
no points for pledging to house very low income persons.




MULTNOMAH COUNTY
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Technical Review Committee
Project Ranking Report

Dated: September 1, 1999

Applicant: NECDC Neighborhood: Kenton
Property Location: 8716 North Bayard Avenue, Portland, OR
Legal Description: Lots 3 & 4, Block 11, PENINSULAR ADDITION #2. in the City of

Portland
Tax Account Number: R-65521-3790

Description of Project and Proposed Use: Sponsor proposes to renovate the existing 2
bedroom house for sale to families earning 80% or less than the area median income.
Total development costs are projected to be $95,000.00. NECDC has considerable
experience with a variety of construction lenders. The financial plan to ensure
affordability of NECDC housing products includes a below market interest rate first
mortgage loan originated by conventional lending institutions and backed by the State of
Oregon revenue Bond Program. A second mortgage, using a shared appreciation formula,
reduces the monthly repayment amount required in return for a limited equity return on
the appreciation in value of the property. An NECDC sponsored third mortgage is alos
sometimes applied. Buyers of NECDC properties also receive property tax abatements
sponsored by the City of Portland for a period of ten years, expiring in 2010.

Property Value: $59,000.00 Taxes & Costs: $8,881.52

Committee Recommendation: The Committee recommends denial of this application as
described.

Committee Comments: Another strong proposal was received for this site. The
Committee recommends transfer to the competing agency offering homeownership on
this property. The recommended project specified adding another bedroom to the existing
house and had lower development costs. The recommended project had 15-year resale
and recapture provisions in its equity sharing agreement, meeting the longer term
affordability goals of the AHDP. The recommended agency demonstrated strong
neighborhood support and involvement in the proposal.

Program Criteria: The NECDC proposal met each of the threshold criteria of the
Affordable Housing Development Program '

Bonus Point Criteria: The proposal did not receive bonus points for longer term
affordability or points for pledging to house very low income persons.



MULTNOMAH COUNTY
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Technical Review Committee
Project Ranking Report

Dated: September 1, 1999

Applicant: Housing Authority of Portland Neighborhood: Multnomah
Property Location: Former 8010 SW 45th Avenue, Portland, OR

Legal Description: Tax Lot #168 in Section 12 Range 1 North Range 1 West
Tax Account Number: R-99120-1680

Description of Project and Proposed Use: The Housing Authority of Portland proposes
to build a group home houses five individuals with disabilities. HAP will lease the house
to a provider offering supportive services required by the tenants. HAP will own and
maintain the facility and ensure that very low income persons reside in the house for its
useful life. The building is planned to have 2500 square feet on two stories, with five
bedrooms, five baths, shared kitchen and living space. The total development cost is
estimated to be $390,000. Funding for the project will be sought through the Portland
Development Commission and the State of Oregon HCS. HAP projects that no debt will
be attached to the project, but tenant rents will be used to pay the service provider and
capitalize a replacement reserve account for building maintnenance.

Property Value: $53,500.00 Taxes & Costs: $6,954.47

Committee Recommendation: The Committee recommends approval of this application
as described.

Committee Comments: The Committee supports this strong application from HAP
providing rental housing for very low-income persons with special needs. HAP
persuasively argues for the community need to provide both alcohol and drug-free
housing for single parents and individuals as well as housing for persons with chronic
mental illness. The Committee encourages HAP to continue the community dialogue
evidenced in their application. Keeping hard and soft costs as low as possible in such
fully publicly subsidized project is a concern of the Committee.

Program Criteria: The HAP proposal met each of the threshold criteria of the
Affordable Housing Development Program

Bonus Point Criteria: The proposal received bonus points for longer term affordability
(60 years) and points for pledging to house very low income persons.




MULTNOMAH COUNTY
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Technical Review Committee
Project Ranking Report

Dated: September 1, 1999

Applicant: NECDC Neighborhood: Multnomah
Property Location: Former 8010 SW 45" Avenue, Portland, OR

Legal Description: Tax Lot #168 in Section 12, Township 1 North, Range 1 West
Tax Account Number: R-99120-1680

Description of Project and Proposed Use: Sponsor proposes to build a new three
bedroom house for sale to families earning 80% or less than the area median income.
Total development costs are projected to be $106,640.00. NECDC has considerable
experience with a variety of construction lenders. The financial plan to ensure
affordability of NECDC housing products includes a below market interest rate first
mortgage loan originated by conventional lending institutions and backed by the State of
Oregon revenue Bond Program. A second mortgage, using a shared appreciation formula,
reduces the monthly repayment amount required in return for a limited equity return on
the appreciation in value of the property. An NECDC sponsored third mortgage is alos
sometimes applied. Buyers of NECDC properties also receive property tax abatements
sponsored by the City of Portland for a period of ten years, expiring in 2010.

Property Value: $59,000.00 Taxes & Costs: $6,954.47

Committee Recommendation: The Committee recommends denial of this application as
described.

Committee Comments: Another strong proposal was received for this site. The
Committee recommends transfer to the competing agency proposal which offers rental
housing to very low income individuals with special needs. The recommended proposal
ensures the affordability of the five bedroom house for 60 years. The Committee found
the need for special needs housing, permanent affordability for very low income people
compelling reasons to support the competing proposal.

Program Criteria: The NECDC proposal met each of the threshold criteria of the
Affordable Housing Development Program

Bonus Point Criteria: The proposal did not receive bonus points for longer term
affordability or points for pledging to house very low income persons.




MULTNOMAH COUNTY
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Technical Review Committee
Project Ranking Report

Dated: September 1, 1999

Applicant:_Jubilee Communities Neighborhood: King
Property Location: 923 NE Failing Street, Portland, OR
Legal Description: The West 50 feet of Lot 9, Block 6. NORTH IRVINGTON

ADDITION, in the City of Portland
Tax Account Number: R-61150-1390

Description of Project and Proposed Use: Sponsor proposes to build a four bedroom
two bathroom homes for first time homebuyers earning 80% or less than the area median
income at this site. Jubilee has secured a construction loan which will convert to a
permanent loan upon construction completion of the house. Total development costs
including developer’s fee are estimated to be approximately $123,000.00. This loan may
be assumed by the initial buyer. Jubilee will use a PDC shared appreciation mortgage or
an agency self-financed second mortgage to reduce the monthly payments of the buyer.
Jubilee will access down payment assistance through the Portland Housing Center.
Jubilee has a 10 year resale restriction and equity recapture mechanisms as part of its
second mortgage.

Property Value: $12,700.00 Taxes & Costs: $1,970.83

Committee Recommendation: The Committee recommends approval of this application
as described.

Committee Comments: The Committee supports this application from Jubilee providing
homeownership opportunity for low-income families. Should Jubilee sell the house at its
appraised value, the difference between the development cost and the appraised value is
effectively capitalized by the County no cost transfer of the land. The Committee wishes
to keep agency profit taking to a minimum and pass the subsidy of the donated land
through to the buyers. Keeping the sales price of the house low and the principal amounts
of any second mortgages as low as possible is critical. The Committee felt the Jubilee
proposal was well supported. The Committee asks that Jubilee submit a statement that
clearly states that there is no religious proselytizing or religious teaching required of
buyers as part of homeowner qualification or consideration.

Program Criteria: The Jubilee proposal met each of the threshold criteria of the
Affordable Housing Development Program

Bonus Point Criteria: The proposal received bonus points for longer term affordability
and no points for pledging to house very low income persons.




MULTNOMAH COUNTY
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Technical Review Committee
Project Ranking Report

Dated: September 1, 1999

Applicant: NECDC Neighborhood: King
Property Location: Former 923 NE Failing Street, Portland, OR
Legal Description: West 50 feet of Lot 9, Block 6, NORTH IRVINGTON ADDITION, in

the City of Portland
Tax Account Number: R-61150-1390

Description of Project and Proposed Use: Sponsor proposes to build a new three
bedroom house for sale to families earning 80% or less than the area median income.
Total development costs are projected to be $106,640.00. NECDC has considerable
experience with a variety of construction lenders. The financial plan to ensure
affordability of NECDC housing products includes a below market interest rate first
mortgage loan originated by conventional lending institutions and backed by the State of
Oregon revenue Bond Program. A second mortgage, using a shared appreciation formula,
reduces the monthly repayment amount required in return for a limited equity return on
the appreciation in value of the property. An NECDC sponsored third mortgage is alos
sometimes applied. Buyers of NECDC properties also receive property tax abatements
sponsored by the City of Portland for a period of ten years, expiring in 2010.

Property Value: $12,700.00 Taxes & Costs: $1,970.83

Committee Recommendation: The Committee recommends denial of this application as
described.

Committee Comments: Another strong proposal was received for this site. The
Committee recommends transfer to the competing agency offering homeownership on
this property. The recommended project specified a four bedroom house with a small
footprint for this 2500 square foot site. The recommended project has resale and recapture
provisions in its equity sharing agreement, meeting the longer term affordability goals of
the AHDP. '

Program Criteria: The NECDC proposal met each of the threshold criteria of the
Affordable Housing Development Program

Bonus Point Criteria: The proposal received no bonus points for longer term
affordability and no points for pledging to house very low income persons.



MULTNOMAH COUNTY
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Technical Review Committee
Project Ranking Report

Dated: September 1, 1999

Applicant: Sabin CDC Neighborhood: Cully
Property Location: 5220 NE Ainsworth Street, Portland, OR
Legal Description: Except the South 70 feet thereof, the East one-half of Lot 1. Block 13,

KILLINGSWORTH GARDENS. in the City of Portland __
Tax Account Number: R-45000-4960

Description of Project and Proposed Use: Sponsor proposes to build a new four
bedroom house available for sale to families at 50-70% of the area median income
through the agency Land Trust Homeownership Program. The Sabin CDC land trust
formula includes a 99-year ground lease with restricted resale provisions and limited
equity return on the appreciation of the structure for the purchasers. The entire
development cost of the project is slated to be $145,000. The initial buyer will purchase
the structure for $86,580.00 due to subsidy in the of the PDC equity gap funding and
monies form the Portland Housing Center. The first mortgage will be originated by a
private lender. Sabin CDC requires a 3% down payment and assurances that the
purchaser will pay no more than 35% of their household income for housing costs.

Property Value: $74,400.00 Taxes & Costs: $29,780.70

Committee Recommendation: The Committee recommends approval of this application
as described.

Committee Comments: The Committee supports this strong application from Sabin
providing land trust homeownership opportunity for low-income families. The Sabin
proposal presents a compelling argument for retention of public subsidy, as in the County
donated property, in the land trust model of development. There is considerable interest
in the program both from potential buyers and other government funders. It appears that
the Sabin development cost estimates are higher than other applications received. The
Committee wishes to encourage both hard and soft costs kept as low as possible, so that
ultimately the subsidy of the County donated land benefits families at lowest possible
incomes.

Program Criteria: The Sabin proposal met each of the threshold criteria of the
Affordable Housing Development Program

Bonus Point Criteria: The proposal received bonus points for longer term affordability
(99 year ground lease) and points for pledging to house very low income persons.




MULTNOMAH COUNTY
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Technical Review Committee
Project Ranking Report

Dated: September 1, 1999

Applicant: Hacienda CDC Neighborhood: Cully
Property Location: 5220 NE Ainsworth Street, Portland, OR
Legal Description: Except the South 70 feet thereof, the East one-half of Lot 1, Block 13,

KILLINGSWORTH GARDENS, in the City of Portland
Tax Account Number: R-45000-4960

Description of Project and Proposed Use: Sponsor proposes to build a four-bedroom
two bath house available for sale to families at 80% or less than the area median income.
Total development costs are estimated to be approximately $119,000.00. The anticipated
minimum sale price of the house is 123,500. Hacienda proposes to get construction loans
from the Enterprise Foundation and PDC. Discussions have been held with conventional
lenders to provide permanent, take-out financing for the purchasers of the property.
Hacienda presents a strong marketing plan including homeownership outreach to under
represented hispanic families.

Property Value: $74,400.00 Taxes & Costs: $29,780.70

Committee Recommendation: The Committee recommends denial of this application as
described.

Committee Comments: The Committee felt the Hacienda CDC proposal was well
supported and had a thoughtful marketing plan. Another strong proposal was received for
this property. The Committee recommends transfer of the project to the competing
agency proposing a land trust homeownership model. The 99 year ground lease retains
the public subsidy of the donated land in permanent affordability, a signal goal of the
AHDP. The competing application was also able to reach lower income families with the
financial structure of its propposal. The Hacienda intention to develop two houses on the
site was somewhat vague, with the zoning issues and site design community concerns not
fully discussed. The costs and time required for partition was not reflected in the pro
forma or project time table. The Committee hopes that Hacienda CDC will apply to
future rounds of the AHDP.

Program Criteria: The Hacienda proposal met each of the threshold criteria of the
Affordable Housing Development Program

Bonus Point Criteria: The proposal did not receive bonus points for longer term
affordability or points for pledging to house very low income persons.
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=++Point of View by Sheila Crowley, President, NLIHC

Let's go over the numbers again. The data are quite clear.
Despite record levels of employment and job growth, the
affordable housing crisis continues unabated. HUD's latest
analysis of the American Housing Survey (see elsewhere in
Memo) reports that rents are increasing at twice the rate of
inflation, the number of extremely low income renters
(incomes at less than 30% of the area median) climbed 3% in
two years, and the housing stock they can afford is 5%
smaller than it was in 1991. HUD's findings echo those in
Out of Reach, in which NLIHC reports that the percent of
renters unable to afford a two bedroom unit at the fair
market rent ranges from 31% in Wisconsin to 53% in
Virginia. Nowhere in the country can a full time minimum
wage worker afford the fair market rent. The full time

hourly wage that one must earn to afford a two bedroom unit
ranges from $8.02 in West Virginia to $15.90 in New Jersey.

As stark as the numbers are, they do not really convey the
meaning of the crisis. People have a hard time grasping how
this could be. Each of us interprets the same data in

different ways, based on our own experience and perspective.
Some will assert that poverty is relative and that being

poor in the United States is not as bad as it used to be.

Some reporters, who have called in the last two weeks,

question why we would compare housing costs to the minimum
wage. The minimum wage, they say, is not supposed to support
a family, but rather it is a wage meant for teenagers.

Please note that 71% of minimum wage workers are 20 years of
age or older (Mishel, Bernstein, Schmitt. The State of

Working America 1998-99. Economic Policy Institute).

Here's what happens to people who do not have much money in
today's housing market. They pay a precariously high
percentage of their income on their housing and scrimp on
other basics like food, medicine, heat, or child care. Or

the adults in the family work two or three or more jobs to
make ends meet with little time left to be the kind of

parents they want to be. Or they live in overcrowded or
substandard housing that threatens the physical and
emotional well-being of each family member. Or they cannot
pay the rent and are evicted, and start on a downward spiral
with bad credit, destabilized work, school, and family life,
and ultimately are at risk of homelessness. A woman in
Newark wrote to us this week to say her family lives in an
old, dilapidated, and cramped apartment, but if they moved
they would have to pay "$800 or so a month. We can't afford
it, so we are still here living in these harsh conditions."

She adds that she is a taxpayer and a registered voter.



There is nothing complicated about decreasing the gap

between income and rent. Increase income and reduce housing
costs. There are two tangible actions that the Congress can
take next week that will help. Add new vouchers to the HUD
appropriations bill and approve an increase in the minimum
wage.

+++++Capitol Hill
***HUD Bill Passes Senate; HOPWA & 811 Increased

The Senate, by voice vote, passed its version of the HUD-VA
FY2000 appropriations bill on September 24. Housing and
community development programs and their funding levels
remained substantially unchanged from earlier Senate
versions of the bill. Two programs' funding levels did
change due to the successful efforts of Senator John Kerry
(D-MA): Housing for Persons With AIDS and Section 811
(housing for disabled people) programs both increased $7
million. A House and Senate conference committee on the
bill could begin as early as the week of September 27. It
is unclear if conferees will have enough time to produce a
final bill and have it signed into law before the beginning

of the new fiscal year on October 1. A continuing
resolution may be necessary.

Much of the Senate's floor discussion on the bill centered

on the need for new Section 8 rental assistance vouchers.
Senator John Kerry (D-MA) brought an amendment to the floor
providing for 50,000 new vouchers for FY2000. The amendment
was eventually withdrawn as it became very clear that the
HUD-VA Appropriations Committee Ranking Democrat Senator
Barbara Mikulski (D-MD) would do her best to secure new
vouchers during the conference committee. In addition to
Senators Kerry and Mikulski, several Senators spoke
passionately about the need for new vouchers and their
support for including funding for vouchers in the HUD bill.
Senate Minority Leader Thomas Daschle (D-SD), Senator Evan
Bayh (D-IN), Senator Richard Bryan (D-NV), Senator Carl

Levin (D-MI), Senator Jack Reed (D-RI), Senator Joseph Biden
(D-DE), Senator Robert Torricelli (D-NJ) and Senator Richard
Durbin (D-IL), among others, spoke in support of new
vouchers.

Several Senators also spoke about their support for the
continuation of HUD's Community Builder Fellows program.
The Senate has recommended eliminating this program as of
February 1, 2000.

The Conference Committee is expected to include members of
the Senate and House HUD-VA Appropriations Subcommittees and
the Chairs and Ranking Members of the Senate and House
Appropriations Committees. If this is the case, the

conference committee will include: Senators Bond (R-MO),
Burns (R-MT), Shelby (R-AL), Craig (R-1D), Hutchison (R-TX),
Kyl (R-AZ), Mikulski (D-MD), Leahy (D-VT), Lautenberg

(D-NJ), Harkin (D-1A), Stevens (R-AK) and Byrd (D-WV); and
Representatives Walsh (R-NY), DeLay (R-TX), Hobson (R-OH),
Knollenberg (R-MI), Frelinghuysen (R-NJ), Wicker (R-MS),
Northup (R-KY), Sununu (R-NH), Mollohan (D-WV), Kaptur
(D-OH), Meek (D-FL), Price (D-NC), Cramer (D-AL), Young
(R-FL) and Obey (D-WI).

***H.R. 202

The House Banking Committee marked-up H.R. 202, the
"Preserving Affordable Housing for Senior Citizens and
Families into the 21st Century Act." Committee members
congratulated one another for crafting a comprehensive
affordable housing bill that includes Democrat and




Republican sponsored initiatives.

H.R. 202 encompasses several different housing issues,
including important housing preservation language. H.R. 202
provides for: the preservation of project-based federally
subsidized housing by marking rents up to market rates (and
thus keeping it attractive for owners to stay in the

program); enhanced or "sticky" vouchers which "stick" to the
housing unit if an owner leaves the subsidy program, thereby
ensuring that currently housed people are protected; and, a
matching grant program so that federal dollars will match
stat?( dollars going toward the preservation of housing

stock.

Among other issues, the bill also contains major provisions
for elderly housing by requiring HUD to convert the
financing of pre-1990 elderly housing to the post-1990
method of providing assistance to new developments. The
post-1990 method is done through non-repayable capital
advances and project rental assistance contracts.

Several amendments were added to the legislation. The bill
is expected to be introduced in the House on suspension
calendar, a method of introducing a bill without amendments,
on September 27.

***Rural Housing Appropriations

Conferees negotiating differences between the House and
Senate agriculture funding bills continue to seek a final

bill. The House completed its bill in June (H.R. 1906) and

the Senate passed its bill in August (S. 1233). This bill

fund the Rural Housing Service, an agency within the U.S.
Department of Agriculture. RHS's Section 515 Rural Rental
Housing Loans program provides affordable multifamily rental
housing for very low, low and moderate income families. Its
funds may also be used to buy and improve land and to
provide necessary facilities such as water and waste

disposal systems. People living in substandard housing are
given first priority for tenancy. When rental housing is

used top priority is given to very low income households.

The Section 515 program, compared to most other RHS
programs, serves very low income families. The average
resident served by the programs has an income of $7,600.
The Section 521 program, the Rural Rental Assistance
Program, helps the 515 program serve very low income people
by providing an additional deep subsidy for very low income
residents.

The 515 and 521 rural housing programs, working together,
are critical components of RHS's efforts to serve very low
income families. The Senate has level funded (with FY99)
Section 515 funding for FY2000 at $114.3 million and
increased funding for the Section 521 program from the FY99
level of $584 million to $640 million. The House has
recommended increasing funding for the Section 5§15 program
to $120 million and has level funded (with FY99) Section 521
funding for FY2000 at $584 million.

House and Senate conferees will try to bring a final bill
together by the start of the new fiscal year, October 1.

***H.R. 1180 Stalled in The House

After almost ten years, the Senate moved one step closer to
providing work incentives for persons with disabilities by

voting 99-0 in support of the Work Incentives Improvement

Act of 1899. This legislation would improve current laws

that provide disincentives for persons who are disabled not

to work by eliminating cash benefits and Medicare health

care if they do work. The House Commerce Committee approved
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a companion bill, H.R. 1180, on May 19. That bill is now
stalled in the House Ways And Means Committee with no action
on the floor scheduled.

For more information on H.R. 1180 access "What's New" page
at The Arc website at http://TheArc.org . :

***Labor-HHS Bill

The House Appropriations Committee marked up it's FY2000
Labor-HHS spending bill on September 23. They were able to
do so by using various budgeting tactics including deferring
release of $15.7 billion in education, health and training
program monies until FY2001 and declaring $1.4 billion for

the 20-year old low income home energy assistance program as
an emergency expenditure, thus brining this program's

funding off-budget. The Labor-HHS subcommittee's allocation
of funds has been raided throughout the FY2000
appropriations season by other subcommittees. The President
has called the bill unacceptable, has stated he will veto

the bill if it came to him in its current form and has asked
Hou?e members to vote against the bill when it comes up for

a vote.

The House bill cut funding for job training, labor law
enforcement and employment aid. The bill was approved on a
party-line vote of 8-6. The bill cuts funding many

education programs; cuts funding for the Occupational Safety
and Health Administration by $17 million; cuts the National
Labor Relations Board by $10 million; cuts job training by
10%; level funds the social services block grant with FY99

and increases funding for the community services block grant
by $10 million. The Senate has yet to take action on their
Labor-HHS bill.

***Minimum Wage

Senate Republicans this week lacked the votes to keep
Senator Edward Kennedy (D-MA) from attaching his bill to
raise the minimum wage to legislation overhauling the
nation's bankruptcy code. As a result, they pulled the
bankruptcy bill from consideration. Senator Kennedy has
vowed to keep trying to bring u? his minimum wage bill at
every opportunity for the rest of the year.

Senator Kennedy's bill (S. 192) would raise the current
federal minimum wage from $5.15 an hour to $6.15 an hour in
two 50 cent increments over the next two years.
Representative David Bonior has introduced companion
legislation in the House (H.R. 325). He has initiated a
discharge petition in order to bring his bill up in the

House. Representative Jack Quinn, a Republican of New York,
has also introduced minimum wage legislation. He and 17
other Republicans have written a letter to House Speaker
Dennis Hastert requesting that he schedule a vote on a
minimum wage bill in the fall.

***At A Glance

Bill: H.R. 10

Topic: Financial Modernization

Status: Passed House on July 1. In Conference Committee
with S. 900.

Outlook: Representative Jim Leach (R-1A) is Chair of the
Conference Committee. Community Reinvestment Act
requirements are at risk. Senator Phil Gramm (R-TX) has
stated he does not believe a financial modernization bill

will pass this éear because of issue disagreements and time
constraints. Conference Committee members will meet on
September 29 to discuss the Community Reinvestment Act.



Bilis: H.R. 175/S. 1017

Topic: Increase the Low Income Housing Tax Credit

Status: H.R. 175 in the House Ways and Means Committee and
S. 1017 in the Senate Finance Committee

Outlook: A five-year phase-in of an increase to the LIHTC
and its indexing to inflation was included in H.R. 2488, the
$792 billion ten year Republican tax cut bill which was
vetoed by the President. The bill also includes a provision
that each state would receive a minimum of $2 million in tax
credits. It is unclear if there will be an increase to the
LIHTC this year in any smaller versions of the tax cut bill

to be developed.

Bills: H.R. 202/H.R. 1624

Topic: Elderly Housing Bills

Status: In the House Banking and Financial Services
Committee. Hearing held on H.R. 202 and legislation which
would blend H.R. 202 with H.R. 1624 and housing preservation
bills (H.R. 425 and H.R. 1336).

Outlook: H.R. 202 to be brought to House floor on September
27.

Bill: H.R. 425

Topic. Housing Preservation Matching Grant

Status: In the House Banking and Financial Services
Committee

Outlook: See H.R. 202,

Bill: H.R. 595

Topic: FHA Foreclosure Prevention

Status: In House Banking and Financial Services Committee
Outlook: Advocates are seeking additional co-sponsors.
Senate version, S. 1553, has been introduced.
Representatives from the Philadelphia Unemployment Project
testified in support of including this bill into

Representative Lazio's H.R. 1776 at a September 15 hearing.

Bills: H.R. 864/ S. 459

Topic: Increase the state private activity bond caps

Status: H.R. 864 in House Ways and Means Committee and S.
459 in the Senate Finance Committee.

Outlook: The increase in the bond cap, but not its indexing
to inflation, is included in H.R. 2488, the GOP's $792
billion tax cut bill which was vetoed by the President. It

is very unlikely that Congress will pass a big tax bill.

Thus, the chances for bond cap increases this year are
highly unlikely and hinge on its inclusion in a scaled-back
tax bill.

Bill: H.R. 1336

Topic: Emergency Residents Protection Act

Status: Hearing held in House Housing and Communit’!
Opportunity Subcommittee of the House Banking and Financial
Services Committee.

Outlook: See H.R. 202.

Bill: H.R. 1073

Topic: Homeless Programs Consolidation and Flexibility Act
Status: Hearing held and later voted out of House Housing
and Community Opportunity Subcommittee. Still in House
Banking and Financial Services Committee.

?utlﬁokl:) iSI}taIIed for now. There is no Senate counterpart
or this bill.

Bill: H.R. 1776

Topic: Homeownership Bill

Status: Hearing held September 15 in the House Housing and
Community Opportunity Committee.

Outlook: A scaled-back, similar bill, S. 1333, has been
introduced in the Senator Ron Wyden (D-OR). Outlook for
passage unclear.




Bill: H.R. 2400
Topic: Programmatic Changes to Low Income Housing Tax Credit

Status: In House Ways and Means Committee

Outlook: Most of H.R. 2400's language is within H.R. 2488,
the GOP's mega tax cut bill which was vetoed by the
President.

Bill: S. 900

Topic: Financial Modernization

Status: Passed Senate

Outlook: Senate and House conferees have been named. House
Banking Committee Chairman Jim Leach (R-1A) is Chair of the
Conference Committee for H.R. 10 and S. 900. The President
has been very vocal in his support for the Communig
Reinvestment Act, which this bill kills. Senator Phil Gramm
(R-TX) has stated he does not believe a financial
modernization bill will pass this year because of content
disagreements and time constraints. Conference Committee
members will meet on September 29 to discuss the Community
Reinvestment Act.

Bill: S. 1318

Topic: Matching Grants for Housing Preservation

Status: Sponsored by Senators Jeffords (R-VT), Kerry (D-AM),
Grams (R-MN), Sarbanes (D-MD) and Wellstone (D-MN).
Currently in the Senate Banking Committee. Hearing held
July 1 in Senate Banking Committee's Housing and
Transportation Subcommittee.

Outlook:. See H.R. 202 for movement on preservation bills.

Bill: S. 1319

Status: Sponsored by Senator Bond (R-MO). Hearing held July
1 in Senate Banking Committee's Housing and Transportation
Subcommittee.

Outlook: Has been included in the Senate Appropriations
Committee's FY2000 HUD funding bill.

*****Fact of the Week

Least Affordable States
Estimated Hours/\Week Needed To Work At Federal Minimum Wage
To Afford 2 Bedroom Fair Market Rate (40 hour work week)

Hawaii, 132 hours

New Jersey, 123 hours

New York, 123 hours

District of Columbia, 122 hours
Massachusetts, 119 hours
Alaska, 116 hours

California, 116 hours
Connecticut, 114 hours
Maryland, 103 hours

Nevada, 103 hours

Source: Out of Reach, National Low Income Housing Coalition
(1999).

i****HUD

***New Findings on Affordability

In 1997 and 1998 rents increased at twice the rate of
general inflation, finds a HUD report released on Thursday.
The Widening Gap: New Findings on Housing Affordability in
America also concludes that:

* despite a robust period of economic expansion, the housing
stock affordable to struggling families continues to shrink;



* as the affordable housing stock shrinks, the number of
renters at or below 30 percent of median income continues to
grow;

* the gap between the number of struggling Americans and the
number of rental units affordable to them is large and

growing -- for every 100 households at or below 30 percent

of median income, there were only 36 units both affordable
and available for rent.

The report also notes that other recent studies, including
NLIHC's Out of Reach, are a growing body of evidence
indicating the increased need for housing assistance. HUD's
report concludes that the widening of the housing
affordability gap can be attributed in large part to the

lack of federal appropriations for new housing assistance.

s++Faderal Register
***PHA Plans Due Date Changed

On September 21, HUD issued an amendment to the interim
public housing agency plan rule. The amendment changes to
plan submission date for agencies' first sets of plans.
Originally, PHAs with fiscal years beginning on January 1
were to have submitted their annual and five-year plans to
HUD by October 15. The amendment changes that first due
date to December 1. For all other fiscal years beginning
dates (those after January 1), the plans are due to HUD 75
days before the start of the new fiscal year. To access

this amendment, go to http://www.hudclips.org and look under
recent FR notices for Docket No. FR-4420-F-04. The National
Housing Law Project has collected, and made easily
accessible, PHA fiscal year start dates. You can access
these fiscal year start dates at
http:/mww.nhlp.org/pubhsg/phafy.htm.

**ROSS NOFA Amended

HUD, in the September 22 Federal Register, amended its

notice of funds availability for the Resident Opportunities

and Self Sufficiency Program. The NOFA had stipulated that
previous tenant opportunity program, EDSS or service
coordinator grantees must have used at least 75% of their

initial funding before applying for ROSS funds. This
requirement has been removed. To access this amendment, go
to http://www.hudclips.org and look under recent FR notices

for Docket No. FR-4520-N-02.

*Resources
***TANF Funds

The Center on Budget and Policy Priorities (CBPP) has

released "Should TANF Block Grant Funds be Rescinded?" The
report analyzes the current Capitol Hill proposal to rescind

$3 billion in unspent TANF funds and to make those funds
available to states in FY2001. The report finds that the $3

billion dollars represents roughly one third of the TANF

funds that states have left unspent. The proposal has

surfaced in an effort accommodate the FY2000 Labor- HHS-
Education bill.

The proposal's proponents argue that these funds are
unlikely to be spent during this or the following fiscal
year, and therefore should be available for other purposes.

The authors suggest two consequences of the proposal.
First, it would punish states that have been frugal with

their funds or saving them for a rainy day. If the economy
does take a downturn, states would need the extra money to
assist families. Under the rescission proposal, states that



-

planned for this would be left to fend for themselves.
Second, it introduces instability to the TANF funding
process. Although the 1996 welfare law specifies that TANF
funding would hold steady for seven years, once the
precedent of rescinding TANF funds is established, it
increases the likelihood of future rescissions.

The report concludes that states may be reluctant to begin

any new programs if this proposal goes through because there
would be less certainty that the programs would be backed by
any federal assistance.

To obtain the report, contact the Center on Budget and
Policy Priorities at 202/408-1080 or go to
http://www.cbpp.org

***Self-Help Housing Resources

Funds to help 600 families build their own homes are

available from the Housing Assistance Council (HAC). Under
the Self-Help Homeownership Opportunity Program, HAC will
make loans available to local nonprofit housing developers
around the country who have experience in the self-help
construction method. Seventy-five percent of a self-help
opportunity program loan is forgivable when the
borrower/developer produces its affordable self-help housing
units. Housing developers can obtain application information
and forms from HAC, 1025 Vermont Ave., NW, Suite 606,
Washington, DC 20005, phone 202/842-8600, fax 202/347-3441,
email cdd@ruralhome.org. Applications are due November 12,
1999 and funding decisions will be made in January 2000.

**Smart Growth Award

The National Neighborhood Coalition is seeking candidates
for its Communities Leading the way award. The award is
part of NNC's Neighborhoods, Regions and Smart Growth
Project. Groups eligible for the award are community,
neighborhood or faith-based organizations or coalitions of
such groups who are working towards progressive regional
rowth. For more information and an electronic nomination
orm, go to NNC's website, at
hitp://mww.neighborhoodcoalition.org/smart%20growth. htm#Communities.
Deadline for nominations is October 31.

***Innovations in American Government

The John F. Kennedy School of Government at Harvard
University and The A. Alfred Taubman Center for State and
Local Government are, for the fourteenth year, accepting
applications for their program, Innovations in American
Government. This program makes an effort to recognize new
and creative ways to problem solving in the public sector.

Since 1986, the programs inception, they have recognized 225
programs, and have issued $15.9 million in Ford Foundation
Grants. In 1995 the fields were expanded to include all

units of government - federal, state, local, tribal and

_territorial - within the United States of America. Though

this program crosses all lines of government, they are
focused on domestic programs. Defense and international
agencies are only eligible if their program includes

significant domestic policy. Also, applicants programs are
used to strengthen the Kennedy School's public management,
public administration, and public policy courses across the
country.

To find out more about eligibility, selection criteria,

deadline and decision schedule, or to receive an electronic
application contact Innovations in American Government:
(617) 495-0557. On the Internet: www.innovations.harvard.edu
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*+*Events
***Enterprise's 100,000th Home

The Enterprise Foundation celebrated the construction of its
100,000th home on September 21. The Enterprise Foundation
is the first non-profit in the country to reach this goal

and they held a national celebration with live video

telecasts from three sites around the country feeding into

14 cities linked together by satellite and the Internet.

The Enterprise Foundation works with more than 1300
nonprofits to produce affordable housing and that work paid

off this week with the 100,000th home celebration. HUD
Secretary Andrew Cuomo congratulated Enterprise and went on
to talk about the housing needs which persist in the United
States and asking people to go out and start working on the
next 100,000 homes. Congratulations, Enterprise.

*****1999 Calendar of Housing and Community Development
Events

To list your event in our next calendar, please send in the
date, location, topic and contact info via e-mail to
linda@nlihc.org or fax to 202-393-1973, attention Linda.

September
September 27-30. Breckenridge, CO. 1999 Colorado Housing
NOW! Eleventh Annual Conference. 303/404-2285.

September 28. Boston, MA. Charting a New Course:
Strategies for Improving State and Federal Housing.
Citizens' Housing and Planning Association, 617/742-0820.

September 28-29. Baltimore, MD. And Justice For All.
Center for Poverty Solutions' 12th annual conference.
410/366-0600. http://www.ctrforpovertysolutions.org.

September 28-29. Deerwood, MN. Minnesota Coalition for the
Homeless Annual Conference, "There's No Place Like Home".
612/870-9085.

September 29. San Francisco, CA. The Non-Profit Housing
Association of Northern California Annual Conference. Call
Sai Seigel at 415/989-8160.

September 30, 1999. Washington, DC. Fannie Mae Foundation
Annual Housing Conference. Legacy of the 1949 Housing Act -
past, present and future of federal housing and urban

policy.

September 30-October 4. Rochester, NY. Catholic Charities
USA. 1999 Annual Conference - Images of Our Roots-Visions of
Our Future. http://www.catholiccharitiesusa.org

October .

October 7-8. Chicago, IL. National Association of

Affordable Housing Lenders. 1999 Fall Conference, It's Not

Just Housing Anymore: Financing Community Development Goes
Mainstream. 202/429-5150.

October 9-12. Washington, DC. Wider Opportunities for
Women, Paths Out of Poverty. 202/638-3143.

October 12-15. Crystal City, VA. The Enterprise
Foundation. 18th Annual Network Conference. 410/772-2467
or http://www.enterprisefoundation.org/resource/netconf

October 13-16. San Juan, Puerto Rico. National Puerto
Rican Coalition Annual Policy Conference. 202/223-3915 or
toll free 888/749-6772.
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October 13-16. Denver, CO. National Community Capital
Association 15th annual conference. 215/923-4754.

October 14-15. Atlantic City, NJ. Governors Fifth Annual
Conference on Housing and Community Development.
609/278-7562.

October 14-17. Chicago, IL. Community Food Security
Coalition annual conference. 310/822-5410.

October 17-19. Poughkeepsie, NY. Neighborhood Preservation
Coalition of New York State, annual conference,

"Revitalizing and Rebuilding Our Communities."

518/432-6757.

October 17-20. Philadelphia, PA. National Association of
Housing and Redevelopment Officials National Conference and
Exhibition. "Creating Communities for the New Millennium".

.202/289-3500.

October 18-19. Dallas, TX. National Housing Conference,
fall policy conference. 202/393-5772x22.

October 21. Framingham, MA. Expanding Affordable Housing
Production in Suburban and Rural Communities. Citizens'
Housing and Planning Association. 617/742-0820.

October 24-26. Los Angeles, CA. Independent Sector Annual
Conference: The Interactive Summit on the State of the
Nonprofit Sector. 202/467-6100.

October 25. Washington, DC. National Low Income Housing
Coalition's Leadership Reception. 202/662-1530.

October 25-28. Chicago, IL. American Association of Homes
and Services for the Aging 38th annual meeting and
exposition. 888/508-9441 or http://www.aahsa.org.

October 27-30. Toronto, Canada. National Association of
Housing Cooperatives annual conference, Sharing Challenges
and Solutions. 703/549-5201 or DenizNAHC@aol.com.

October 28. San Diego, CA. The Nonprofit Federation for
Housing and Community Development Annual Conference.
619/239-6693 or npfh@access1.net.

October 28. Cromwell, CT. From Housing to Community,
annual conference of the Connecticut Housing Coalition.
860/563-2943.

October 28-31. Hartford, CT. National Student Campaign
Against Hunger and Homelessness. 12th Annual Conference.
310/397-5270x323; nscah@aol.com.

November

November 1. Washington, DC. Third annual American
Institute of Certified Planners Symposium: States Growing
Smarter. In conjunction with the American Planning
Association. $25. 202/872-0611 or aicp@planning.org.

November 1-3. Seattle, WA. Housing Washington 1999.
hitp://www.wshfc.org or http://www.cted.wa.gov.

November 3-5. Washington, DC. Public Housing Primary Care
Program 8th Annual Conference. 301/429-2300.

November 8-9. Sarasota, FL. From the Front Porch to Main
Street. Florida Housing Coalition's 12th annual
conference. 850/878-4219 or fhc@nettally.com.

November 17-19. San Diego, CA. Partners for Smart Growth
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Conference sponsored by the Urban Land Institute, U.S. EPA,
Smart Growth Network, The Local Government Commission and
The Land Conservation Fund. 800/321-5011 or
http://iwww.uli.org

December

December 3-6. Washington, DC. National Affordable Housing
Management Association fall meeting and education
conference. http://www.nahma.org.

w++Save the Dates!

Stephen Coyle, CEO of the AFL-CIO Housing Investment Trust,
will be honored at NLIHC's annual leadership reception on
October 25 at the Washington Court Hotel, Washington, DC.
We look forward to honoring Mr. Coyle for his many years of
advocacy on behalf of affordable housing and America's low
income families. To buy tickets, call 202/662-1530.

The NLIHC semi-annual state coalition meeting takes place on
Saturday, October 23, and the regular Board of Directors
meeting on Sunday, October 24.

**NLIHC 2000 Conference

The annual NLIHC conference will be held March 27-29, 2000
in Washington, DC. The state coalition meeting will be on
March 26, 2000. We hope you can join us.




BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

ORDER NO. 99-198

Approving the transfer of tax-foreclosed properties to non-profit housing sponsors for
low income housing purposes.

The Multnomah County Board of Commissioners Finds:

(a)

(b)

Requests for certain tax-foreclosed properties were received pursuant to
procedures set forth in Multnomah County Ordinance No. 895 and the
Multnomah County Affordable Housing Development Program.

A public hearing was held before the Board of County Commissioners on
October 7, 1999 to determine whether the transfer would serve the public

purpose of providing decent and safe low income housing, and the Board being
fully informed in the matter.

The Multnomah County Board of Commissioners Orders:

1.

The transfer of tax-foreclosed property (recipients and transferred tracts are
listed and attached as Exhibit A), for public purposes under the auspices of the
County Affordable Housing Development Program is approved.

The Chair is authorized to execute all documentation required to complete said
transfer.

ADOPTED this 7th day of October, 1999.
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THOMAS SPONSLER, COUNTY COU'(NSEL
FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

Matthew O. Ryan, As's)stﬁt County Counsel
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Exhibit A

LIST OF TRANSFER PROPERTIES

1. ROSE Community Development Corporation
A. Legal Description: Tax Lot #55 in Section 18, Townships 1 S, Range 2E
Address: 4734 SE 59th Avenue, City of Portland
Tax Account Number: R-99218-0550
Taxes and Costs: $29,936.32

B. Legal Description: Lots 9 & 10, Block 9, STANLEY & PLAT #2
Address: 1545 SE 89th Avenue, City of Portland

Tax Account Number: R-79050-3580

Taxes and Costs: $33,762.60

2. Housing Our Families
A. Legal Description: Lot 9, Block 22, HIGHLAND ADDITION
Address: 4525-4527 NE Grand Avenue, City of Portland
Tax Account Number: R-38430-2570
Taxes and Costs: $7,800.23

3. Franciscan Enterprise of Oregon
A. Legal Description: Tax Lot #15 in the West % of Block N, M PATTONS AND SUB.
Address: 838 NE Alberta Street, City of Portland
Tax Account Number: R-5270-7150
Taxes and Costs: $12,948.59

B. Legal Description: Lot 17, Block 15, INA PARK ADDTION
Address: 5111 NE 29™ Avenue, City of Portland

Tax Account Number: R-41390-6150

Taxes and Costs: $4,706.02

4. Portland Habitat for Humanity
A. Legal Description: Except that part in Street, Lot 8, Block 20, COLUMBIA HEIGHTS
Address: Vacant lot near the intersection of NE 13 & Highland
Tax Account Number: R-17310-3940
Taxes and Costs: $1,000.00

B. Legal Description: The West 33.33 feet of the North 10 feet of Lot 15, Block 15, LINCOLN
PARK ADDITION

Address: 1122 NE Beech Street

Tax Account Number: R-49710-2330

Taxes and Costs: $2,432.51
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C. Legal Description: Except the Easterly 5 feet thereof, Lots 7 & 8, Block 4, EAST
PORTLAND PARK

Address: Vacant lot near the intersection of NE 47® Avenue & NE Sumner Street

Tax Account Numbers: R-22710-0320 & R-22710-0330

Taxes and Costs: $1,791.73

5. Northeast Community Development Corporation
A. Legal Description: Lots 47 & 48, Block 40, PENINSULAR ADDITION #3
Address: 2645 North Willis Blvd.
Tax Account Number: R-65523-2550
Taxes and Costs: $6,900.29

B. Legal Description: The West 33.33 feet of the East 66.66 feet of Lot 16, and the West 33.33
feet of Lot 16, Block 20, CENTRAL ALBINA

Address: Formerly 532 & 540 North Skidmore Street, City of Portland

Tax Account Numbers: R-14680-1300 & R-14680-1310

Taxes and Costs: $5,209.35

6. REACH Community Development, Inc.
A. Legal Description: Lot 1, Block 29, LADDS ADDITION
Address: 1949SE Division Street, City of Portland
Tax Account Number: R-46330-6450
Taxes and Costs: $7,210.76

7. Portland Community Design
A. Legal Description: Lot 11, Block 3, ALBINA HOMESTEAD
Address: Formerly 3924 & 3930 NE Garfield Avenue, City of Portland
Tax Account Numbers: R-01050-1280 & R-01050-1290
Taxes and Costs: $2,610.19

8. Peninsula Community Development Corporation
A. Legal Description: Lots 5 & 6, Block 1, GRAYBROOK ADDITION
Address: 7522 North Omaha Street, City of Portland
Tax Account Number: R-33950-0050
Taxes and Costs: $5,735.64

B. Legal Description: Lot 16, Block 4, BARTONS ADDITION
Address: Vacant lot south of 10125 North Allegheny St., City of Portland
Tax Account Number: R-05630-0830

Taxes and Costs: $15,890.00

C. Legal Description: Lots 3 & 4, Block 11, PENINSULAR ADDITION #2
Address: 8716 North Bayard Avenue, City of Portland

Tax Account Number: R-65521-3790

Taxes and Costs: $8,881.52
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9. Sabin Community Development Corporation
A. Legal Description: Lot 11, Block 19, LINCOLN PARK ANNEX
Address: 4025 NE 9" Avenue, City of Portland
Tax Account Number: R-49730-3100
Taxes and Costs: $3,622.89

B. Legal Description: Except the South 70 feet thereof, the East ¥ of Lot 1, Block 13,
KILLINGSWORTH GARDENS

Address: 5220 NE Ainsworth Street, City of Portland

Tax Account Number: R-45000-4960

Taxes and Costs: $29,780.70

10. Housing Authority of Portland
A. Legal Description: Tax Lot #168 in Section 12, Township 1 North, Range 1 West
Address: Formerly 8010 SW 45™ Avenue, City of Portland
Tax Account Number: R-99120-1680
Taxes and Costs: $6,954.47

11. Jubilee Communities
A. Legal Description: The West 50 feet of Lot 9, Block 6, NORTH IRVINGTON ADDITION
Address: 923 NE Failing Street, City of Portland
Tax Account Number: R-61150-1390
Taxes and Costs: $1,970.83
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BUDGET MODIFICATION NO.

(For Clerk's Use) Meeting Date 0CT 07 1999
Agenda No. R-S

REQUEST FOR PLACEMENT ON THE AGENDA FOR
(Date)
DEPARTMENT Support Services DIVISION Admin
CONTACT Steve Pearson TELEPHONE
* NAME(S) OF PERSON MAKING PRESENTATION TO BOARD Vickie Gates

SUGGESTED
AGENDA TITLE (to assist in preparing a description for the printed agenda)

Supplemental Budget- Approve Budget Modification 00 DSS 02 appropriating costs
of purchasing and installing Integrated Enterprise System

(Estimated Time Needed on the Agenda)
DESCRIPTION OF MODIFICATION (Explain the changes this Bud Mod makes. What budget does it increase? What do changes

accomplish? Where does the money come from? What budget is reduced? Attach additional information if you need more space.)

I Personnel changes are shown in detail on the attached sheet

Approves expenditure of $8,997,389 to implement the Integrated Enterprise System.
The modification adds three permanent positions in Information Services to support
the hardware and software (charged to COP) and which will be required post implementation

to maintain the system. Additionally, a Project Manager and OA/Snr are added as limited duration
positions for no more than 2 years.

REVENUE IMPACT (Explain revenues being changed and reason for the change)

Certificate of Participation of $9,000,000 with annual payments of approximetely $1.3 million.
$650,000 is included in current budget to cover anyinterest payment in 99-00.

CONTINGENCY STATUS  (to be completed by Budget & Quality)
N/A Fund Contingency before this modification

Date
After this modification

Originated B Date Dep ent Djrectqr
e Lo afien |l [
Plan/Bud, ‘et Analyst Date Employee Services
___ZM C. XA 9/29/99 |m>

Boar oval Date
S \O1a 19

BudMod1.xls




PERSONNEL DETAIL FOR BUDGET MODIFICATION NO.

0.

ANNUALIZED PERSONNEL CHANGES

OSS o2

a part of the fiscal year (FY).)

(Compute on a full-year basis even though this action affects only

ANNUALIZED

FTE
Increase
(Decrease)

POSITION TITLE

BASE PAY]
Increase

Increase/(Decrease

(Decrase)

Fringe Ins.

TOTAL
Increase
(Decrease)

1.0 Limited Duration
1.0 Limited Duration
1.0
1.0
1.0

Project Manager JCN 9657
Office Assistant/Sr JCN 6002
SAP R/3 Administrator JCN 9457
SAP Oracle DBA JCN 6197

SAP Security Admin JCN 6187

80,000
29,242
71,256
59,628
52,719

23,509

8,424
17,962
17,552
15,306

2,365
6,260
6,074
5,844
5,707

0
105874
43926
95292
83024
73732

5

TOTAL CHANGE (ANNUALIZED)

292845

82753 26250

401848

CURRENT YEAR PERSONNEL DOLLAR CHANGES

(Calculate costs/savings that will take place this FY; these

should explain the actual dollar amounts changed by this BudMod.)

CURRENT FY

Permanent Positions,
Temporary, Overtime,

or Premium

Explanation of Change

BASE PAY]
Increase

Increase/(Decrease

(Decrease)

Fringe Ins.

TOTAL
Increase
(Decrease)

Project Manager JCN 9657 1.0 FTE
Office Assistant/Sr JCN 6002 1.0 FTE
SAP R/3 Administrator JCN 9457 1.0 FTE
SAP Oracle DBA JCN 6197 1.0 FTE

SAP Security Admin JCN 6187 1.0 FTE

COP funded position
COP funded position
COP funded position
COP funded position
COP funded position

80,000
29,242
71,256
59,628
52,719

23,509

8,424
17,962
17,552
15,306

2,365
6,260
6,074
5,844
5,707

0
105,874
43,926
95,292
83,024
73,732

TOTAL CURRENT FISCAL YEAR CHANGES

292,845

BudMod1.xIs
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£ ="  MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS DEPARTMENT OF SUPPORT SERVICES
BEVERLY STEIN PORTLAND BUILDING

DIANE LINN 1120 S.W. FIFTH - ROOM 1410
SERENA CRUZ P. 0. BOX 14700

LISA NAITO PORTLAND, OR 97214
SHARRON KELLEY  ,~— PHONE (503)248-5880

TO: Board/of ( y Copimissioners

FROM: Viclkie Gat

TODAY’S DATE:  September 29, 1999

REQUESTED PLACEMENT DATE: October 7, 1999

SUBJECT: Integrated Enterprise System Expenditure Authorization — BM DSS 02

I.  Action Requested: Approve expenditure of $8,997,389 and authorization to add 3 permanent
full time positions and two limited duration positions to implement the IES system. The revenue
source for the expenditures during the project development will be the Certificate of Participation

which was approved by the Board as part of the FY 99-00 Adopted budget.

. Background Analysis: Beginning in the summer of 1998, the County examined the benefits
that an integrated financial, procurement and human resources system would provide. An
Executive Steering Committee was formed consisting of executive managers from all
departments plus the offices of the Sheriff and District Attorney. Briefings were held with the
Board, other elected officials, and County stakeholders through the summer and fall of 1998.
The Board authorized the issuance of an RFP for an integrated system which was issued in
December 1998.

An evaluation team reviewed the proposals, participated in vendor demonstrations, and
conducted site visits to select the best product and the best implementation firm for the county.
Given that the selection process was underway and that there was a broad range in the bids
submitted by the vendors, the budget did not include the expenditure limitation which the project
would require and only estimates could be provided to the Board of the final cost.

In early July, the RFP team unanimously recommended the SAP software with Deloitte &
Touche (D&T) as the firm to assist with implementation. This was accepted by the IES
Executive team and presented to the Board of Commissioners for approval of the award. The
Board directed Vickie Gates, Project Sponsor, to proceed with contract negotiations with the
selected vendors. As a part of this process, Lisa Yeo, the County’s Chief Information Officer
recommended (with department input) that the SUN computer platform be used for the new
integrated system. This was also accepted by the IES Executive team and then by the Board.
The narrative below details the current status of planning for the major portions of the project.




Implementation Contract: Deloitte and Touche S
It was the Department’s intent supported by the Executive Steering Committee to negotiate a
fixed price agreement for the project. To provide the County the most beneficial integrated
system and to minimize the scope related risk for both the County and Deloitte and Touche, we
conducted a “mini-scoping” session. This session, conducted without cost to the County,
brought the software vendor, SAP, the implementation consultant, D&T, and over 40
departmental key leaders and users together to validate the scope of the project and the staff
required. From this session, we developed a prioritized proposal of modules for the July 2000
implementation. '

The RFP bid for implementation was $4.2 million while the current recommended scope is $4.5
million. The developed scope differs from the original proposal as shown in the table below
(items changed are in italics). Deloitte and Touche will be increasing their commitment of
project staff from the RFP response. They will absorb the costs of 1.5 additional consultants and
the County is assuming the cost of 1.0 consultant who is a specialist in the time recording
system. The additional functional areas will provide for better tracking and reporting of
personnel costs and better tracking and reporting of capital project costs. We believe the
recommended scope is a better fit for County needs given much more detailed discussion with
county staff and a more complete review of existing county systems. It is achievable with the
consultant and county staffing resources which are available.

Functional
Area

Original
Proposal

Recommended
Scope-Release 1

Remarks

Financial
Accounting

General Ledger
Accounts Payable
Accounts Receivable
Funds Management
Asset Accounting

General Ledger
Accounts Payable
Accounts Receivable
Funds Management

Asset Acct not as
important to County-
allows 1 consultant
reallocation to other
areas

Controlling

Cost Center Accounting
Internal Orders

Cost Center Accounting
Internal Orders

Treasury

Cash Management

Cash Management

Project
System

Structures
Costs
Revenues and Earnings

Structures
Costs
Revenues and Earnings

Transfer of Asset
Acct consultant for
more detailed project
analysis, cost
collection, and
billing detail.

Investment
Management

Capital Investment
Programs
Appropriation Requests
Measures

Necessary for capital
budgeting. Included
in Project System
team scope.

Materials
Management

Purchasing
Inventory Management
Invoice Verification

Purchasing

Inventory Management
Invoice Verification
External Services Mgmt

Need External
Services Mgmt to
address County
procurement process

Sales &

Sales

Not a core County




Distribution

Shipping
Billing
Pricing & Conditions

function. Can bill
through A/R
module-Consultants
to Fin Mgmt team

Human
Resources

Organization Mgmt
Personnel Development
Benefits

Payroll

Time Management

Personnel Administration

* O & & 6 6 O o

* o°

2

Personnel Administration
Organization Mgmt
Compensation Mgmt
Benefits

Payroll

Time Management
Work Schedules

Time Data
Recording/CATS

Shift Planning

Time Evaluation
Training & Event Mgmt

Expanded due to
complexity of time
management and
shift planning in
County. Supports
allocation of
expenses to meet
Correction, DES,
ADS, Health needs

The components not scheduled to be implemented in Release 1 scheduled for July, 2000 can be
considered for future implementation efforts since the system provides capabilities beyond what we
are recommending for the July implementation.

Software Contract: SAP
The other major contract is with SAP, the recommended vendor. SAP prices their services generally
on the basis of the modules purchased and the number and type of users. The original RFP bid for
SAP was $1.3 million while the recommended contract is for $1.9 million plus about $271,000 of
training software not included in the original proposal. During the course of the mini-scoping
session we refined and significantly increased the number of users we needed of each type. The
change in users is shown below:

User
Type

Original

Proposal

Final Contract

Basis Users

195

575

Named

100

270

Info

100

400

Requisition

100

50

Technical

5

5

Employee Self Service

0

3700

Treasury Management

0

5

Total Users

500

5005

Significant changes were obtained in Basis Users (HR user transactions and journal and payment
vouchers), Named Users (power users), Info Users (perform read only and printing transactions), and
Employee Self Service (access to perform functions solely for own purposes-for future releases).

These changes will allow the benefits of the system to be spread throughout the County workforce.

The County will also be including three additional modules not part of the software package as
originally proposed. These are Cash Management, Treasury Management, and Employee Self
Service (the latter two to be available for future implementation).




SAP Training Sofiware:

SAP demonstrated two products — Info DB and On Demand that we have determined will assist us in
training development and delivery. Info-DB is the compiled training material used in SAP provided
training classes targeted for project team members. On-Demand is a tool for developing on-line end
user training by using “screen captures” of screens and steps for adopted procedures. Although there
will be a significant investment in hands on training when we implement the project, it makes sense
to provide on-line training tools which will keep people’s skills current, allow less expensive training
of new users, and keep help desk calls to a minimum. We considered the route followed by
Sacramento which was independent development of on-line tools. We believe that using the SAP
tools is not only more cost effective initially, but will offer long term savings in keeping material
updated since it is updated by the vendor to stay compatible with the SAP system.

We have had access to the contracts of other governmental agencies as we have proceeded, have
used them as benchmarks and believe that Multnomah County will receive exceptionally good value
in both of these agreements. The validation of scope process was an important part of our finalizing
the contract and reaching agreements definitive enough to enable the fixed price strategy.

Other County Project Efforts:

We are expecting to start the project on October 4, 1999 using the bulk of the 2™ floor of the
Morrison Building as the project location. A Project Manager, Faith Long, has been hired as well as
an administrative staff person for the project. Our project manager comes to us from a large private
sector company and has experience in their IES installations in the United States, Europe, Asia and
South America. She will bring both technical and leadership skills to the effort and has been
working closely with the Deloitte and Touche Project Manager in this beginning stage of the project.
We have identified 3 new permanent positions required immediately for the implementation of the
project and also in the post implementation stage to maintain the system. These positions are: the
SAP R/3 Administrator, the SAP Oracle Database Administrator, and the SAP Security
Administrator. There will be some level of ongoing programming support for the IES system which
will be offset to some degree by elimination of programming support for current systems to be
replaced.

The cost of training for end users and the development of curriculum and tools will take resources
above the purchase of the SAP tools and we have included consultant services and the cost of
training space and support in the budget. We will also be using existing training staff to support the
change management/communications and training effort.

With the help of the Departments and the elected officials we have almost completed the staffing
which will be required by the County for the project. In addition to the budgeted costs, the
Departments of the County including the Sheriff and of course Support Services are making a
significant additional financial commitment to this project by dedicating staff. The Executive
Steering Committee will continue as the policy body for the project and will monitor its progress.

IIL. Financial Impact: Budget Modification DSS 02 identifies costs of $8,997,389 for incremental
expenditures to be charged to the project.

Costs include year one of two year limited duration positions for the Project Manager and OA/Senior
and one year of the ongoing information service additional positions. These three positions (annual
cost $270,000) would need to continue in the Information Services Division after installation of
Release 1. Personnel costs for Multnomah County personnel assigned to the project which are not
identified in the detailed analysis are expected to be absorbed by the Department sending the person
to the Project.




The budget does include $300,000 in contingency. This represents less than 5 percent which is
modest for a project of this scope and if not required, it will be returned for payment of the loan.

A summary of Project costs follows:

Cost Category Project Cost
External Cost-D&T $4,537,000
External Cost-SAP 1,912,939
External Cost-SUN hardware 485,558
Site Related Costs 270,905
Training 321,720
Training-On Site and Info DB from SAP 270,821
General Costs (Incl $300,000 contingency) 679,050
Technical Costs (3 FTE plus project O/T) 519,396

Total Cost $8,997,389

The FY99/00 budget includes a Certificate of Participation (COP) issue of $8,000,000, which was
the preliminary estimated cost of the IES implementation. The COP was to be retired over a 7 year
period with an annual payment of about $1.3 million. The first year interest payment of $650,000 is
also included in the budget.

The final recommended budget for the IES is approximately $9,000,000 and we are recommending
that the repayment of the COP be extended one year. This will allow us to retain approximately the

original principal and interest payment which has been used in the budgetary planning.

- Because of the increase in the estimated amount, this budget modification is a supplemental budget
and was so advertised in the Oregonian.

Attachments providing more detail are included.

IV. Legal Issues: Contracts have been reviewed by County Counsel

V. Controversial Issues: None

VL. Link to Current County Policies: Supports the Good Government Benchmark directly by
producing information on a timely basis and with greater accuracy. Supports other benchmarks
indirectly by providing program managers more tools to understand and manage their areas.

VIL. Other Government Participation: All County departments as well as elected office agencies

have participated extensively in the development, design, leadership, and selection of the IES
system.




Attachments

IES Executive Team

IES Project Team (as of September 29, 1999)
Detailed Budget

Transaction Detail

Financing Detail




IES Executive Team

Vickie Gates-Chair of Committee
Dave Boyer-Finance

Don Carlson-Aging

Fernando Conill-Employee Services
Becky Cobb-Library

Lance Duncan-DES

Delma Farrell-Chair’s Office
Tom Fronk-Health

Suzanne Kahn-Health

Dan Oldham-Sheriff

Steve Pearson-DSS

Tom Simpson-DA

Meganne Steele-JAC]

Kathy Tinkle-CFS

| Lisa Yeo-Info Svcs




IES Project Team
(As of September 29, 1999 — Still in the process of being finalized)

Young, Paula

Name Title Phone #
Main Phone 988-4010
FAX 988-4005
Anderson, Mark D&T-Time Management
Bartasavich, Larry Training/Change
Bartley, Todd Time Mgmt Analyst
Buck, Berdine D&T - Finance Lead
Byron, Amanda Training Developer
Casazza, Eric D&T — Proj.Sys.Analyst
Ching, Janet D&T — Contolling Consultant
Clinton, Ken Developer
Co, Dzung Developer
Cobb, Becky Org.Mgmt Analyst- P/T
Devlaeminck, Joe Developer
Dubesa, Mike Purchasing Analyst
Duncan, Lance Project Systems
Field, Jennifer D&T — Sys Admin/BASIS
Harryman, Laura FM — Budget
Herschberg, Richard D&T — Benefits Consultant
Hicks, Doug Developer
Hill, Denise D&T ~ Comp/Org Mgmt
Hough, Marge Tech/Develop Lead
Huang, Tracy D&T — HR/Payroll
Hudson, Karen Payroll
| Hughes, Diane Time Mgmt Analyst
Kahn, Suzanne Benefits Analyst — P/T
Karecki, Jean A/R Analyst
Lee, Bing D&T — MM Lead
Leidy, Bill Controlling Analyst
Long, Faith Project Manager 988-4004
Meinardus, Paul D&T — FM Budget
Morimitsu, Trink Training/Change — P/T
Murray, Cilla Purchasing Analyst
Nath, Satish Payroll Lead
Rabjohn, Geoff D&T — HR/Payroll
Ramsey, Terry Programmer HR/Payroll
Rudd, Terry Programmer/Finance
Sawhney, Ruby Security
Schnabel, Kristy Finance Lead — GL
Seidenfeld, Mark D&T - Project Manager 988-4003
Seiler, Barb Time Mgmt Analyst
Shuttleworth, Michelle D&T — HR/Payroll Lead
Smith, Dianne A/R Billing
Steward, Becky Benefits Analyst
Sullens, Ann D&T - FM Budget
Tumbaga, Joy A/P Analyst
Venkatraman, Rangan D&T — ABAP Lead
Warren, Dave FM — Budget
Whynot, Anita Developer
Wilkins, Libby D&T - Training — P/T
Wilton, Nancy Comp. Mgmt Analyst
Wrathall, Leila HR - Lead
Admin. Assistant 988-4006

Updated 09/29/99




Expected Development Cost Summary
Integrated Enterprise System

External Cost - D&T, SAP, SUN $6,935,497
Site Related Costs 270,905
Training - Project Team & End Users 592,541
General Project Costs 679,050
Technical Costs 519,396
Total Project Cost Estimate $8,997,389

Major Assumptions:

Implement current scope on July 1, 1999

Minimal conversion of data

Timely decision making by policy makers

Training of end users by Core and Extended team members

Reduced programming from ISD at current billing budget for departments
Use of County training rooms for end user training

Departments pay core and extended team costs unless specifically identified
PC's purchased with flat fee savings-remanded to departments @ end

09/29/1999



Integrated Enterprise System

Budget Development
Summary
LGFS Codes

OBJECT DETAIL

5100 PERMANENT
5200 TEMPORARY
5300 OVERTIME
5400 PREMIUM PAY
5500 FRINGE
DIRECT PERSONAL SERVICES

5550 INS BENEFITS

TOTAL PERSONAL SERVICES

6050 COUNTY SUPPLEMENTS
60680 PASS THROUGH PAYMENTS
6110 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES
6120 PRINTING
6130 UTILITIES
6140 COMMUNICATIONS
6170 RENTALS
6180 REPAIRS & MAINTENANCE
6190 MAINTENANCE CONTRACTS
6200 POSTAGE
6230 SUPPLIES
6270 FOOD
6310 EDUCATION & TRAINING
6330 LOCAL TRAVEL & MILEAGE
6520 INSURANCE
6530 EXTERNAL D.P.
6550 DRUGS
6580 CLAIMS PAID/JUDGEMENTS
6610 AWARDS & PREMIUMS
6620 DUES & SUBSCRIPTIONS
6700 LIBRARY BOOKS & MATERIALS
7810 PRINCIPAL
7820 INTEREST

DIRECT MATERIALS AND SERVICES

7100 INDIRECT COSTS

7150 TELEPHONE

7200 DATA PROCESSING

7250 FLAT FEE SVC REIMBURSE

7300 MOTOR POOL

7400 BUILDING MANAGEMENT

7500 OTHER INTERNAL SERVICES

7550 LEASE PAYMENTS TOC.LR.F.

7560 MAIL/DISTRIBUTION
INTERNAL SERVICE REIMBURSEMENTS

TOTAL MATERIALS AND SERVICES

8100 LAND
8200 BUILDINGS
8300 OTHER IMPROVEMENTS
8400 EQUIPMENT
TOTAL CAPITAL OUTLAY

TOTAL DIRECT BUDGET
TOTAL EXPENDITURES

09/29/1999

PREPARED BY
AGENCY Summary
070
External Site
HW/SW/lmp  Relted Training General Technical
Total
292,845 0 0 0 109,242 183,603
15,000 0 15,000 0 0 0
144,000 0 0 0 5,000 139,000
20,000 0 0 0 20,000 0
111,493 0 1,240 0 31,933 78,320
583,338 0 16,240 0 166,175 400,923
27,514 0 416 0 8,625 18,473
610,852 0 16,656 0 174,800 419,396
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
5,265,000 4,537,000 15,000 223,000 390,000 100,000
46,500 0 0 26,500 20,000 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
52,500 0 52,500 0 0 0
20,000 0 0 20,000 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
143,189 0 53,069 42,620 47,500 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
9,600 0 0 9,600 0 0
5,500 0 0 0 5,500 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
232,667 200,589 32,078 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
5,774,956 4,737,589 152,647 321,720 463,000 100,000
0 0 0 0 0 0
41,250 0 0 0 41,250 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
56,410 10,000 46,410 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
97,660 10,000 46,410 0 41,250 0
5,872,616 4,747,589 199,057 321,720 504,250 100,000
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
32,000 0 32,000 0 0 0
2,481,921 2,187,908 23,192 270,821 0 0
2,513,921 2,187,908 55,192 270,821 0 0
8,872,215 6,925,497 224,079 592,541 629,175 500,923
8,997,389 6,935,497 270,905 592,541 679,050 519,396



Integrated Enterprise System PREPARED BY

Budget Development
External Cost AGENCY External Cost
LGFS Codes 070
Application Implement Vendor System
OBJECT DETAIL Software Travel Support/Mtn Hardware
Total

5100 PERMANENT
5200 TEMPORARY
5300 OVERTIME
5400 PREMIUM PAY
5500 FRINGE
DIRECT PERSONAL SERVICES

5550 INS BENEFITS

TOTAL PERSONAL SERVICES

o|o|lojloooco oo

8050 COUNTY SUPPLEMENTS
8060 PASS THROUGH PAYMENTS
8110 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 4,537,000 4,131,000 406,000
8120 PRINTING
8130 UTILITIES
6140 COMMUNICATIONS
8170 RENTALS
8180 REPAIRS & MAINTENANCE
8190 MAINTENANCE CONTRACTS
6200 POSTAGE
8230 SUPPLIES
6270 FOOD
8310 EDUCATION & TRAINING
8330 LOCAL TRAVEL & MILEAGE
8520 INSURANCE
8530 EXTERNAL D.P. 200,58
8550 DRUGS
8580 CLAIMS PAID/JUDGEMENTS
8610 AWARDS & PREMIUMS
8620 DUES & SUBSCRIPTIONS
8700 LIBRARY BOOKS & MATERIALS
7810 PRINCIPAL
7820 INTEREST
DIRECT MATERIALS AND SERVICES 4,737,589 0 4,131,000 406,000 184,039 38,550 [}

oo

POOO0OO0OO0OO0OOOOOOO

164,039 36,550

©oo0oo0oocoo0

7100 INDIRECT COSTS
7150 TELEPHONE
7200 DATA PROCESSING
7250 FLAT FEE SVC REIMBURSE
7300 MOTOR POOL
7400 BUILDING MANAGEMENT 10,000 10,000
7500 OTHER INTERNAL SERVICES 0
7550 LEASE PAYMENTS TO C.L.RF. ]
7580 MAIL/DISTRIBUTION 0
INTERNAL SERVICE REIMBURSEMENTS 10,000 0 0 [ 0 10,000 0
TOTAL MATERIALS AND SERVICES 4,747,589 0 4,131,000 406,000 164,038 46,550 ]

ocoooco

8100 LAND 0
8200 BUILDINGS 0
8300 OTHER IMPROVEMENTS 0
8400 EQUIPMENT 2,187,008 1,748,000 438,008
TOTAL CAPITAL OUTLAY 2,187,808 1,748,900 0 0 0 439,008 [}

TOTAL DIRECT BUDGET 8,825,407 1,748,800 4,131,000 408,000 164,039 475,558 0
TOTAL EXPENDITURES 8,835,497 1,748,900 4,131,000 408,000 164,038 485,558 0

On line software svc 1500 SUN instaliation 26550
SAP mtnc 162538 est SUN silver service 10000

36550
facilities wiring for SL 10000

09/29/1999




Notes:

Integrated Enterprise System
Budget Development

Site Related
LGFS Codes

OBJECT DETAIL

5100 PERMANENT
5200 TEMPORARY
5300 OVERTIME
5400 PREMIUM PAY
5500 FRINGE

DIRECT PERSONAL SERVICES

5550 INS BENEFITS

TOTAL PERSONAL SERVICES

8050 COUNTY SUPPLEMENTS
8060 PASS THROUGH PAYMENTS
6110 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES
6120 PRINTING

8130 UTILITIES

8140 COMMUNICATIONS

8170 RENTALS

81680 REPAIRS & MAINTENANCE
8180 MAINTENANCE CONTRACTS
8200 POSTAGE

8230 SUPPLIES

8270 FOOD

8310 EDUCATION & TRAINING
8330 LOCAL TRAVEL & MILEAGE
8520 INSURANCE

6530 EXTERNAL D.P.

68550 DRUGS

8580 CLAIMS PAID/JUDGEMENTS
8610 AWARDS & PREMIUMS

8620 DUES & SUBSCRIPTIONS
8700 LIBRARY BOOKS & MATERIALS
7810 PRINCIPAL

7820 INTEREST

DIRECT MATERIALS AND SERVICES

7100 INDIRECT COSTS

7150 TELEPHONE

7200 DATA PROCESSING

7250 FLAT FEE SVC REIMBURSE
7300 MOTOR POOL

7400 BUILDING MANAGEMENT
7500 OTHER INTERNAL SERVICES
7550 LEASE PAYMENTS TO C.L.R.F.
7560 MAIL/DISTRIBUTION

INTERNAL SERVICE REIMBURSEMENTS
TOTAL MATERIALS AND SERVICES

8100 LAND

8200 BUILDINGS

8300 OTHER IMPROVEMENTS
8400 EQUIPMENT

TOTAL CAPITAL OUTLAY

TOTAL DIRECT BUDGET
TOTAL EXPENDITURES

Space: 8500X$7.14
Leasehold @ $4'
(includes install and move in)

PREPARED BY

AGENCY Site Related

070

Space Rent Tenant LAN/Phone Fumiture
improvement

Servers
Printers PCs

15,000

1,240

0 0 16,240 0

416

] ] 16,656 ]

10,000

52,500

1,500 27,500

5,000

24,089

32,078

[} 0 84,000 27,500

46,410

20,089

32,078

46,410

46,410 0

o
=]

0

199,057

0
0
32,000
23,192

48,410 ] 64,000 27,500

32,000

29,069

23,192

32,078

Number of personnel at Site: (Input)

55,182

224,079
270,905

55

48410
26000

] 32,000 [} [}

0 32,000 80,240 27,500
48,410 32,000 80,656 27,500

LAN/Phone = $350 each for 150 drops + equip
fax=1500

PC= $1492 each--covered

Printers: 4@3971 each=5 @ 1637

Furniture: assume 500/person with use of old furniture
Server Equip=17182+6000 for hubs

23,192

52,281
52,261

09/29/1999
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Integrated Enterprise System
Budget Development

Tralning
LGFS Codes

OBJECT DETAIL

5100 PERMANENT
5200 TEMPORARY
5300 OVERTIME
5400 PREMIUM PAY
5500 FRINGE

DIRECT PERSONAL SERVICES

5550 INS BENEFITS

TOTAL PERSONAL SERVICES

8050 COUNTY SUPPLEMENTS
8080 PASS THROUGH PAYMENTS
6110 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES
68120 PRINTING

8130 UTILITIES

6140 COMMUNICATIONS

6170 RENTALS

6180 REPAIRS & MAINTENANCE
8180 MAINTENANCE CONTRACTS
6200 POSTAGE

8230 SUPPLIES

6270 FOOD

68310 EDUCATION & TRAINING
6330 LOCAL TRAVEL & MILEAGE
8520 INSURANCE

8530 EXTERNAL D.P.

8550 DRUGS

8560 CLAIMS PAID/JUDGEMENTS
8610 AWARDS & PREMIUMS

6820 DUES & SUBSCRIPTIONS
8700 LIBRARY BOOKS & MATERIALS
7810 PRINCIPAL

7620 INTEREST

DIRECT MATERIALS AND SERVICES

7100 INDIRECT COSTS

7150 TELEPHONE

7200 DATA PROCESSING

7250 FLAT FEE SVC REIMBURSE
7300 MOTOR POOL

7400 BUILDING MANAGEMENT
7500 OTHER INTERNAL SERVICES
7550 LEASE PAYMENTS TOCLL.RF.
7580 MAILDISTRIBUTION

INTERNAL SERVICE REIMBURSEMENTS
TOTAL MATERIALS AND SERVICES

8100 LAND

8200 BUILDINGS

8300 OTHER IMPROVEMENTS
8400 EQUIPMENT

TOTAL CAPITAL OUTLAY

Notes:

TOTAL DIRECT BUDGET
TOTAL EXPENDITURES

County trainers plus contract developers

Sun training
Qracle training
Technical Team Training Expense

PREPARED BY

Assumes end user training is delivered by County core and extended team members

PC's for training room 15 at 1500

09/29/1999

r———
AGENCY Training
070
User Planning Tech Proj OnDemand End
Training Workshops Team Train  InfoDB User
Total Devel Training
0
0
)
)
0
0 0 [{] 0 0 [4] 0
[]
) 0 0 0 0 0 0
0
0
223,000 160,000 63,000
26,500 28,500
0
0
20,000 20,000
0
0
0
42,620 22,500 14,720 5,400
)
9,600 9,800
0
0
0
0
0
0
)
0
0
0
321,720 182,500 14,720 72,800 0 51,800 o
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0 0 0 ] 0 0 0
321,720 182,500 14,720 72,600 ] 51,900 0
)
0
0
270,821 270,821
270,821 0 0 0 270,821 0 0
592,541 182,500 14,720 72,600 270,821 51,800 0
582,541 182,500 14,720 72,6800 270,821 51,800 0
Offsite
$ Days
7000 15 Info DB 218657
11000 25 On Demand 54164
45000 270821
83000 40




Integrated Enterprise System PREPARED BY
Budget Development

General AGENCY General
LGFS Codes 070
[of [o] P Project
OBJECT DETAIL Services Management
Total
5100 PERMANENT 109,242 109,242
5200 TEMPORARY 0
5300 OVERTIME 5,000 5,000
5400 PREMIUM PAY 20,000 20,000
5500 FRINGE 31,033 31,833
DIRECT PERSONAL SERVICES 166,175 Q 0 0 166,175 0
5550 INS BENEFITS 8,625 8,825
TOTAL PERSONAL SERVICES 174,800 0 0 [} 174,800 1]

8050 COUNTY SUPPLEMENTS ]

68080 PASS THROUGH PAYMENTS ]

8110 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 380,000 300,000 90,000
6120 PRINTING 20,000 20,000

8130 UTILITIES ]

8140 COMMUNICATIONS 0
6170 RENTALS 0
8180 REPAIRS & MAINTENANCE ]
]
]

6190 MAINTENANCE CONTRACTS
6200 POSTAGE

6230 SUPPLIES 47,500 47,500
8270 FOOD 0
8310 EDUCATION & TRAINING ]
68330 LOCAL TRAVEL & MILEAGE 5,500 5,500

8520 INSURANCE
8530 EXTERNAL D.P.
8550 DRUGS
8580 CLAIMS PAID/JUDGEMENTS
6610 AWARDS & PREMIUMS
8620 DUES & SUBSCRIPTIONS
6700 LIBRARY BOOKS & MATERIALS
7810 PRINCIPAL
7820 INTEREST
DIRECT MATERIALS AND SERVICES

coo0oo0co0coco0O0O

300,000 73,000 90,000 L] ]

»~
-]
@
[=3
=1
=1

7100 INDIRECT COSTS

7150 TELEPHONE 41,250 41,250

7200 DATA PROCESSING

7250 FLAT FEE SVC REIMBURSE

7300 MOTOR POOL

7400 BUILDING MANAGEMENT

7500 OTHER INTERNAL SERVICES

7550 LEASE PAYMENTS TOC.L.RF.

7560 MAIL/DISTRIBUTION

INTERNAL SERVICE REIMBURSEMENTS 41,250 ] 41,250 0 0

TOTAL MATERIALS AND SERVICES 504,250 300,000 114,250 90,000 0 0

=]

=]

oo0oo0oo0oo0

=]

8100 LAND
6200 BUILDINGS
8300 OTHER IMPROVEMENTS
8400 EQUIPMENT
TOTAL CAPITAL OUTLAY

oloococo

0 0 ] 0 0

TOTAL DIRECT BUDGET 629,175 300,000 73,000 90,000 166,175 ]
TOTAL EXPENDITURES 879,050 300,000 114,250 90,000 174,600 0

Notes: Number of personnel at Site: (See Site) 55
Contingency (in 6110) = 300,000
Office Supples @ 500 per
Local trans @ 100 per
Telephone @ 750 per
Refreshments for meetings = 20k
Misc Prof Sve = 80k

09/29/1999




Integrated Enterprise System PREPARED BY
Budget Development
Technlcal AGENCY Technlcal
LGFS Codes 070

OtherSys IES Team IES Tech
OBJECT DETAIL Mtnc Added Cost Infrastructure
Total

5100 PERMANENT 183,803 . 183,603
5200 TEMPORARY 0
5300 OVERTIME 139,000 121,000 18,000
5400 PREMIUM PAY 0
5500 FRINGE 78,320 27,500 50,820

DIRECT PERSONAL SERVICES 400,023 0 148,500 252,423

5550 INS BENEFITS 18,473 48 17,625

TOTAL PERSONAL SERVICES 419,396 0 149,348 270,048

6050 COUNTY SUPPLEMENTS 0

8060 PASS THROUGH PAYMENTS 0

68110 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 100,000 100,000
8120 PRINTING

8130 UTILITIES

6140 COMMUNICATIONS

6170 RENTALS

6180 REPAIRS & MAINTENANCE
6190 MAINTENANCE CONTRACTS
8200 POSTAGE

6230 SUPPLIES

8270 FOOD

8310 EDUCATION & TRAINING
68330 LOCAL TRAVEL & MILEAGE
8520 INSURANCE

8530 EXTERNAL D.P.

8550 DRUGS

6580 CLAIMS PAID/JUDGEMENTS
6810 AWARDS & PREMIUMS

68620 DUES & SUBSCRIPTIONS
68700 LIBRARY BOOKS & MATERIALS
7810 PRINCIPAL

7820 INTEREST

OO0 0000000000 DODODODODO

DIRECT MATERIALS AND SERVICES 100,001 100,000 0 0
7100 INDIRECT COSTS

7150 TELEPHONE

7200 DATA PROCESSING

7250 FLAT FEE SVC REIMBURSE

7300 MOTOR POOL

7500 OTHER INTERNAL SERVICES
7550 LEASE PAYMENTS TO C.L.R.F,
7580 MAIL/DISTRIBUTION

0 0

o

INTERNAL SERVICE REIMBURSEMENTS

o

0
0
0
0
0
7400 BUILDING MANAGEMENT 0
0
0
0
0
0

TOTAL MATERIALS AND SERVICES 100,00 100,000 0 0
8100 LAND

8200 BUILDINGS

8300 OTHER IMPROVEMENTS
8400 EQUIPMENT

olooc oo

TOTAL CAPITAL OUTLAY 0 0 0
TOTAL DIRECT BUDGET 500,923 100,000 148,500 252,423
TOTAL EXPENDITURES 518,396 100,000 149,348 270,048

system Infrastructure: r3admin 71256 17982 8074
Oracle dba 59628 17552 5844

security 527149 15308 5707

183603 50820 176825

0

09/29/1999




9/29/99 9:27:36 AM

Transaction Detail

Trans ID Type FY Description Process Date Category # Fund Agcy Org Obj

00BM_DSS_02 BM 0 Allocates $9,000,000 of COP No
revenue to budgets for the
implementation of the IES.
Because it increases revenue
by $1 million, itis also a
SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET.

- -
- O W N s WN =

W W W WWWwWwWwWwNRNDNRNNNNMNNDMNNRNODNDN=2 22 2 2 a2 a2

235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235

070
070
070
070
070
070
070
070
070
070
070
070
070
070
070
070
070
070
070
070
070
070
070
070
070
070
070
070
070
070
070
070
070
070
070
070
070
070
070
070

7123
7122
7122
7123
7121
721
721
7111
7111
711
7111
711
7M1
7111
7111
711
711
7132
7132
7134
7131
7131
7132
7133
7133
7133
7112
7112
7112
7112
7112
7112
7112
7112
7112
7112
7113
7113
7113
7113

8400
6110
6110
6530
6530
7400
8400
5200
5500
5550
6110
6140
6230
6530
7400
8300
8400
6110
6230
6230
6110
6310
8400
6120
6170
6230
5100
5300
5400
5500
5550
6110
6120
6230
6330
7150
5100
5300
5500
5550

Rev

Amount

1,748,900
4,131,000
406,000
164,039
36,550
10,000
439,008
15,000
1,240
416
15,000
52,500
53,069
32,078
46,410
32,000
23,192
160,000
22,500
14,720
63,000
9,600
270,821
26,500
20,000
5,400
109,242
5,000
20,000
31,933
8,625
390,000
20,000
47,500
5,500
41,250
183,603
139,000
78,320
18,473

# Fund Agcy Org

N b WN =

235
235
235
235
235

070
070
070
070
070

7112
7112
7113
7113
7113

Pos

9657
6002
9457
6197
6187

FTE

1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000

Page 1 of 2

Amount

80,000
29,242
71,256
59,628
52,719



9/29/99 9:27:37 AM Transaction Detall Page 2 of 2

Trans ID Type FY Description Process  Date Category # Fund Agcy Org Obj Rev Amount # Fund Agcy Org Pos FTE Amount
41 235 070 7004 8400 -8,000,000
42 235 (070 7004 7740 -8,000,000
43 235 070 7199 7740 8,997,389
44 235 070 7113 6110 100,000
45 400 070 7531 6611 27,514
46 402 070 7990 6611 41,250
47 410 030 5610 6611 56,410
48 400 070 7531 6580 27,514
49 402 070 7990 6140 41,250

50 410 030 5630 6230 56,410




DEBTSVC

MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

IES System
Estimate
INTEREST RATE 4.00%
PRINCIPLE AMOUNT $9,000,000
NUMBER OF YEARS ) 8
[ANNUAL PAYMENT @~ ‘ ~ $1,336,750 |
Begin Ending
Balance Payment Interest Principal Balance
Year 1 2000 $9,000,000 $1,336,750 $360,000 $976,750 $8,023,250
Year 2001 8,023,250 1,336,750 320,930 1,015,821 7,007,429
Year 2002 7,007,429 1,336,750 280,297 1,056,453 5,950,976
Year 2003 5,950,976 1,336,750 238,039 1,098,711 4,852,264
Year 2004 4,852,264 1,336,750 194,091 1,142,660 3,709,604
Year 2005 3,709,604 1,336,750 148,384 1,188,366 2,521,238
Year 2006 2,521,238 1,336,750 100,850 1,235,901 1,285,337
Year 2007 1,285,337 1,336,750 51,413 1,285,337 0
$10,694,004 $1,694,004 $9,000,000

Prepared By: Finance 24-Sep-99

Page 1



MEETING DATE: OCT 07 1999

AGENDA NO: -4
ESTIMATED START TIME: \O'.25

(Above Space for Board Clerk's Use ONLY)

AGENDA PLACEMENT FORM

SUBJECT Public Safety Levy Planning Framework

BOARD BRIEFING: DATE REQUESTED:

REQUESTED BY:

AMOUNT OF TIME NEEDED:
REGULAR MEETING: DATE REQUESTED:_October 7, 1999

AMOUNT OF TIME NEEDED: 45 mins

DEPARTMENT: Non-Departmental DIVISION_: Office of the Chair

CONTACT: Carol M. Ford TELEPHONE #: 248-3956
BLDG/ROOM #:106/1515

PERSON(S) MAKING PRESENTATION: Dave Warren and Carol Ford
ACTION REQUESTED:

[ ] INFORMATIONAL ONLY [X]POLICY DIRECTION []APPROVAL [ ]OTHER
SUGGESTED AGENDA TITLE:

Public Safety Levy Planning Framework:
Proposal for Overall Approach, Timing, Options for Length and Amount,
Public Involvement, Decision Making Process, Schedule

- (¥ o]

SIGNATYRES REQUIRED: . © ¢

y @ -8 =
ELECTED OFFICIAL; ;m e of © -
(OR) [ U mi- S E
DEPARTMENT ST
MANAGER: o E O3
= @

- =, B

[ ang

ALL ACCOMPANYING DOCUMENTS MUST HAVE REQUIRED SIGNATURE.

Any Questions: Call the Board Clerk @ 248-3277
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Beverly Stein, Multnomah County Chair

Room 1515, Portland Building Phone: (503) 248-3308
1120 S.W. Fifth Avenue FAX: (503) 248-3093
Portland, Oregon 97204 E-Mail: mult.chair@co.multnomah.or.us

September 29, 1999

To: Board of County Commissioners

Dan Noelle
Elyse Clawson
Board Staff

c. Gina Mattioda Rhys Scholes
Carol Ford Peter Ozanne
Dan Oldham Dave Warren
Karyn Dargan Julie Neburka

From: Bill Farver 3]}

Re: Levy in 2000 - Decision Points and Options

Beverly convened a meeting earlier this month with the Sheriff and Commissioner Naito
and staff. At that meeting, those elected officials developed the following
recommendations. These recommendations will be presented to you on Thursday,
October 7th, by Carol Ford and Dave Warren. We welcome your thoughts.

L. When to send the Levy to the Voters? May or November, 2000
Recommendation: November, 2000
Rationale:

a. November, 2000, allows for more extensive public discussion concerning the
substance of the levy proposal and the opportunity to identify support for a campaign.
Supporters are more likely to want to focus efforts on one solid campaign effort.

. A May election requires 50% turnout. A November election does not.

c. School measures do not directly compete with our levy under the cap. They will
probably be on the May ballot. We have not identified other probable local financial
measure on the November ballot which would compete with our levy under the cap.
(There are various statewide ballot measures dealing with taxes and the potential of a
PCC capital bond).

&3
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d. A second election could be held the following May, 2001 that would still allow for a
July, 2001 start up. However, this would require a 50% turnout.
e. A successful November vote will not delay the opening of the new facilities.

Final decision point: As a practical matter, we need to decide now. For ballot placement
the dates are approximately January, 2000, for May, 2000 election and July, 2000, for
November, 2000

II. Amount and Length of Levy?

Recommendation: Five years. Up to $26,000,000 depending on need identified.
The County can submit a $26,000,000 annual levy to the voters without impact the
library levy through compression. Our recommendation is that the Board assume a cap
of $26,000,000 and determine what are critically needed services to submit for voter
approval.

Final decision point: December, 1999 or June, 2000

III. Basic Approach - Big Picture
Recommendation: Consider which of Two Major Options County should choose based
on evaluations of best practices, need, and public input.

OPTION A: Levy consists of:
Operations for New 225 bed Jail at Rivergate $8 million

Operations for new 300 bed AD Center at Rivergate $11 million
TOTAL $19 million
Potentially : Continuation of current Justice system facilities and programs that do not
have stable ongoing funding currently up to $8.6

Advantages:

a. Itis very simple to describe: “Authorizes the operation of the new Jail and
secure A and D treatment beds at Rivergate and maintains current Jail and
Corrections operations.”

If current programming is included on the levy, the Board can consider other
areas for program expansion during its budget deliberations over the next few
years by using the annual growth in property taxes and tight constraints

OPTION B: Levy consists of:
Operations for New 225 bed Jail at Rivergate $8 million
Operations for new 300 bed AD Center at Rivergate $11 million
Expansion of Current or Beginning new Community Safety Programs
up to a maximum of  $7 million




Here are the options I have identified to date:

A. Domestic Violence:
Chiquita Rollins and a Departmental planning group have met for several months
devising expansions to the public safety and community victim programs. Potential
themes:
® higher prosecution, punishment, treatment and supervision of domestic
violence offenders
®m increased shelter space and services for victims
B children’s advocates to assist children cope with the impact of this violence on
their lives
& alcohol and drug treatment

B. Early Childhood
Denise Chuckovich and a planning group working with Commissioner Naito have met
for several months devising expansions to the early childhood system. Several of these
approaches show strong preventative links to reducing juvenile and adult crime. They
include:
® expansion of Parent Child Service Centers (possibly located in elementary
schools)
B provision of treatment for victims of child abuse
B provision of home visits and wrap around services for first time moms and
their children (David Olds home visit model)
®m provision of services to children in crisis (Child Assessment Center; Relief
Nursery and flexible fund)

C. Juvenile Alcohol and Drug Services

Elyse Clawson and the Juvenile Department will use a portion of the new state initiative
funds to open a secure alcohol and drug treatment unit at the Juvenile Home and
community based transition slots. The treatment gap is additional treatment resources in
the community. These include additional residential, outpatient, and proctor home
placements. These additions would create a continuum of service for youth with alcohol
and drug problems.

D. Court based Diversion Options

Judges Haas and Robinson, District Attorney Schrunk, and many other justice players
have collaborated for years on STOP - the drug diversion program that quickly and
effectively gets appropriate offenders into treatment and out of the costly criminal justice
system. STOP advocates would like to secure stable, and perhaps expanded funding,
through inclusion on a levy.

In addition, the National Alliance for the Mentally Ill is advocating for Mental Health
Court, a diversion alternative for appropriate offenders into treatment. A funding
proposal would include both justice system personnel and treatment and housing
alternative funds.




Finally, the District Attorney and a number of justice players have piloted a community
court approach in NE Portland. This model could be expanded with additional services
to other areas of the city for low level crimes.

E. School Attendance Initiative Expansions

Elyse Clawson and the Juvenile Department have successfully laid the groundwork for
effective intervention in the lives of children and families whose dysfunction shows in
poor school performance and behavior. Several effective skill based programs have been
shown to reduce later criminality if applied at the elementary and high school levels. (The
Board will have an opportunity to learn more about these in a planned January briefing)
The current SAI structure would allow for the introduction of targeted skills based
programs. In addition, the County could expand the well received Touchstone
counseling program in elementary schools.

F. Mental Health system deficiencies

The Mental Health Task Force is examining a number of current deficiencies in the
treatment system. To the extent their recommendations identify more effective
interventions in the lives of families whose members are afflicted with mental illness, it
may be appropriate to include them on the levy.

G. Community based alcohol and drug treatment

The Board has already identified inadequate community residential and outpatient
treatment as an important complement to the county's increasing ability to intervene with
treatment in the lives of offenders who are in jail or treatment centers. Operating funds
for these programs would be a natural link with the secure A and D facility.

H. Technology Enhancements

As with the previous bond, this levy provides the opportunity to include one time funds
for information technology enhancements related to these components. The funds could
arise from the savings from late start up of the components, most notably the jail and
alcohol and drug facility. The domestic violence package has already identified several
hundred thousand needed improvements in the shelter system.

IV.  What to call the Levy? Public Safety or Community Safety Levy
Recommendation: Depends on composition of levy
Final decision Point: Spring, 2000

V. Public Involvement

We have discussed several different methods of public participation. We don't yet have a
recommendation on the appropriate mix, but all will be used to some degree.

A. Stakeholder Meetings. The Citizens Crime Commission and the Local Public Safety
Coordinating Council lead the list of those who have a strong interest in and connection



with these issues. We will seek their full involvement and participation. There may be
other stakeholder groups as well.

B. Public Hearings. In addition to the opportunities for public testimony that would be
included in our deliberations we may want to schedule additional evening or weekend
meetings. Some of these might use a workshop or small group discussion format to
facilitate a more informed dialogue.

C. Focus Groups. In order to understand the perspectives of all citizens, not just the
most active or vocal, we should utilize a focus group process to get input.

D. Polling. The broadest measure of public opinion can be gained with telephone
research. We recommend that the County use this technique to identify what potential
levy components have the broadest support. Research aimed at passing the levy should
not be conducted by the county but rather by whatever independent organizations come
together to support the levy.

VI. Decision Making Process

Recommendation:

October and November:

1. Conduct Emerging Issues Review Sessions with Each Department

2. Conduct Enhanced Budget review Sessions with the Public Safety Departments -
MCSO: Adult Community Justice: District

The Board will conduct an in-depth review of the public safety system. This review will

be programmatic and designed to see if the public safety system is efficient and cost

effective, and is a building block to the upcoming public safety levy. The result of this

review should help focus the County on the needs that will be filled by the levy.

3. Levy Leadership team meets with other local government and school elected officials
and potential levy supporters. Consider impact of levy on other jurisdictions and their
needs. TSCC meeting to share information about pending financial measures.
Develop a Steering Commiittee to help develop support for a campaign.

4. Work with Citizens Crime Commission on their focus on children aged O to 10 and
the prevention and early intervention programs they are researching.

January, February:

1. Discuss varying options for the balance of the levy, based on options listed above.
The Board can explore a variety of themes and rationales, including the work of
Delbert Elliott from the University of Colorado, Chair of the Center for Study and
Prevention of Violence. Mr. Elliott appeared before the Citizens Crime Commission
in September and described in detail “what works” in the prevention of crime. Many
of the recent changes and enhancements in the community safety system are
consistent with his research findings. Mr. Elliott is tentatively scheduled to meet
with the Board and other stakeholders on January 25, 2000.



2. Conduct public meetings, hearings, and public opinion research regarding potential
levy components.

March
1. Develop final levy package for November election.
Chair prepares Executive Budget consistent with Board levy decisions.

April
1. Chair submits Executive Budget

May - June
1. Board deliberations on Executive Budget.
2. Final Board approval of Levy Ballot Language and Financial detail.
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Beverly Stein, Multnomah County Chair

Room 1515, Portland Building Phone: (503) 248-3308
1120 S.W. Fifth Avenue FAX:  (503) 248-3093
Portland, Oregon 97204 E-Mail: mult.chair@co.multnomah.or.us

Qctober 7, 1999

To: Portland City Council
From: Beverly Stein, Chai
Re: Proposed Levy

Earlier this week I forwarded to you a copy of the memo about Multnomah County’s
process to determine the size and composition of a possible community safety levy to
submit to County voters next year. The Board of County Commissioners will need to
make final decisions on the levy this spring.

Attached please find a memo from Multnomah County Budget Director, Dave Warren,
offering his perspective on the concern raised by Portland Finance Director, Tim Grewe
regarding the joint resolution on levy capacity. As Dave's analysis indicates, the agreement
passed in the wake of Measure 5 needs to be revisited. Much has changed with the passage
of Measure 50 and the impact of various funding initiatives is difficult to track.

I have talked to each of you already about the issues that are driving this levy question.
The principle one is the need for operating funds for the new jail and alcohol and drug

treatment center. Possible levy components will have a direct impact on the quality of

services you provide to Portland residents and touch on issues around which you have

considerable knowledge and passion.

Therefore, I propose that we schedule a joint meeting later this fall to discuss our joint
community safety priorities and how we should coordinate funding requests to the voters

in the post-Measure 50 environment. There may be other issues that we should include on
that agenda.

On behalf of the Board, I look forward to the discussion.

c. County Elected Officials



£\ MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS BUDGET & QUALITY
BEVERLY STEIN PORTLAND BUILDING
DIANE LINN 1120 S.W. FIFTH - ROOM 1400
SERENA CRUZ P. O. BOX 14700
LSA NATO PORTLAND, OR 97214
SHARRON KELLEY PHONE (503) 248-3883
TO: Chair Beverly Stein

Commissioner Diane Linn
Commissioner Serena Cruz
Commissioner Lisa Naito
CommissionerSharron Kelley

COPY: Mayor Vera Katz
Commissioner Charlie Hales
Commissioner Jim Francesconi
Commissioner Erik Sten
Commissioner Dan Saltzman

FROM: Dave Warren, Budget Manager
DATE: October 6, 1999
SUBJECT: County Levy Plans and Impacts on Portland’s Levy Capacity

In response to the draft memorandum proposing a local option levy in November 2000, Tim Grewe,
Director of Portland’s Office of Finance and Administration, has written to point out that such a levy
would increase the County’s property taxes beyond the 1991 agreement limiting the City and County to
their share of 1991 levies. Tim Grewe’s memo is attached.

Possibly you will recall that this matter was brought to the Portland City Commissioners’ attention in May
1999 when I sent them copies of two analyses of the potential impact of an additional local option levy.
Conceptually, those analyses still represent the clearest expression of the situation we have been able to
put together. Mark Campbell explained, in one of them, why he believed that such a levy could not
produce more than $26 million of additional property tax revenue. In the second, I pointed out that a levy
of that size would dramatize the way in which Measure 50 rendered the the 1991 agreement difficult to
apply. I am going to quote from my own memo because I believe it is essentially correct.

“First, the two jurisdictions agreed, following the passage of Measure 5, not to encroach
upon each other’s share of the property taxes. Those shares were never defined
precisely, but they were in the neighborhood of 38% County, 61% City, 1% all other.
The primary point of the agreement was to limit Measure 5 damage.

Under Measure 5, éompression was spread proportionately to the size of the levying
authority. Additional taxes by Multnomah County would cause additional compression
to both the County and the City. Since the City’s taxes were roughly twice the County’s



County Levy Plans and Impacts on Portland’s Levy Capacity
October 6, 1999

taxes, any compression stood to cost the City roughly twice as much as the County.
Once property values grew fast enough that neither government’s taxes were
compressed, the agreement became difficult to deal with objectively. Since neither
government stood to lose revenue, the share of taxing capacity became a political and
theoretical concern rather than a pragmatic one.

Measure 50, by changing the way compression is applied, makes the agreement both
more difficult to conceptualize and of more uncertain import. Local option levies
cannot cause compression to occur in any other kind of property tax. Local option
levies can only create compression among each other. Voter approval of a second local
option levy for the County would not reduce property taxes for Portland. However, the
agreement has not been rewritten to reflect this fact. Passage of the Library levy has
raised the County’s portion of property taxes in Portland from about 40% to about 42%
of the taxes collected.

Note that the 1997 Library and Public Safety levies had already raised the County’s
property taxes in Portland to about 42% of the taxes collected. However, under
Measure S, there was an untapped property tax capacity so that the County collected
about 38% of the potential taxes. Under Measure 5 the untapped capacity was easy to
calculate and to show. Under Measure 50 it is far more difficult to express. Of the $10
per $1,000 of real market value that is theoretically available in Portland, the County’s
1998-99 operating levies collect about 39%. Portland’s operating taxes constitute about
54%. Approximately 5% is not collected, yet both governments already encounter
compression.

However I look at it, we may not now comply with the terms of the property tax sharing
agreement — irrelevant though I believe those terms to be under the new Constitutional
provision. An additional levy will raise the question again.”

As was the case in 1997, Multnomah County in 1999 will receive about 42.4% of the taxes collected in
Portland. Passage of an additional local option levy would increase that percentage — a preliminary
estimate is that the County would receive about 46% of the taxes collected.

An aspect missing from this discussion is the total capacity available within the $10 cap. To estimate that
capacity, and to project it into the future, requires knowing the real market value of property in Portland. I
do not have that information for 1999. Therefore, I cannot give you, at this time, the County percentage of
the potential property taxes under the $10 cap — the fact most relevant to the 1991 agreement. Nor can I
begin to develop scenarios about how that capacity is likely to change over the next five years. However,
I have no reason to believe the County could propose an additional levy and keep its share of property
taxes within 38% of the levying potential.

In the hope of clarifying, let me pose two hypothetical situations: one in which Portland proposes and the
voters approve a local option levy for parks, and a second in which Portland proposes and the voters
approve a charter amendment allowing amortization of the unfunded liability in the Police and Fire
Disability and Retirement System.

1. If a $26 million County Community Safety Levy were approved by the voters, and Portland
voters approved a $26 million City Parks Levy, there would be three local option levies in
place. Within Portland they would total approximately $65 million
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Property Tax Total Amount Amount in Portland
Library Levy $22 million $18 million
Community Safety Levy $26 million $21 million
Parks Levy $26 million 26 Million
Total $74 million $65 million

Note that the Parks Levy is collected entirely within the City. It represents about a third of the
total local option levy amounts, but within Portland (where compression is most likely to
occur) it represents 40% of the amount to be collected.

These three levies potentially compress each other. If they did, every dollar lost to
compression would be split proportionally among the three levies. The Library Levy would
lose about 28% of whatever was lost to compression; the Community Safety Levy would lose
about 32% of whatever was lost to compression; and the Parks Levy would lose about 40% of
whatever was lost to compression. And because the tax burden is higher with these levies,
more properties are likely to reach the $10 cap (increasing the amount of revenue lost to
compression).

The important point is that the compression caused by the Library Levy, the Community Safety
Levy, and the Parks Levy affects only the local option levies themselves. It will not reduce
taxes collected through the Measure 50 permanent tax rates.

On the other hand, if Portland plans to propose a local option levy, it is clear that the County
proposal for a Community Safety Levy would be a serious stumbling block worth serious
debate.

2. If a $26 million County Community Safety Levy were approved by the voters, and Portland
voters amended the City Charter to allow prefunding of retirement benefits, there would be
only two local option levies. For the sake of simplicity, assume that within Portland the tax
burden might be approximately the same as in example 1.

Property Tax Total Amount Amount in Portland
Library Levy $22 million $18 million
Community Safety Levy $26 million $21 million
Retirement Amortization $26 million 26 Million
Total $74 million $65 million

In this case, however, the compression situation would be entirely different.

Because the tax to retire the unfunded liability is not a local option levy, it will experience no
compression. Each dollar of compression would cause revenue reductions in the two County
local option levies, (46% from the Library Levy and 54% from the Community Safety Levy
The entire revenue shortfall would be concentrated in the local option levies. If they are
reduced to $0 on any given property, then compression would be spread to the City and County
permanent tax rate collections.

This points out that while the City of Portland can take action that reducing County revenue,
the County’s local option levies are much less likely to reduce the City’s tax collections. Note
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further that the City’s actions could have this effect on the County even though the City might
stay within the parameters of the 1991 share agreement.

As the County proceeds toward a decision about an additional levy, the impact on Portland needs to be
kept in mind. Clearly, adhering to the 1991 agreement would limit any potential County tax to an amount
that does not address the costs of the Rivergate Facilty. Equally clearly, the State Constitution is now
structured so that no local option levy of the County can cost Portland a nickel. Unless Portland also
chooses to propose a local option levy, there is no competition between an additional County levy and
Portland’s taxing authority. Therefore, the question becomes whether the County’s responsibilities for the
public safety of the community justify offering the public a choice to increase property taxes.

It is obviously important that the Portland City Council participate in discussions around the question of
any additional County tax levy. Presumably the 1991 sharing agreement will be part of the debate. My
belief is that the agreement’s goals cannot be achieved by its mechanism. It was designed to deal with a
property tax system that has since undergone fundamental change. It is no longer relevant to the potential
problems that arise under the current Constitutional limits. I hope that we rethink how to stay out of each
other’s way rather than use the 1991 agreement to dictate property tax decisions.




Vera Katz, Mayor

CI I i OF PORTLAND Timotl'ly Grewe, Director

1120 S.W. Fifth Avenue, Rm. 1250

Portland, Oregon 97204
OFFICE OF FINANCE AND ADMINISTRATION (503) 823-5288
FAX (503) 823-5384

TDD 823-6868

MEMORANDUM
TO: David Warren, Multhomah County Budget Manager
FROM: Tim Grewe, Director, Office of Finance and Administration

DATE: October 5, 1999
SUBJECT: © County Levy Plans and Impacts on City/County Joint Resolution Regarding Levy Capacity

COPIES: Mayor Vera Katz
Commissioner Charlie Hales
Commissioner Jim Francesconi
Commissioner Erik Sten
Commissioner Dan Saltzman

I have reviewed the County’s Memo dated September 29, 1999, regarding the County’s proposal to seek
new property tax serial levy authority at the November 2000 General Election. I have very serious concerns
about this proposal, particularly with respect to the amount of levy capacity available to the County for such
purposes and the potential negative financial impacts that will be imposed on the City.

As you know, following the passage of Measure 5 the City and County agreed to coordinate and share
available levy capacity under the then new Measure 5 $10 local government tax-rate limit. Relative shares
were defined as percentage shares in place as of FY1990-91: 61% for Portland and 38% for County. A
Joint Resolution was passed by both governments pledging to coordinate and share use of available
Measure S-levy capacity. Both governments pledged to remain within these historical shares and to consult
with one another on property tax levy matters. :

To that end, beginning in FY1991-92, the City reduced existing serial levy authority for Parks, Public
Safety, and Street Lighting so as to be able to over levy FPD&R to offset expected compression and stay
within a 61% historical share of available levy authority. Furthermore, the City brought annual street light
program costs into the General Fund over a three year period rather than encroaching into the County’s
share of capacity, and rather than asking voters for a new serial levy (serial levies had been used to fund
these program costs during the preceding 25 years).

With the passage of Measure 50, urban renewal collections authority was greatly expanded. The City, in
determining urban renewal collections authority as required by Measure 50 enabling legislation, prepared all
of its tax levy calculations so as to ensure that urban renewal divide-the-taxes plus special levy collections
(as well as other City levy authority) did not encroach on the County’s 38 percent share of available levy
capacity under Measure 5. These calculations and levy plans were reviewed at length with County staff and
the City made two appearances before the Board of County Commissioners explaining how it was going to



size urban renewal collections and stay within the shares agreement with the County. These calculations
included an increased FPD&R levy in the out-years under the assumption that a long-term funding plan for
these unfunded pension costs would be put into place and would require an allocation of tax capacity within
the 61 percent of overall capacity allocable to the City. One outcome of this process was that Portland held
back urban renewal collections authority (in the option 3 districts) and released assessed values to local
governments, increasing County (and City) property tax revenues above what they would have otherwise
been.

Based on our calculations it appears that the County came through Measure 50 with no effective reduction
in property tax revenues due largely to the fact that voters approved a $0.59 per $1,000 local option library
serial levy at the time Measure 47 was approved. In addition, the County had a previously authorized fixed
term serial library levy ($15.3 million in FY1996-97) and jails serial levy ($26.5 million in FY1996-97)
“rolled” into its Measure 50 fixed permanent tax rate. Thus the County’s current fixed tax-base tax rate
includes both a library and jails operating element, serial levies that would have otherwise expired. From
this perspective, the County collects its current local option library levy on top of pre-Measure 50 serial tax
levies that have been rolled into its permanent tax rate.

Although the passage of Measure 50 complicates the relationship between the City and County, Measure 5
is still in effect and dictates tax levy capacity available to all local governments. If I understand your Memo
correctly, the County is now contemplating seeking voter approval for a new jails levy that is large enough
to consume all existing excess capacity under the Measure 5 $10 limit. This clearly violates the existing
Joint Resolution. If there is roughly $25 million of levy capacity available, then the County’s share at 38%
would be about $9.5 million, with all but about 1% of the remaining $15.5 million being Portland’s share.

The City continues to believe that the Joint Resolution is still in effect. Consequently, the need to
coordinate and share property tax levy capacity is certainly as valid today under Measure 50, if not even
more valid, as it was initially under Measure 5. This should also be the County’s view precisely because
local option levy authority absorbs compression first. The City can stay within its allocable share of levy
capacity and compress County local option levies with voter approval of a charter amendment that would
allow higher FPD&R tax levy collections. In the absence of a new or revised agreement, we will continue
to develop, share and coordinate our financial plans and tax levy needs with the County based on the
existing Joint Resolution.




BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

In the Matter of Mutual Agreements )
With the City of Portland For Share ) RESOLUTION
of Property Tax Receipts ) 93-19

WHEREAS, prior to the passage of Ballot Measure 5, local
governments could collect any amount of property taxes authorized by
the voters; and

WHEREAS, prior to the passage of Ballot Measure 5, the
amount of property taxes levied and collected by local government
jurisdictions was not affected either by changes in assessed value
of property, or property taxes collected by neighboring local
governments; and

WHEREAS, with the passage of Ballot Measure 5, local
governments in a taxing area are now limited to a total property tax
rate of $10 per thousand dollars assessed valuation and must share a
fixed amount of total property tax dollars available within the $10
rate limit; and

WHEREAS, by increasing its tax base or serial levies, a
local government can increase its share of property taxes while
reducing taxes to neighboring local governments; and

WHEREAS, for the past two years, the City of Portland and
Multnomah County have structured their total property tax levies so
that no revenues were taken away from other local governments and so
that each government receives its pre-Measure 5 share of available
tax dollars; and

WHEREAS, this policy meant that in FY 1991-92, the City of
Portland did not levy the full amount of the authorized Street Light
Levy; and

WHEREAS, this policy meant that in FY 1992-93, the City of
Portland did not certify a PDC levy, nor did it seek to extend the
Parks Improvement Levy, the Public Safety Capital Levy, and the
Street Light Levy; and

WHEREAS, this policy means for FY 1993-94 that Multnomah
County will not be able to levy property taxes sufficient to meet
the full operating needs of libraries and jails; and

WHEREAS, this policy meant that for FY 1991-92 and FY
1992-93 Multnomah County has not been able to collect sufficient
property taxes to meet the full operating needs of libraries and
jails; and
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WHEREAS, given that the amount of property tax dollars
available to local governments is now limited, it is wvital that
local governments living under a tax rate limit coordinate their
property tax planning so as not to cause adverse impact upon the
ability of other local governments to deliver needed services; and

WHEREAS, the guiding principal of such tax planning should
be that no local government increases its share of the total
property tax receipts at the expense of its neighbors without the
acquiescence of those other local governments; and

WHEREAS, governments constrained by the property tax limit
will seek alternate revenues that may negatively affect policy goals
of the community.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Council of
the City of Portland and the Board of Commissioners of Multnomah
County affirm that neither government will take action to increase
its share of total local governmental property tax receipts without
mutual agreement with the other jurisdiction; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that neither the City of Portland
nor Multnomah County will enact significant new discretionary
revenues without first reviewing with the other government the
impact of - such. measures on the policy goals of both governments.

- <.
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Beverly Stein, Multnomah County Chair

Room 1515, Portland Building Phone: (503) 248-3308
1120 S.W. Fifth Avenue FAX: (503) 248-3093
Portland, Oregon 97204 E-Mail: mult.chair@co.multnomah.or.us

October 7, 1999

To: Board of County Commissioners
From: Beverly Stditt: Dan Noelle: Elyse Clawson

Re: Recommendation for Discussion of the Continuum of Alcohol and Drug services
prior to implementation of IDAP

Last June, the Board set aside $500,000 in contingency to begin the Inverness Drug and
Alcohol Program pending a report from the Court Work Group. The Work Group
examined a variety of issues relating to the balance between in custody and outpatient
services, the role of MCRC, the possible use for presentenced offenders, IDAP's
relationship with IJIP, and sentences. In addition, the Evaluation Unit was instructed to
work with evaluators from MCSO and DCJ to evaluate both IDAP and the Washington
County treatment center.

In September, during our discussions of how to spend proceeds from the Public Safety
Bond, Commissioner Cruz raised the need to look at whether some of the interest
proceeds should be used for alcohol and drug free transition housing in the community.
Director Clawson is developing options for the Board's consideration. (If the Board
decides to proceed in that directly, the need for operating funds for these facilities will
become an even higher priority).

On September 23, 1999, the Board discussed the well developed proposed program
developed by Ginger Martin, Carol Nykerk, Jackie Jamieson, and others and reviewed by
the Court Work Group. At that time, the Board requested additional information on the
continuum of services in alcohol and drug treatment in the community. This issue was
raised by a consortium of providers who were concerned about the effectiveness of a
treatment readiness program (IDAP) that lacked the potential follow through in the
community. This review should include examining the transition planned for offenders
sentenced to Interchange (our new secure facility in Washington County).

&
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As part of the Juvenile Justice Plan submitted to the state and funded by the Legislature,
Director Clawson identified the pressing need for additional juvenile secure treatment
and community based treatment beds. While the secure treatment unit will be funded
with state money, the transition beds and outpatient services for youthful offenders has
not been addressed.

On October 7, we will begin our discussions on the proposed levy for next year. Part of
the challenge raised by the levy will be developing a plan to deal with the $8,600,000 of
ongoing costs of public safety/levy programs that do not currently have secure funding.

Given the need for a thorough discussion of the continuum of alcohol and drug services
and the uncertainty of how to best cover this deficit, we cannot recommend that we
proceed with IDAP this year. The Board may decide that this is where the next public
safety alcohol and drug dollar needs to be spent and include it on a levy next year.
However, other priorities may emerge. That priority setting can properly and
thoughtfully be done during our January to March policy discussions that will help shape
the levy composition.

Therefore, we ask that the Board defer the planned October 28 briefing on IDAP and
defer action that would access the $500,000 placed in contingency for IDAP funding. In
terms of our budget planning, that enables us to apply $900,000 that would have gone to
the annualization of IDAP to the $8,600,000 operating deficit.

Instead, we need to prepare for January policy discussions on alcohol and drug services.
Interest is high and we know Board members, department staff and community providers
will all want input. Accordingly, Chair Stein will ask Vickie Gates and staff from the
Evaluation and Research Unit in DSS to convene interested stakeholders and bring to the
Board in January program options and the data which would support different approaches
to impact this problem. (The final position added to the Unit was designed to work on
alcohol and drug issues) The Unit will consult with you individually in the next two
weeks to help develop criteria for success in impacting alcohol and drug problems in our
community. Attached is a draft of a workplan for their task.

Our interest is in looking at what offenders we can target with what level of services to
most effectively impact their levels of recidivism. This might include in jail treatment
readiness, secure treatment, community placements, and transition services. Fortunately,
we already have a quality in-jail proposal. Now, we need to develop others parts of the
continuum and compare where is the most pressing need.

We are convinced this is the most fiscally and programmatically prudent step to take and
ask for your support.



I. Describe the current community A&D treatment system

Task objectives:

1. Quantify the current contracted capacity (Residential, CIRT, OP, and
Drug Free Housing) of the County's A&D treatment
system. .
2. Quantify the extent of under/over utilization of contract capacity.
3. Identify the cost for each service element.

Responsibility for coordinating this task:

Jim Peterson has offered to coordinate this task and will work closely with
ACJ contracts unit in putting together materials that integrate DCFS and
ACJ contract funded capacity and service utilization information

II. Determine the impact of InterChange & IDAP on the A&D community
treatment system )

Task objectives: Develop a model for estimating the number of clients
(including service level need) form IDAP and InterChange who will be
referred into community based services.

Responsibility for coordinating this task:. Pam Mint (ACJ) is willing to take
the lead in coordinating this task.

Ill. Determine strategies for addressing service capacity problems

Task objectives: ldentify service needs/strategies to address service
capacity problems that will be created by the implementation of IDAP and

InterChange.

Task Implementation: Jim Carlson will host a joint meeting on October 14
(9 AM to 12 Noon) involving representatives form the Sheriffs Office, ACJ,
and DCFS to share the results of tasks | & Il and identify service and
funding strategies.

IV. Prepare report to Board - | will be responsible to prepare the final report to
the Board.
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AGENDA PLACEMENT FORM

SUBJECT: A DeNovo Hearing before the Board of County Commissioners regarding the
Hearings Officer’s decision of a Denial on SEC 39-98 for property located in the
CFU Zoning District.
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BOARD HEARING: OCTOBER 7, 1999 ‘
TIME: 11:00 AM

CASE NAME: SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN FOR NUMBER: SEC 39-98
WILDLIFE PERMIT

1. Applicant Name/Address:

Action Requested Of Board

Walter and Janet Bowen
121 SW Morrison Street, #1000
Portland, Oregon 97204 [[] Affirm Hearings Officer Decision

[X] Hearing/Rehearing

2. Action Requested By Applicant: Scope of Review

|
|
Application for "after-the-fact” approval of a [] On the Record i
Significant Environmental Concern permit for a X DeNovo

120" x 60" parking area, access road and pond [] New Information Allowed
that have been recently constructed on the
subject property.

3. Planning Director's Decision:

Deny the application based on the findings and conclusions contained within the Administrative
Decision of the Planning Director.

4. Hearings Officer Decision:

Affirm Planning Director's Decision, finding that the Notice of Appeal filed by the applicant did not
contain grounds sufficient to merit reversal of the Director's Decision.

5. If Recommendation And Decision Are Different, Why?

The Hearings Officer’s decision supports the action taken by the Planning Director.

6. Issues:

Three key issues appear to exist. First, the parking lot is not a use permitted in the Commercial Forest
Use Zone district. The amount of parking is so great (37 to 43 spaces per Hearings Officer) that it
could not be considered customarily accessory to the existing residence as maintained by the
applicant. Secondly, the area within which development is proposed was to be re-vegetated and
maintained in native vegetation pursuant to a 1995 land use decision authorizing construction of the
existing dwelling. Approval of development in this area would violate the 1995 decision and put into
question the legal status of the dwelling. Lastly, development is within an area of Significant
Environmental Concern for Wildlife Habitat, given that the property is within close proximity of
Forest Park. The application failed to satisfy the review criteria and development standards for a
Significant Environmental Concern land use permit.

Contact: Derrick I. Tokos, AICP Page: 1of2




Please note that the deadline for appeal of the Hearings Officer's decision is Friday, October 1, 1999.
Any issues of concern to the applicant must be included an appeal.

7. Do Any Of These Issues Have Policy Implications? Explain.

Policy implications relate to implementation of Commercial Forest Use and Significant
Environmental Concern sections of the County Zoning Ordinance. These code sections are designed
to ensure compliance with two Statewide Planning Goals, Goal 4 to conserve forest lands for forest
uses, and Goal 5 to conserve and protect scenic and natural resources, the resource in this case being
wildlife habitat.

Contact: Derrick I. Tokos, AICP Page: 2 of 2




) MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

APPEAL TO LAND USE HEARINGS OFFICER

APPLICANTS/OWNERS: Walter and Janet Bowen

APPELLANTS: Walter and Janet Bowen

FILE NUMBER: SEC 39-98

APPLICATION: Request for Approval of SEC Permit for Property in
' CCU Zoning District

OTHER PARTIES: Amold Rochlin

DECISION OF HEARINGS OFFICER

Prior Land Use Approval History

In September of 1995, Multnomah County issued a GEC permit to allow construction of the
Bowen residence on a forty-acre parcel of land near Forest Park in West Portland. This
approval involved a review of wildlife protection standards similar to those now found in the
County’s SEC ordinance. The standards reviewed were found in the 1994 version of the
West Hills Reconciliation Report and in the then unadopted SEC ordinance. The Report
imposed a one acre limit on the “cultivated area” of a residential property (lawns and
gardens) and required that the rest of the parcel should be left in native vegetation, to be
altered only in conjunction with approved forest management practices. This Report
requirément became Wildlife Habitat Condition 3 of the GEC permit.

The County’s SEC standards required development to either comply with County home
siting standards or adopt and implement a Wildlife Conservation Plan. The Bowens’ asked
for approval of a Wildlife Conservation Plan because their home site did not meet County
siting rules. The County’s 1995 wildlife review required the Wildlife Conservation Plan to
fully mitigate any adverse impacts to wildlife habitat caused by the development of the
Bowen property or to provide for wildlife enhancement measures to compensate for the loss
of habitat values. In the Bowen plan, this mitigation and enhancement was to be
accomplished by the Bowens’ commitment to replant all “cleared portions™ of the property
with native vegetation. That commitment was included as Wildlife Habitat Condition 4 of

the 1995 GEC permit.

Despite their clear commitment to revegetate the cleared portions of the property, the Bowens
proceeded to develop these areas. In the current proceeding, the Bowens have argued that
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because these areas of their property are cleared they are suitable for development under SEC
rules. The Bowens ask the County to issue new SEC permits for activities that will preclude
the Bowens from complying with the 1995 permit and from revegetating the cleared areas for

wildlife habitat enhancement.

Procedural Background

On June 18, 1998, the County notified the Bowens of their violation of their 1995 GEC land
use permit approval. The Bowens contested this notice of violation. On September 29, 1998,
the Bowens were found to have developed their property in violation of their land use permit
and the County’s land use code.

On November 2, 1998, the Bowens filed an application for approval of an SEC permit to
authorize the construction of & pond, parking area and new access road on their property.
This application was filed in an effort to obtain County approval of the improvements that
were the subject of the enforcement action. The Bowens’ application is, however, limited in
scope to the new improvements proposed by the applicants. The permits filed do not ask the
County to reconsider the decision or conditions imposed in GEC 19-95, the 1995 grading and
erosion control and wildlife permit.

The Bowens’ SEC permit application was incomplete when submitted. The Bowens’
attomey, Michael Robinson, was advised of this fact and was provided a list of the specific
deficiencies in the application. On April 29, 1999, Mr. Robinson filed a letter and other
materials with the County and claimed that the new information completed the land use
application. The new material proposed changes to the pond to be more “natural” and to
plant native vegetation. No new site plan was, however, submitted. A list of native
vegetation was provided but no commitment was made to use some or all of this vegetation
in the pond.

On June 29, 1999, Multnomah County Planner Derrick 1. Tokos, AICP issued a decision
denying approval of the applicant’s request for an SEC permit for the parking lot and pond.
On July 11, 1999, the Bowens filed an appeal of the County’s decision of denial.

Afer filing the Notice of Appeal, Mr. Robinson met with County Planners Phil Bourquin and
Derrick Tokos to discuss the appeal. On August 16, 1999, Michael Robinson wrote a letter
to Mr. Bourquin and Mr. Tokos. In that letter, Mr. Robinson stated that his clients were
willing to make changes to their SEC application. One of the changes was to reduce the
parking area so it would accommodate 13 parking spaces and to use the rest of the parking
area as a “'sport court.”

On August 18, 1999, a hearing was held regarding the appeal. At the hearing, Michael

Robinson granted the County a four-week extension of the [50-day period from August 18,
1999 through September 15, 1999. The Hearings Officer allowed the parties two weeks to
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submit post-hearing evidence (September 1, 1999 deadline), one week to submit rebuttal
evidence to materials submitted during the two-week period (September 8, 1999 deadline)
and one week to the applicant to provide final written argument (September 15, 1999
deadline).

Standing of Arnold Rochlin

The hearings officer finds that Amold Rochlin has standing to appear and be heard in this
matter. Mr. Rochlin has submitted evidence to show that he is a representative of the Forest
‘Park Neighborhood Association. The Association is a neighborhood group that is recognized
by the County as entitled to receive notice of use decisions for a geographic area that includes
the Bowen property. '

Scope of Review on Appeal

The County’s land use procedures ordinance requires that the specific grounds for reversal or
modification of an administrative decision be specified in the Notice of Appeal. MCC
11.15.8290. The hearing is to be limited to the specific grounds relied upon in Notice of
Appeal. MCC 11.15.8295(A). The hearings officer’s decision must specifically address the
relationships between the grounds listed in the Notice of Appeal and the relevant approval
criteria for the SEC permit application. MCC 11.15.8295(C).

The applicants have attempted, after filing the Notice of Appeal, to change the use proposed
in their application from a parking lot to a parking lot and sports court. A sports court is a
new use. Different provisions of the CFU zoning district, therefore, are relevant approval
criteria. It is a fundamental aspect of the Oregon land use system that persons affected by a
land use. application are entitled to notice of the matter being proposed and reviewed by the
County-and to receive notice of the applicable criteria that apply to review of the application.
Proceeding now, without providing such notice would violate ORS 197.763. Specifically,
ORS 197.763(3)(a) requires that the County provide notice of the nature of the application
and the uses that could be authorized and the applicable criteria. Furthermore, this change in
use is made after the filing of the Notice of Appeal. Since the appeal was filed before this
new proposal was made, the grounds in the Notice of Appeal could not possibly raise issues
regarding the new proposal. It would be purely speculative to say what the Director’s
decision might have been if a sports court and a thirteen-space parking lot had been proposed
in the first instance.! As a result, this decision addresses the land uses reviewed and denied

by the Director.

Amold Rochlin has also attempted to expand the scope of review on appeal based upon

'"The applicants’ offer to reduce the size of their parking lot was made in conjunction
with the sports court proposal, not as a stand-alone proposal.
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statutes that assure him the right to appeal the County’s administrative decision. ORS
215.416. The County’s procedures ordinance gave Mr. Rochlin that right, a right Mr.
Rochlin chose not to exercise. The County’s procedures ordinance clearly limits a review on
appeal to issues identified in the Notice of Appeal. The hearings officer finds that such a
limitation does not violate ORS 215.416 merely because Mr. Rochlin saw no reason to
appeal a decision with an outcome that was favorable to his interests.

None of the cases cited by Mr. Rochlin hold that it is impermissible to limit the scope of
appeals from administrative decisions. In fact, the case of Murray v, City of Beaverton, 17
Or LUBA 723 (1990) holds that a local government may limit the scope of review of an
appeal of administrative decision.

The applicants strenuously objected to any enlargement of the scope of appeal to allow Mr.
Rochlin to present new arguments. Interestingly enough, the applicants presented arguments
that strayed beyond the bounds of the issues raised in the Notice of Appeal. For the most
part, the hearings officer has addressed just the issues raised by the Notice of Appeal, All
other issues raised by the applicants® arguments are rejected as beyond the scope of the
notice. Where matters beyond the scope are discussed, they are provided as dicta for the
benefit of the Board of County Commissioners on appeal.

Grounds for Review In Notice of Appeal

The following are the grounds for appeal:

l. The Planning Director erred by describing the application as an “after-the-fact”
Significant Bnvironmental Concern permit.

2. The Director erred in finding that the proposed parking lot is not a permitted use
because a parking lot is accessory to a permitted use and the Director’s finding is
-unsupported by substantial evidence.

3. The Director erred in applying the purpose statement of the Commercial Forest Use
zoning district because the purpose statement is not an applicable approval criterion.
MCC 11.15.6420 and .6426 do not list MCC 11.15.2042. The purpose statement is
an aspirational statement and is not 2 mandatory approval criterion.

4. The Director erred in denying the application by applying minimum parking
requirements.

5. The Director erred in denying Statewide Planning Goals 4 and 5 to the decision
because they are not applicable approval criteria.

6. The Director erred in treating the 1995 Significant Environmental Concern permit,

findings of fact and its conditions of approval as applicable approval criteria.

The Director erred in finding that MCC 11.15.6426(B)(1) and (C)(1) are not satisfied.

8. The Director erred in finding that MCC 11.15.6426(B)(1) limits development to one
(1) acre. The Director’s interpretation is not entitled to deference, is indefensible and
clearly wrong and is inconsistent with the plain language of the land use regulation.

N
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9. The Director erred in finding that MCC 11.15.6420(C) is not met.?
10.  The Director erred in finding that MCC 11.15.6420(F) is not met by applying the
© 1995 SEC permit condition of approval.
11.  The Director erred in finding that MCC 11.15.6420(M) is not met by applying the
1995 SEC permit findings of fact.

Hearings Officer’s Findings Regarding Grounds for Appeal

1. The Planning Director erred by describing the application as an “after-the-fact™
Significant Environmental Concern pernit.

Findings:  The County’s description of the application as “after-the fact” is accurate. The
applicants have not explained how the use of this description relates to the
approval criteria. The hearings officer has found no such connection. As
such, this ground for appeal is meritless.

2, The Director erred in finding that the proposed parking lot is not a permitted use
because a parking lot is accessory to a permitied use and the Director’s finding is
unsupported by substantial evidence.

Findings: The Director found that *“[a] parking lot is not a usc permitted outright, or
permitted subject to review in a Commercial Forest Use zone district (MCC
2048, .2049 & .2050).” The Director’s finding is legally correct. A parking
lot is not listed as a permitted use in MCC 11.15.2048, the code section that
lists uses permitted outright in the CFU district. Off-street parking and
loading “as required by MCC .6100 through .6148" is an accessory use and is
allowed if it meets the requirements of MCC 11.15.2054(B). MCC
11.15.2054 categorizes parking as an “accessory use,” a different use category
than a use permitted outright The Director’s finding that the lot is not a
permitted use is a conclusion of law that is amply supported by law.

Mr. Robinson’s written argument asserts that the Director erred in finding that
the size of the parking area proposed by the applicant is too large to be
“customarily” accessory to a residential dwelling. This claim was not,
however, plainly stated in this assignment of error. In the light most favorable
to the appellant, the word “permitted” might be read to mean “allowed.” In
that light, the claim would be that the Director made a mistake by finding that
the Bowen’s parking lot was not allowed because (1) a parking lot is an

2The applicant’s Notice of Appeal contains no Item 9. The hearings officer has not
perpetuated this error. As a result, Items 9 -11 are not numbered as shown in this Decision.
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- accessory use;® and (2) because the conclusion that the use is not allowed is
not based on substantial evidence.

~The fact that parking is classified as an accessory use by the CFU zoning
district does not mean that any parking whatsoever is allowed. The accessory
use provisions of the CFU district clearly state that parking “as required by
MCC .6100 through .6148” is only allowed if it is “customarily accessory or
incidental” to a permitted use.

"“The Directors’ decision to find that the parking lot is not an accessory use was
based on a number of legal and factual conclusions. The Director “did not
concur’’ with the applicant’s assertion that the spaces proposed (a total of 37 to
43 parking spaces with the 1995 approved spaces and the new spaces) is
accessory to a single family residence.* This refusal to “concur” is not
erroneous where, as here, the evidence presented to the Director on the
“customarily accessory or incidental” issue consisted solely of statements of

legal conclusions.

In a quasi-judicial land use proceeding, the burden of proofis on the applicant,
not the County. This means that the County is not required to present any
evidence, much less “substantial evidence” before it concludes that an
applicant has not demonstrated compliance with an approval requirement.’
The application and supplemental materials provided to the Director simply
stated a legal conclusion - that “[s]uch a parking area is customary as an

3The hearings officer notes that Mr. Robinson said “a parking lot” rather than “the
Bowen parking lot” in this ground for appeal. The language chosen by Mr. Robinson
presents a legal claim the Bowen parking lot is allowed because a parking lot is permitted in
the CFU zone. This argument is consistent with the approach taken in the application, which
is that the amount of parking proposed is irrelevant because parking, without any limits, is
allowed by the CFU zoning district.

“The 1995 GEC permit authorizes 13 parking spaces around the entrance to the
building and, presumably, in the Bowen’s garage. All of the approved parking areas were not
built as shown on the approved 1995 site plan, however, no aspect of the new approval would
remove the Bowen'’s ability to develop all of the 13 approved spaces. It is obvious that some
parking occurs in the approved parking area but the total number of current spaces in the
approved area is not clear.

¥The record may more reasonably be said to have lacked “substantial evidence”

supplied by the applicants upon which the County could have concluded that the second, new
parking area was customarily accessory or incidental to the single-family residence.
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accessory use for like dwellings in the area™ and that “[t}he parking area is an
accessory use to the dwelling.”” No evidence regarding the amount, location
or type of parking arrangements for other single family residents was
presented. On that record, the Director’s conclusion was proper.

The applicants presented some very general evidence regarding parking on
other properties at the land use hearing. This evidence does not bear on the
question whether the Director’s decision was based on substantial evidence as
it was presented long after the Director’s decision was published. The same is
true for evidence presented in response to the hearings officer’s questions
regarding the Bowens’ needs for parking.

In post-hearing comments, the applicants’ attomey Frank Flynn argued that
the County’s 1995 approval of “approximately ten spaces” in conjunction with
the dwelling shows that ten spaces are accessory to an approved use. The flaw
with this argument is, however, that approval of the new application will

allow the construction of a second parking area, in addition to the thirteen
spaces approved in 1995. The approval of a large number of parking spaces in
the first proceeding does not logically support the approval of the same or a
greater number of spaces jn addition to the previously approved parking. This
argument is also outside of the scope of the issues raised in the appeal and,
therefore, does not support reversal of the Director’s decision.

The Director erred in applying the purpose statement of the Commercial Forest Use
zoning district because the purpose statement is not an applicable approval criterion.
MCC 11.15.6420 and .6426 do not list MCC 11.15.2042. The purpose statement is
an aspirational statement and is not a mandatory approval criterion.

Findings: The Director listed the purpose section of the CFU District as an applicable
approval criterion. The Director did not, however, treat the purpose section
itself as an approval criterion for the SEC permit. Rather, the Director
properly considered the purpose section of the CFU zoning district as an aid in
interpreting the meaning of the CFU zone’s accessory use provisions
regarding parking. This is a reasonable and appropriate use of the purpose
statement.® This use is consistent with ORS 197.829(1) that requires local

¢October 30, 1998 Application, p. 2.
7April 29, 1999 letter to Derrick Tokos from Mike Robinson, p. 5.

®It is remarkable that applicants make this argument when they rely upon the purpose
of the County’s parking district to support their arguments in opposition to imposing parking
restrictions.
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interpretations of land use laws to be consistent with the purpose or
underlying policy of the law.

It is also fundamental that the applicants must establish that the use proposed
is allowed by the applicable, underlying zoning district before an SEC permit
may be approved. Marquam Farms v, Multnomah County, __ Or LUBA _
(LUBA No. 95-254, 12/5/96); aff"d 147 Or App 368, 936 P2d 990 (1997). As
a result, the use restrictions of the CFU zoning district are relevant approval
criteria for an SEC permit and need not be set forth in MCC 11.15.6420 and
.6426 to be applicable to the review of an SEC permit for land located in the
CFU zoning district.

4. The Director erred in denying the application by applying minimum parking
requirements.

Finding:

The Director did not deny the application by applying minimum parking
standards as an approval criterion. The Director denied the application
because the applicants failed to establish that the amount of parking proposed
was customarily accessory or incidental to a dwelling. The hearings officer
finds that the Director’s decision was proper, based on the evidence before the
Director, because the record lacked any facts, as opposed to statements of
legal conclusions to support a finding that the parking was customarily
accessory or incidental to the use of the Bowen residence.

The Director found the County’s parking code minimum is 2 stalls and said
that this “requirement” of a minimum of two spaces was exceeded in 1995.
This conclusion was stated to support the Director’s finding that the Bowens’
parking lot was not customarily accessory or incidental to a single-family
residence in a CFU zoning district. Nothing in the language of the Decision,
however, indicates that the 2 stall minimum was, itself, applied as a maximum
parking limit or a mandatory approval critetion. In fact, staff recognized that
13 parking spaces are authorized for the property by the 1995 permit.

In the event it is determined that the Director erroneously “applied” a two stall
limit in making this decision, the hearings officer finds that the Director’s
conclusion that the applicants had not proven that the large amount of parking
proposed was not customarily accessory or incidental was correct. This was
duc to the fact that the applicants chose to argue that the “customarily
accessory or incidental” test did not apply.’

*This conclusion is based upon the evidence presented to the Director as the
allegations of error in the Notice of Appeal are keyed to the propriety of the Director’s
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5. The Director erred in denying Statewide Planning Goals 4 and 5 to the decision
because they are not applicable approval criteria.

Finding:

Goals 4 and § are not applicable approval criteria in the County’s review of
this application. The Director did not, however, deny the application on the
basis of the requirements of either goal. This is plain from the language of the
Director’s decision. The Decision states “[IJand uses are strictly regulated by
Multnomah County to ensure compliance with two Statewide Planning Goals,
Goal 4 ... and Goal 5. . . This . . . SEC permit has been required to
demonstrate compliance with Goal 5.” The SEC permit process and the
County’s strict regulations are the tools that provide compliance with Goal 5.
No provisions of the Goal 4 or Goal 5 rules themselves were addressed or

considered by the Director.

6. The Director erred in treating the 1995 Significant Environmental Concern permit,
Jfindings of fact and its conditions of approval as applicable approval criteria.

Findings:

It is clear in the law that the conditions of the 1995 GEC/Wildlife permit
application are binding on the Bowens. As a general rule, the conditions of a
land use approval are binding as an intrinsic part of the approved use until
such time as a land use applicant files an application to modify the conditions
of approval of the permit, obtains approval of a new land use permit or
discontinues the approved use.!® The Bowens have not taken any action to
directly amend the conditions of the 1995 GEC permit. Instead, they have
applied for an SEC permit to develop a portion of their property in a way that
will violate the conditions of approval of the 1995 permit. In particular, they
plan to place a parking lot, driveway and pool in an area that Wildlife Habitat
Condition 4 requires be revegetated with native vegetation.

The conditions of approval of the 1995 GEC permit are key to the legality of
the existing residence. They were developed to mitigate the negative impacts
caused to the area’s wildlife resource by the development of the Bowen home
on a portion of the property where the County’s clear and objective home

conclusions. As it is not logically possible for those actions to have been made based on
subsequently filed evidence, such evidence is not relevant to a determination of whether the

Director erred.

'°The hearings officer’s discussion of other possible approaches is not a finding that
Multnomah County’s zoning ordinances authorize these approaches as this is question is
purely academic at this time. Many Oregon jurisdictions have specific provisions to
authorize one or more of these means of changing a prior decision.
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siting regulations prohibited development. In return, the Wildlife
Conservation Plan was adopted and was to have been followed by the
Bowens. That Plan clearly states that areas outside of the cultivated area
would be restored to native vegetation by planting species indigenous to the
site and surrounding wildlife areas. In order to relieve the Bowens of this
legal obligation that is created by the issuance of the 1995 permit, one must
find explicit code authorization for such action or grant a new permit for the
activity previously sanctioned.

Additionally, as the applicants wish to retain their residence, they are bound to
honor their legal obligation to revegetate the area that is proposed for
development in the pending SEC applications. It is a long-settled rule of law
that it is not permissible for persons to agree to commit an illegal act. In the
context of this proceeding, it is clearly not appropriate for the County and the
applicants to agree to proceed with land use activities that will violate a
lawfully issued, valid land use permit. Most critically, the conditions of the
initial permit were imposed to assure compliance with relevant approval
criterion. Without said conditions, the permit would have been denied. It
would be unthinkable for the County to claim it could remove conditions of
approval it was legally required to include in the 1995 decision by applicable
approval criteria without first determining that the criteria applicable to the
use will still be met. In this context, it was not error for the Director to treat
these obligations as approval criteria.

It is also clear that the conditions of the 1995 decision must be met as a
precondition of parking lot development. The parking use requested is an
accessory use. A single family residence must exist on the property for the
parking lot use to be allowed by the County. The Bowens’ right to maintain
their residence on their property is conditioned upon their compliance with the
conditions of the permit approval, conditions they have unquestionably
violated. At present, therefore, there is no legally authorized single-family
dwelling on the property to which the proposed parking can be considered
“accessory.” Until such a lawful dwelling is established, no *“‘accessory”
parking arcas may be approved on the property.

The hearings officer’s analysis of this issue is consistent with MCC
11.15.9052(B). That section prohibits the hearings officer from granting any
land use approval for the Bowen property because the property is subject to a
County enforcement action unless the permit requested by the applicants will
“correct” the land use violation. In this case, the requested permit will not
correct the violation — it will simply grant approval to a use that will violate
the 1995 permit. MCC 11.15.9052(B) does not make an otherwise unlaw ful
activity lawful. It merely gives the hearings officer the right to approve a
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permit if all other conditions precedent to its approval are satisfied,
notwithstanding the fact that violation proceedings have been instituted.

The applicants claim they were told by County staff that they could correct
their violation of the 1995 GEC permit by applying for a GEC and SEC
permit. What is very clear in the record, however, is that Mr. Tokos told the
applicants that he did not see how the application that was filed by applicants
could satisfy the Significant Envirohmental Concern criteria. Mr. Tokos then
discussed other options that were available to the applicants. The applicants
chose not to pursue those more promising alternative approaches. See Exhibit
B2, 12/2/99 Letter from Derrick Tdkos to Walter & Janet Bowen.

The applicants claim that the pool, home and driveway are “not implicated™
by the activities prompting the County’s enforcement action is clearly wrong.
The new activities will make it impossible for the Bowens to comply with the
conditions of the 1995 Plan and permit, conditions that are essential to the
continued conduct of the 1995 approved uses on the Bowen property. The
1995 approved structures and facilities are allowed on the property upon the
clear condition that the entire property be maintained as required by the 1995
approved Wildlife Conservation Plan. As a result, the permit application, at a
minimum, should have addressed the entire property."!

7. The Director erred in finding that MCC 11.15.6426(B)(1) and (C)(1) are not
satisfied.

Findings:

MCC 11.15.8290 (B)(3) requires that the “specific grounds” relied upon for
reversal must be stated in the Notice of Appeal. This assignment of error does
not provide any explanation what error occurred. As the hearings officer’s
scope of review is limited to specific grounds raised in the Notice of Appeal,
the applicant’s 7* ground for appeal furnishes no basis for reversal of the
Director’s findings.

8. The Director erred in finding that MCC 11.15.6426(B)(1) limits development to one
(1) acre. The Director’s interpretation is not entitled to deference, is indefensible and
clearly wrong and is inconsistent with the plain language of the land use regulation.

Findings:

The Hearings Officer agrees with appellants that MCC 11.15.6426(B)X(1) does
not limit development of the subject property to one acre. The area of the
proposed development was a non-forested clear area in 1995 when the GEC
permit was approved. After GEC approval, this area became a non-forested

"'Whether the County’s zoning code authorizes ot prohibits the use of this approach is
not an issue that was raised by the appeal or decided by the hearings officer.
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clear area that was burdened by an obligation to be planted with native
vegetation. See Condition 4 of Wildlife Habitat Review, GEC 19-95. This
fact, however, is not material to a decision of this case as the Bowens have
elected to proceed under MCC 11.15.6426(C) rather than .6426(B). As a
result, MCC .6426 (B) is not a relevant approval criterion for this
application.® The Director’s error, however, does not warrant reversal of the
Director’s decision as other valid grounds for denial remain.

9. The Director erred in finding that MCC 11.15.6420(C) is not met.**

Findings: MCC 11.15.8290 (B)(3) requires that the “specific grounds” relied upon for
reversal must be stated in the Notice of Appeal. MCC 11.15.8295(A). This
assignment of error does not provide any explanation of the reason an error is
alleged to have occurred. Without this information, this ground for appeal
does not provide a basis for reversal of the Director’s decision.

10.  The Director erred in finding that MCC 11.15.6420(F) is not met by applying the
1995 SEC permit condition of approval.

Findlngs: The decision does not apply the 1995 SEC permit as a condition of approval
in its findings regarding MCC .6420(F). Instead, the Director finds fault with
the applicants’ failure to explain how development of an area that the
applicants agreed to commit to wildlife habitat rehabilitation will “protect”
significant wildlife habitats.” The 1995 permit is clearly relevant to a
consideration of the nature of the area in question and the removal of that area
from a wildlife rehabilitation obligation logically affects area wildlife. The
Director did not err in considering the impact that the 1995 permit has upon
the status of the Bowen property.

"2Condition 4 requires: “Cleared portions of the subject site should be replanted with
native vegetation in conformance with all applicable Multnomah County codes (MCC
11.15.2074, .6426, et. al.) to enhance the wildlife habitat resource.”

"It appears the Director meant to refer to MCC 11.15.6426(C)(3)(b) which limits the
newly cleared area associated with development to an area of no more than one acre,
“excluding from this total the area of the minimum necessary required for fire safety
purposes.” That section does apply to review of the Bowen’s land use application. The
hearings officer’s decision addresses .6426(B), bowever, as that is the section cited in the
decision and Notice of Appeal regarding the cleared area issue.

"“The applicant’s Notice of Appeal contains no Item 9. The hearings officer has not
perpetuated this error. As a result, Items 9 -11 are not numbered as shown in this Decision.
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. It is less clear to the hearings officer that the arca, in question, would be
“significant habitat” and that if “significant,” that County codes would support
a no development condition." This issue is raised in applicants’ legal
arguments and application but was not raised in the Notice of Appeal. As
such, it is not a basis for reversal of the Directoc’s decision. See discussions
of this issue, above.

11.  The Director erred in finding that MCC 11.15.6420(M) is not met by applying the
1995 SEC permit findings of fact.

Findings: MCC .6420(M) requires that any area “which has an identified need for
protection of the natural vegetation” must be retained in a natural state to the
maximum extent possible. The Director treats the 1995 decision as having
identified a need to protect natural vegetation in the new development area.
This approach is reasonable and correct. The 1995 decision is binding on the
applicants and identifies a need to protect natural vegetation by reestablishing
natural vegetation in the areas that would developed if the 1998 SEC
application is approved.

The applicants argue that MCC .6420(M) does not apply to their development
as no natural vegetation exists in this area nor has it ever existed in this
location.' This grounds for reversal is not raised in the Notice of Appeal
and, therefore, does not furnish a basis for reversing the Director’s
determination that the applicants had not demonstrated compliance with MCC

.6420(M).

If all land designated SEC Wildlife is significant, the protection requirement of
MCC .6420(F) cannot be read to require preservation of all areas of the Bowen property as
other provisions of the County code plainly allow some development. MCC 11. 15.6404(A);
.6409(E).

1$While the applicants’ argument is factually correct, it ignores the fact that native
vegetation should be and would be growing on this area of the Bowen property if the Bowens
had honored their promise and legal obligation to revegetate this area of their property.
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Based on the foregoing findings of fact, the Hearings Officer finds that none of the Bowens’
Notice of Appeal does not provide grounds to merit reversal of the Director’s decision to
deny the Bowens’ request for approval of an SEC Wildlife Permit. The Director's decision
of denial, therefore, is AFFIRMED.!

Dated this 19" day of September 1999.

e

Liz Fancker

Multnomah County Land Use Hearings Officer

Attachment: Exhibit List

NOTICE OF APPEAL RIGHTS

The Hearings Officer’s Decision may be appealed to the Board of County
Commissioners (Board) by any person or organization who appears and testifies at the
hearing, or by those who submit written testimony into the record. An appeal must
be filed with the Transportation and Land Use Planning division within ten days after
the Hearings Officer decision is submitted to the Clerk of the Board. An appeal must
comply with all procedural requirements prescribed by the Multnomah County Code,
including completion of a Notice of Review and payment of a fee of $500.00 plus a
$3.50 per-minute charge for a transcript of the initial hearing(s). [ref. MCC
11.15.8260(A)(1) and MCC 11.15.9020(B)] Instructions and forms are available at the
Planning Office at 1600 SE 190™ Avenue, Portland, Oregon, or you may call 503-248-
3043 for additional instructions.

THIS NOTICE IS PROVIDED AS A COURTESY TO THE PARTIES. PLEASE,
HOWEVER, CONSULT THE APPLICABLE PROVISIONS OF THE MULTNOMAH
COUNTY LAND USE CODE, DULY ADOPTED COUNTY FEE SCHEDULES AND
STATE LAW TO ASSIST YOU IN COMPLYING WITH ALL FILING
REQUIREMENTS. IN THE CASE OF A CONFLICT BETWEEN THIS NOTICE
AND THE LAW, THE PROVISIONS OF THE LAW CONTROL.

""Mr. Tokos stated that a plan for a “natural pond”could be approved by the County.
As the pond was not approved and no issue cited in the Notice of Appeal warrants a change
in the Decision or clearly raises the issues about the poad that could support reversal of the
decision (e.g. the pond is allowed by the 1995 permit approval as natural vegetation and
habitat enhancement), the hearings officer did not change the Director’s decision.
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10-C26~-1999 9:34AM FROM P.

‘ DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES
LAND USE PLANNING DIVISION
1600 SE 190™ AVENUE

m ' PORTLAND, OREGON 97233

M'Ul TNOMAK COUNTV (503) 248-3043 FKaX: (503) 248-3389

NOTICE OF REVIEW
1. Name: Bowen , , Walter and Janet
Last Middle ‘ First
2. Address: 3850 US Bancorp Tower, lll SW Fifth Portland, , OR , 97204
' Street or PO Avenue City Stare Zip Codve

3. Telephone: ( _503) 274 -8400

4. If serving as a representative of other persons, list their names and addresses:

Michael C. Robinson , 300 SW Fifth Avenue, Suite 2600 Portland, OR, 6 97204

Neame " Adldress Zip Code

’ . ’

Name . Adldress Zip Conde

5. What is the decision vou wish reviewed (e.g., denial of a zone change, approval of a
subdivision, et¢c.) ?

Multnomah County File No. SEC 39-98. Denial.of a request for approval of SEC permit

for property in CFU zoning district.

6. The decision was announced by the Hearing Ofticer on September 21, 1999

7. On what grounds do you claim status as a party pursuant to MCC 11.15.82257

Applicants

Continued on back of form



18-86-1998 9:35AM FROM Pp.2

1 BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS FOR

2 MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

3

4 )

In the matter of an appeal by Walter and ) Multnomah County Case-
5 Janet Bowen of the Hearings Officer’s ) File SEC 39-98
p “denial of their application for an SEC )
permit in the CFU zoning District ) Notice of Review

7 )

8

® NOTICE OF REVIEW
10 -
11 1. Name and address of the parties seeking review:
12 Mr. and Mrs. Walter Bowen; Bowen Development Company, 3850 US Bancorp Tower
13 111 SW Fifth Avenue, Portland, OR 97204.
14 2. Date decision was announced:
15 The decision was submitted to the Board Clerk on September 21, 1999 and signed by
16 the Hearings Officer on September 19, 1999.
17 3. Date the written decision was filed with the Clerk of the Board:
18 September 21, 1999.
19 4. Date this Notice of Review was filed with the Planning Director:
20 October 1, 1999 by personal delivery to the Multnomah County Department of

21 Environmental Services, Land Use Planning Division.

2 5. Nature of the decision:

23 Denial of applicants’ request for approval of an SEC permit in the CFU zoning district.
24

25

26
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STOEL RIVES 12s
ATIORNEYS
90U SW FIFTH AVENUE, SUITE 2600 PORTLAND, OREGON 97204-1263
. Telephone (503) 224-3380
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10-26-1999 9:35AM FROM P.3

1 6. Statement estabﬂshing status of the parties seeking review as a party
2 pursuant to MCC 11.15.8260(B):
3 The appellants are the applicants below and appear personally in writing and orally and
4 through their legal representatives before the Hearings Officer.
5 T The grounds relied upon for review (why the decision should be reversed):
6 A.  The Hearings Officer erred in affirming the Planning Director’s decision by
7 misapplying the applicable law and misinterpreting relevant facts.
8 B. Mr. Rochlin does not have standing to appear because there is no evidence that
9 the Forest Park Neighborhood Association is recognized by the Multnomah County Board of
10 Commissioners. ,
11 C. The Hearings Officer erred by refusing to allow new facts and changes to the
12 sité plan. The Hearings Officer’s basis for doing so is her determination that the hearing
13 before her was limited to the specific grounds relied upon the notice of appeal but she herself
14  concluded during the hearing that this is a notice provision and does not limit new issues nor
15 new evidence. Further, with respect to appeal issues relating to the pond, it was impossible
16 for the applicants to appeal with any specificity the Director’s decision on the pond because the
17 Director’s decision contained no findings on the pond.
18 D. The Hearings Officer erred by finding that ORS 197.763(3)(a) prohibited the
19 appiicam from requesting changes to the proposed plan. Furthermore, on several occasions,
20 the applicants’ representatives requested that Mr. Tokos meet to discuss proposed changes to
21 thé plan prior to the issuance of the Director’s decision. However, no meeting with the
22 applicants’ representatives was scheduled until after the issuance of the Director’s decision.
23 The Multnomah County Code expressly allows the Hearings Officer and the Beoard of
24 Commissioners to impose conditions; the proposed changes to the site plan reviewed by
25 Director, that is, changing the originally proposed parking area into a sports court and smaller
26 parking lot is an action clearly within the authority of the Hearings Officer and Board to
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18-86-1999 9: 36AM FROM P. 4

1 consider and grant. Finally, the Hearings Officer erred by finding that the applicant presented
2 arguments not within the bounds of the issues raised in the Notice of Appeal. The Notice of
3  Appeal filed by applicants was broad enough to include all issues raised before the Hearings
4 Officer.
S E. The Hearings Officer erred by finding that the Director did not err by
6 concluding that the proposed parking lot is not a permitted use.
7 F. The Hearings Officer erred by finding that the Director did not err in applying
8 the purpose statement in the CFU zoning district.
9 G. The Hearings Officer erred by finding that the Director did not err in denying
10  the application by applying minimum parking requirements.
11 H. The Hearings Officer erred by finding that the Director did not err in applying
12 Statewide Planning Goals 4 and 5 to the decision.
13 I The Hearings Officer erred by finding that the Director did not err in treating
14 the '1995 Significant Environmental Concern Permit, Findings of Fact, and its Conditions of
15 Approval as applicable approval criteria.
16 J. The Hearings Officer erred by finding that the lDirector did not err in finding
17  that MCC 11. 15.6426(B)(1) and (C)(1) are not satisfied. Specifically, MCC 11.15.6426(C)(1)
18 confines development to non-forested “cleared” areas except as necessary to provide access
19 and to meet minimum clearance standards for fire safety. The Director and Hearings Officer
20 erred in not finding this criterion had been met because unrefuted evidence in the record
21 incorporated herein by reference demonstrates that the applicants entire development was
22 conducted entirely within a previously cleared non-forested area. Hence, this criterion is met.
23 MCC 11.15.6426(C)(1) relates to a wildlife conservation plan required where physical
24 characteristics unique to the property prevent corhpliancc with section (B) development
25 standards. The Director and the Hearings Officer erred in not considering information relating
26  to the habitat value of the applicants’ landscape and planting plan provided to the Hearings
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Officer and incorporated herein by reference. As documented in the record, the applicant has
planted over 4,500 trees and shrubs including species native to Oregon. The applicants’
landscape plan provides a high degree of plant diversity and increases horizontal structure in
the vegetation of the area. The planting and landscaping will provide cover, food sources and
nesting opportunities for birds and mammals. The applicants’ landscape and plant plan
effectively constitutes a conservation plan meeting the requirements of this provision and the
Director and Hearings Officer erred in not so finding.

K. The Hearings Officer erred in finding that the Director did not err in finding
that MCC 11.15.6426(B)(1) limits development to one (1) acre. For purposes of this notice,
all of the applicants’ reasons for appeal of the Director’s decision including written and oral
testimony submitted during the Hearings Officer’s proceeding are incorporated herein by
reference.

L. The Hearings Officer erred in finding that the Director did not err in finding
that MCC 11.15.6420(C), MCC 11.15.6420(F), and MCC 11.15.6420(M) were rot met.
With respect to MCC 11.15.6420(C), that provision speaks of balancing fundamental
considerations and cost with the need to preserve and protect areas of environmental
significance. As is demonstrated in the record incorporated by reference, over 90 percent of
the property is protected and preserved to maintain a wildlife corridor between the Coastal
Range and Forest Park. Testimony was also provided demonstrating that the area at issue is
not necessary to maintain that wildlife corridor. In addition, some portions of that protected
property are being enhanced to benefit wildlife. All development on this site has been
restricted to previously cleared, disturbed areas with lower environmental values and as exhibit
in the forested areas. The developed area does not contain wetlands or streams. The Hearings

Officer erred in not finding that, on balance, allowing the requested use is consistent with

preservation and protection of significant resources. With respect to MCC 11.15.6420(F), that

provision relates to protection of significant fish and wildlife babitat. Again, as demonstrated

4 - NOTICE OF REVIEW

STOEL RIVES ur
ATTORNEYS
900 SW FIFTH AVENUE, SUITE 2600 PORTLAND, OREGON 97204-1268

Portindl-2009887.1  O023722-00006 Telephone (303) 324.3380




10-96—-1999 9:38AM FROM P.5

1 by testimony in the record incorporated by reference, over 90 percent of the forty acre parcel
2 is being protected and preserved, including all of the property’s forested areas. Development
3 has been restricted to previously disturbed, cleared areas. Within the context of the County

4 Code and the West Hills Reconciliation report, both of which recognize the need for

5 development and consideration of property owners right to use of their property, habitat that is
environmentally significant is being protected and the Hearing Officer erred in not making

such a determination. With respect to MCC 11.15.6420(M), that provision relates to

o NN h

protection of fragile or endangered plant habitat to the maximum extent possible. The Oregon
9 Natural Heritage Database contains no record of sensitive or fragile native plants species or

10 habitat in the immediate vicinity of the applicants’ property. The record incorporated by

11 reference includes testimony to that effect. The residential development, including those

12 activities subject to this permit application, occurred in non-forested, disturbed areas that do

13 not possess unique functions or characteristics requiring protection under the provisions of

14 MCC 11.15.6420(M). Consequently, the Hearing Officer erred in not finding that the

15 Director had erred in not finding that this criterion was met.

16 M.  The Hearings Officer erred by finding that the proposed parking area is not

17  either a permitted use or a use permitted subject to review or an accessory use in the CFU

18 zoning district. Further, the Hearings Officer erred by finding that the applicant did not raise

19 the issue of whether the parking area was too large to be customarily accessory to a residential

20 dwelling. The Hearings Officer has exceeded her authority by so narrowly defining the scope

21 of the argument as to deny the applicant a reasonable opportunity for de novo hearing as

22 provided for in ORS chapter 215. Further, the Hearings Officer erred in footnote 3 by

23  attempting to distinguish between “a parking lot” and the “Bowen parking lot.” It is clear that

24  only the Bowen parking lot was before the Hearings Officer in this matter. Further, the

25 Hearings Officer erred on page 6 by asserting that the applicant had proposed 37 to 43 parking

26 spaces. Nowhere in the applicants’ proposal is such a number of parking spaces requested.
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The applicants’ testimony and argument are clear that the revised parking lot plan relates to
about ten parking spaces that are intended to replace 10 parking spaces previously authorized
by the County in a different location. Further, the Hearings Officer erred by finding that the
appeal did not include a site plan for the proposed use. Had the Hearings Officer reviewed the
site plan, she would have found that the proposai requested parking only in the parking lot
adjacent to the sport court (in addition to that already approved in the garage. the garage
apron, but as a substitute for parking spots adjacent to circular driveway). The Hearings
Officer also erred by concluding that no evidence regarding the amount, location, or type of
parking arrangement for other single family residences was presented. In fact, the record is
repleie with evidence relating to the amount of parking on two adjacent single family lots.
Further, the Hearings Officer erred on page 7 of her decision by implying that the applicant
could not submit evidence regarding the correctness of the Director’s decision to the Hearings
Officer. The applicant has a right to a de novo hearing at which new evidence may be
presented and the Hearings Officer’s disregard for this evidence violates that right established
in ORS 215.416(11)(a). The Notice of Intent to appeal contained sufficient information to
alert the County to the criteria and issues being appealed by the applicants. Argument and
evidence supporting and relating to the challenged issues and criteria are then to be presented
at the de novo hearing guaranteed as a matter of right by ORS 215.416(11)(a). The Oregon
Court of Appeals recently confirmed that right in Dept. of Transpo ' tion v. City of ier,
161 Or App 252, 1999 WL 459796 (Or. App‘)l In that case, the court states:
“Although there are some provisions in ORS 197.763, ORS

215.402 et seq., and ORS 227.160 et seq. that confer certain

implementing options on cities, counties or both, the overriding purpose

of the statutes generally and of the quasi-judicial hearing provisions they

contain in particular is to impose requirements on the local governments.

* & x The statutory provisions establishing quasi-judicial procedures in
6 - NOTICE OF REVIEW

STOEL RIVES
ATYORNEYS
900 SW FIFTH AVENUE, SUITE 2600 PORTLAND, ORBGON 97204.1268
Telephone (503) 2243380

Port}nd!1-2000887.1 0023722-00006




10-06-19938 9:39AM FROM P. 8

10
11
12
13
14
5
16
17
18
19
20

22
23
24
25
26

Page

connectjon with appljcations for permits and other applications that [the
petitioner] describes are not a statutory conféﬁal of authority on cities or
counties but a state legislative mandéte with which they are required to
comply.”
Hence, the court recognized that quasi-judicial procedures such as the one conducted by the
County in this instance are subject to ORS 215.416(11)(a) and a de novo hearing is required.
The Hearings Officer erred in not considering evidence and argument supporting the issues
raised in the Notice of Appeal. The Hearings Officer’s decision also violates ORS 215.416(8)
by affirming the Director’s decision which relied on standards and criteria outside of the
zoning ordinance for this application.

N. The Hearings Officer erred by finding that the purpose statement of the
commercial forestry zoning district is an api)rov'al criterion. The Hearings Officer erred in
ﬁnding that ORS 197.829(1) is applicable because this section gpplies only to interpretation
and no interpretation was offered in the Director’s decision. The Hearings Officer erred in
finding that the use restrictions are relevairt approval criteria where they are not listed in the
approval criteria,

0. The Hearings Officer erred by finding that the Director did not apply minimum
parking standards of the approval criterion. The Director erred and the Hearings Officer
perpetuated the error by finding that exceeding the minimum nuniber of parking spaces is a
violation or a reason to deny a request for additional parking spaces. The Multnomah County
Code establishes only minimum parking sﬁaces;; it does not establish a maximum number of
parking spaces. Further, the Hearings Officer ignored substantial evidence that the requested
number of parking spaces was accessory and customarily incidental to the use of the single
family residence.

P. The Hearings Officer erred be applying the 1995 GEC permit as an approval
criterion for this application. The Hearings Officer erred by finding that the Bowens could not
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modify that approval through this application since both Ms. Estrin and Mr. Tokos suggested
that modification and the county’s enforcement section expressly provides for this remedy.
Further, there is no need to directly amend the conditions of the 1995 GEC permit where a
subsequent permit amends by operation elements of that approval. Further, the Hearings
Officer erred by applying the 1995 GEC permit conditions as approval criteria or by finding
that they may not be modified in this application. The Hearings Officer also erted by ignoring
substantial evidence that wildlife on the property are not adversely impacted by this application
since Ms. Bowen testified that wildlife walked across the parking lot and there was no
substantial evidence to the contrary. Further, the Hearings Officer erred by finding that the
applicants are “bound to honor their legal obligation to revegetate the area that is proposed for
development in the pending SEC application.” This application seeks to modify that 1995
approval through a subsequent approval and would relieve the Bowens of this obligation
which, in fact, is not now required under the relevant MCC provisions. Further, the Hearings
Officer ignored all of the argument and substantial evidence regarding whether this area is a
non-cleared area, whether more than one acre may be cleared, and whether these uses are
permitted in a non-cleared area. Further, the Hearings Officer erred in her analysis of MCC
11.15.905(2)(B) because she incorrectly found that the permit requested did not correct the
land use violation. Further the Hearings Officer erred by finding that the December 2, 1998
letter from Mr. Tokos did not state that the applicants could correct the violation through a
significant environmental concern application. The Director’s analysis and the Hearings
Officer’s decision are in error because it clearly provided these options to the Bowens in
writing and these options are provided in the MCC.

Q. The Hearings Officer erred by finding that the applicant did not raise in the
Notice of Appeal of the Director’s Decision MCC 11.15.6426(8)(1) and (C)(1). This issue
involves how much notice is required. As the Hearings Officer herself said at the hearing, the
notiée of review requirement is merely a notice issue. The Hearings Officer has misread the
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1 MCC provision requiring the notice of review as reascn; a reason can be that the Director
2 erred and additional argument and evidence is allowed in a de novo hearing. For purposes of
3 this appeal, the appellants herein incorporate by reference arguments and evidence submitted to
4 the Director and the Hearings Officer on these MCC provisions.
5 R. The Hearings Officer erred for the same reasons above by finding that the
6 appellants did not raise MCC 11.15.6420(C). The appellants herein incorporate by reference
7 the argument and evidence submitted to the Director and the Hearings Officer on this criterion.
8 S. The Hearings Officer erred by finding that the 1995 permit is relevant to this
9 application when the CFU zoning district and requirements for an SEC permit have changed
10 since then. Finally, the Hearings Officer erred by failing to consider all of the argument in
11 evidence before her as is required by ORS 21.5.416(4) (imposing conditions authorized by
12 county legislation and applying only the county comprehcnsi&e plan and applicable land use
13 regqlations), ORS 215.416(5) (failing to conduct the hearing in conformance with the
14 provisions of ORS 197.763 by failing to consider issues raised with sufficient specificity),
15 ORS 215.416(8) (considering criteria other than those contained in the applicable land use
16 regulations), and ORS 215.416(11)(2) (failing to conduct har hearing as a de novo hearing and
17 exc;luding relevant argument and evidence thereby prejudicing the appellants’ substantial rights

18 to a full and fair hearing and an opportunity t¢ make their case in a de novo hearing).

19 Submitted this 1st of October, 1999.
20 ' ‘STOEL RIVES LLP
21
22
, -l\-;:lchael C. Robmson No. 91090

23 Frapk M. Flynn, OSB No. 92306

Of Attorneys for Appellants Walter and
24 Janet Bowen
25
26
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MICBASL C. ROBINSON
Direct ik
(503) 294-9194
email merobinsaa@swoel.com

VIA FACSIMILE
M, Derrick 1. Tokos, Planner
Multnomah County
Department of Environmental Services
Transportation and Land Use Division
1600 SW 190th Avenue
Ponland, OR 97233

Re;:  Multnomah County Permit No. SEC 3998
Dear Derrick:

This office represents the applicant. On behalf of the applicant, ] hereby exrend the 150-
day provision in ORS 215.428(}) through December 23, 1999, inclusive, on the condition that the
County holds the public hearing on December 9, 1999. If the Board of County Commissioners
determines 1o hold the public hearing on the Bowen appeal an another date, [ will adjust the
exiension of the 150-day clock eccordingly. If the County holds the hearing on October 7, 1999,
no extension is granted by this letter.

Please confirm in writing that the appeal hearing will be scheduled on December 9, 1959.
This exiension of the 150-day clock is based on my discussions with you and Jeff Litwak on
Friday, October 1. As always, I appreciate your courtesy and assistance in this matter.

Very truly yours,

Mibedd C. Gler =
. =
Michael C. Robinson ;:
S5
MCR:ipc A
cc: My Walt Bowen (via facsimile) oL,
M. lan Sinks (via facsimile) ' 8
M. Steve Shapiro (via facsimile) : S
Mzr. Jeff Litwak (via facsimile) ' / —

Mr. Frank Flynn ‘Ol& a0
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