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Some offenses do not lend themselves to
restitution since there is no direct victim. In these
cases, a major goal of sentencing should be service to the
community. For some time, Multnomah County has had an
excellent community service program which handles up to 30
percent of misdemeanants. This program needs to be expanded
so it involves a greater number of offenders being sentenced
to perform a certain number of hours of work on something
that benefits the public. It includes such things as im-
proving public parks or mowing the lawns of senior citizens
in the offender's neighborhood. Once the hours of community
service are verified and completed, the offender's sentence
is terminated.

Whether the offender is working directly to
repay the victim with restitution or indirectly to repay the
community through community service, he or she is doing
something constructive for others and for himself. As
described earlier, this is the kind of '"new start'" that is
needed to transform the offender from being a "loser'" to
being a productive, self-supporting citizen.

Restitution and community service can fre-
dquently be accomplished outside of formal probation. How-
ever, formal probation will be necessary for many of the
non-confinement sentencing options described below. Most of
these sentencing options will ‘involve private contracts with
community resource agencies which will actually provide
services to the client. For example, in the drug treatment
program which is part of our proposal for substance abusers,
there will be a counselor working on a private contract who
will actually be providing the services to the client. That
same client will be under the supervision of a probation
officer whose job it will be to police the enforcement of
conditions of probation.

This division of duty (the counselor doing
the treatment and the probation officer doing the supervising)
should effect a marked improvement in the success rate of
probation. In the past, probation officers have been ham-
strung by the dual and conflicting roles they have had to
play. On one hand, they have tried to be the friend and
counselor to the probationer to help him straighten out, and
on the other hand they have Lad to be the enforcer, as an
officer of the court.

2. Restitution

Restitution and victim assistance are pro-
vided for in each of the following parts of our plan: Pre-
trial diversion, the "Jobs'" program, enhanced probation, day
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treatment, alternative residential centers, the Central
Referral Programs Assignment Units, and a community service -
- program.

Restitution is a correctional alternative to
traditional forms of incarceration which assists the viectim ,
as well as the offender. It may be defined as payments by
an offender in cash (to the victim) or service (either to
the victim or general community) when such duties are imposed
by the criminal justice system.

To implement restitution, a staff is needed
to document victims' losses and evaluate offenders' payment
capabilities. Restitution amounts can then be recommended
to the judge as a corrections alternative. These functions
can be handled by the Central Referral Programs which will
emphasize restitution in its work and ensure its use.

The CRA will also combine restitution pro-
grams with job training and employment programs for those
probationers who are ordered to pay restitution but tempo-
rarily unable to do so, More effective restitution can be
accomplished by including it in the programs that are
actually dealing with the offender. Enhancing prosecution
capabilities will not put money in the victim's pocket, but
placing an offender in a supervised '"jobs" program will.

3. Community Service

The Alternatives Programs within the Central
Referral Programs will expand the current community service
program. New community service sentencing options will be
developed. Central Referral Programs will monitor community
service performance. Other aspects of community service.
have already been described in the introduction to this
section.

4. Employment -- "Jobs Program'

Putting clients referred by the criminal justice
system to work is a key to reducing crime and making restitu-
tion to victims. Therefore, it is a priority of our plan.

Jobs are important for many reasons. Regular
employment is the accepted way of assuming responsibility
for oneself. The offender needs to be able to support
himself. A job is also an influence on the nature of an
offender's associates, his use of leisure time, his self-
esteem and his expectations for the future.
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In view of the importance of jobs to offen-
ders, there need to be community programs which deal speci-
fically with an offender's employment potential. Our plan
provides for these. It allocates $120,000 for programs that
include job development, employment counseling and job
placement services to offenders. These will be handled by
contracts with agencies in the community. One approach is
the Job Therapy, Inc. model. Another is Labor's First
Offender Program model, However, we make no commitment to
these particular programs. Competitive contract bidding
will occur if the County approves our plan. The CRA will
also make individual placements in jobs and related programs.

5. Training and Education

For the same reasons that employment is
essential, it is important that offenders receive the train-
ing and education necessary for them to become productive
citizens. Many of them do not have high school diplomas
and, therefore, need to get into GED programs. Others need
special training so that they will have the skills needed in
today's tight job market. This is particularly true among
minorities. Since the unemployment rate among Black teen-
agers is around 40 percent, offenders that fall into this
group need special attention.

Our plan calls for the Central Referral Pro-
grams to develop and implement training and education
sentencing options. @ These options, like employment, will
frequently be combined with other programs such as ARCs and
day treatment. Wherever possible, existing community pro-
grams, e.g., CETA, and resougyces such as community colleges
will be used to traln and educate offenders.

Additionally, an education coordination and
outreach program is funded. This will provide for screening
and interviewing of those offenders needing remedial or
further education.

6. Enhanced Probation

Currently, probation caseloads are too high.
Presently, offenders are classified by county probation as
high-risk and medium-risk. We believe that the high-risk
and medium-risk supervisors should have lower case loads and
should develop Community Resource Management Teams so pro-
bation could be more effective.

The Central Referral Programs will provide -
many new additional services to county probation to enable

-
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closer supervision of offenders. It will work in conjunc-
tion with Probation Officers to see that restitution is
made, where appropriate.

7. Substance Abuse (Alcohol and Drug)

Alcohol abuse is a problem for many of the
offenders who pass through the county's justice system.
Although public drunkeness was decriminalized in 1973,
police still detain many public inebriates for delivery to
the county detoxification center. Any detention of this
nature .is improper.

Drunkeness contributes to many Class C felonies
and misdemeanors for which people now go to jail: assault,
disturbing the peace, resisting arrest, drunk and reckless
driving, and others. Many offenders are drunk at arrest and
need detoxification, others require treatment for alcoholism.
For short-term drying out, there is the David Hooper Detox
Center. Of the clients there at any time, 80 percent have
been there before and one in four has been there ten times
or more. . This indicates that Hooper Detox, whatever its
intent, has replaced the jail drunk tank as a revolving door
drying out place for Skid Row alcoholics. There are other
services, both public and private, available in the community,
but little coordination or communication exists between
them,

Drug abuse, like alcoholism, is another key
problem of many offenders.  Drug violations are the charges
which bring many prisoners to county correctional institu-~
tions and drug abuse contributes to crimes such as petty
theft and prostitution to support a habit. . Again, many
community resources are available and the TASC program is
probably the most comprehensive, following and monitoring an
abuser from time of arrest until completion of treatment.

Alcohol and drug abuse services need to be
increased and coordinated. Central Referral Programs will
perform this function, by purchasing services for alcohol
and drug abusers. Our budget provides for $119,000 of these
purchased services from agencies and professionals in private
practice.

8. Mental Health

There is presently a lack of mental health
treatment services through county mental health cliniecs.
Where low-cost services are available, there is often a
three week or longer wait for services. Additionally,
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motivation of clients, whether court-mandated or not, to
cooperate witlhi mental health treatment, is a serious problem.
Few probation and parole officers have extensive training in
the area of mental health.

Moreover, availability of food, shelter,
clothing and such basics has an impact on an individual's
mental health. Tunds will also be made available for food
and housing for those in need of short-term support while
establishing self-sufficiency. This could be in the form . of
grants or a loan program. This will be administered by the
Central Referral Programs and can sometimes be accomplished
through steering people to free, charitable services.

. Our plan addresses these various problems,
again mainly through the Central Referral Programs.: It
will encourage professionals in private practice to make a
commitment to treat a limited number of corrections clients
at little or no cost. This could be provided as a service
by professionals to individual clients and to the community
as.a whole. A method of organizing referrals to those
participating will be developed. Additionally, $116,000 is
budgeted for institutional mental health. These funds
should also be allocated for contracting for mental health
services from private mental health professionals and agencies.
Funds should be allocated to make Multnomah County Mental
Health Clinic services available to a wider range of indivi-
duals.

Staffs of county and state corrections
departments and attorneys need to be educated regarding
available services and how to put clients in touch with
these services. More probation and parole officers should
be trained in the area of mental health. The Central Referral
Programs will undertake this public education role.

E. Encouraging New Approaches

1. Demonstration Projects

We know that jails do not work for most mis-
demeanants and Class C felons. However, we are still finding
out what does work. Therefore, we have made an allocation
of $50,000 for client-centered projects that are designed to
demonstrate the workability of new concepts. Many pilot
programs are now going on around the country and some are
meeting notable success. Where it is possible to transplant
good programs to Multnomah County, we should do so. Some
examples of these innovations include assertiveness training
for offenders, transcendental meditation, literary workshops
for prisoners, etc.
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2. Volunteer Expenses

The county has a major volunteer program for
corrections now in operation. Corrections clients benefit
from a variety of volunteered services. Small expenses
frequently arise, including such things as transportation,
meals and the purchasing of books or other materials needed
for the volunteer's work with the offender. We have budgeted
$10,000 to pay these out-of-pocket expenses. It will be
available for reimbursement to community and institutional
volunteers in the criminal justice system.

F. Confinement Sentencing Options

1. = Introduction

We begin by reiterating our philosophy that
citizens should be kept out of jail and, if confined at all,
that it be the most minimal security possible. We do want
to emphasize that, nonetheless, we recognize that some forms
of confinement are necessary for some persons for limited
periods of time., Where they are necessary, they should be
the least restrictive form of confinement or control approp-
riate to the individual situation which is necessitated by
the protection of the public.

Minimal confinement for sentenced offenders
is nothing new in Multnomah County. ZFor years, the county
has kept virtually all misdemeanants and Class C felons in
MCCI. MCCI represents the most minimal form of security.
Any prisoner can "walk away' from MCCI at any time. There
are no ''guards'" per se. In fact, most of the 150 inmates in
MCCI come and go according to their employment and family
demands and are only there during week night, being gone
during the day and on weekends.

It is also important to note that 95 percent
of those sentenced to jail in Multnomah County serve less
than four months of time. This means we are not actually
keeping these citizens off the streets very long even when
we do sentence them to a term in jail. We cannot escape the
fact that those confined are from our community and will
return to our community very soon, even if they receive a
jail sentence. Given this situation, we believe that the
entire focus of confinement be geared toward making it
possible for those confined to successfully re-enter the
community.

We have identified three options for different
forms of confinement which we believe should satisfy the
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future needs for Multnomah County. They range from the
lowest form of confinement to the highest form of confine-
ment, and in that order are: (a) Day treatment (partial
confinement or intensive supervision while living in a
family or community situation); (b) alternative residential
centers (ARCs) -- same hours as MCCI but living and working
in a small facility in the community; (c) small secure

jail -- 24-hour-a-day supervision, short-term confinement.

We belatedly approved a fourth option -- a
"probation center'. To begin with, we were leery of apply-
ing for probation center funding, because of our under-
standing that such centers are really mini-jails for all
types of probation violators, and we did not want to be
party to a proliferation of new institutions around the
County. However, we have learned that MCCI already quali-
fies as such a center and that we may petition the State for
these separate funds to improve the programming at MCCI and
remedy some structural deficiencies (see Budget Summary).

With this short-term goal in mind, the Com-
mittee voted to seek probation center monies. We also
expressed an intent to "explore' the future possibility of
diffusing this allocation to encompass small facilities
{like ARCs) in the urban center, because of our concerns
over MCCI's large size and remote location. With some
reucvation, MCCI could conceivably serve as the functional
replacement for Rocky Butte Jail.

We believe that if a judge sentenced an
offender to the custocdy of Multnomah County Division of
Corrections for a period of confinement, such as one year in
jail, that county corrections through Central Referral Pro-
grams, can decide where this person should spend his time.
For instance, county corrections may decide that this person
should be sent directly to an ARC and then later toward the
end of his sentenced time, moved into a day treatment
program, where he is still ‘''confined" eight hours a day. Of
course, any other combination between the four confinement
options would also be possible.

We do not believe that ARCs and day treatment
should be used only as conditions of probation. If this was
done, it would have the effect of actually increasing the
confinement and control of clients over the present level,
not decreasing it as we desire. The problem with putting
someone onh probation and then sending him to spend a year in
an ARC is that if the judge later decides that the person
has violated his probation, then he can be still sentenced
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to up to the maximum term in a secure facility. For instance,
unless ARCs and day treatment are within the range of confine-~
ment sentences, it would be possible for a Jjudge to sentence
a misdemeanant to probation on the condition that he spend
one year in an ARC., After 11 months in an ARC, if the

person violates some term of his probation, it would then be
possible for the judge to revoke his probation and sentence
him to one year in jail. The end result would be that the
person would end up serving about two years in a confinement
setting. The maximum sentence for a misdemeanor is one year
of confinement. The CCAC recognizes the potential problem
and would like to bring such a possibility to the attention
of the court.

2, Day Treatment

As stated, day treatment is a form of confinement
or intensive supervision whereby the client is in a closely
supervised situation during the entire day, but lives at
home, This is similar to the present situation at MCCI and
other work release centers. There, the client is gone
during the day and in the institution at night, which is
just the reverse of day treatment. During the day, the
client would spend all of his time under the supervision of
a day treatment center where he would be involved in work,
schooling, or counseling and therapy related to the problems
which led him into crime. His attendance at the day treat-
ment center will be strictly accounted for. There will be
specific mandatory arrival and departure times and a re-
gquirement that the offender remain under supervision the
entire day. A failure to meet these rigid criteria will
mean expulsion from the program and the transfer into a
higher level of confinement. In addition to supervising the
client's work and schooling, the day treatment center will
also 1link the client to the Alternatives Programs within the
Central Referral Programs so that other needed support
services, such as alcohol and drug treatment, are available
to the client.

Day treatment offers many advantages to both
the community and to the client. It will cost much less
than confinement in a jail or an ARC since the client does
not have to be housed, fed and given other group living
support services. Yet, it still accomplishes many of the
same objectives of custody and control that are present in
other forms of confinement.

Day treatment involves a much more signifi-
cant loss of .freedom than probation, so it clearly consti-
tutes punishment for the offender. Nonetheless, it allows
the offender to remain in the community to which he must
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return at the end of his sentence and builds in him social
responsibility and other skills needed to make it in our
society. '

Day treatment fills one of the missing gaps
which has been long needed. It also lends itself well to
transition in bridge services. The budget allocation for
day treatment is $125,000. This money will be awarded to
contracts with community resource agencies establishing day
treatment programs.

3. Alternative Residential Centers (ARCs)

When more thorough confinement and control of
an offender is required, we believe that in most cases it
can be accomplished in an altermnative residential corrections
facility (ARC). The non-dangerous Class C Felons who need
this kind of structure, also need to be in or near the
neighborhoods from which they came. They need either work
or training at a '"support group'" around them to help them
make it. This can only be accomplished by small living
units which are on a "human scale'.

However, just as the offender and the criminal
Justice system have needs, so also does the neighborhood
where the ARC is located. The concerns of the neighborhood
are matters of the highest priority. We believe that ARCs
cannot only exist harmoniously in the community, but beyond
that, they can actually be a positive addition to given
neighborhoods.

a. Description: Size, Physical Structure --
An ARC is a small corrections facility which will handle

non~dangerous offenders who have been sentenced to confinement.

An ARC will hold an average of 15 residents who will be
confined there but who, like those assigned to MCCI, will be
able to come and go for jobs and education. No location
sitings for ARCs have been made, however, we believe that
they should be located in the central city area, preferably
in the neighborhoods which the offenders are currently being
taken out of when they are sent down to the penitentiary.

b. City of Portland Residential Care Facility

Guidelines —-- City of Portland residential care facility
guidelines should be adopted for all ARCs established in
Multnomah County. The ARCs will be operated by private,
non-profit groups on contracts with Multnomah County, using
CCA funding. As stated, the ARCs will be closely audited
by County Corrections subject to contract renewals and

4
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cancellation depending upon performance. Wherever posgsible,
ARCs will be situated in existing housing instead of new
construction.

ARCs will allow direct involvement of
the community in the care and treatment and supervision of
the offender. They will monitor and evaluate treatment plan
and activities of the offender while allowing the offender a
chance to develop positive relationships in the community.

c. ~Program Population -- The emphasis of an
ARC is to provide individualized treatment and supervision.
Therefore, different ARCs will be oriented toward different
populations. They will not be jails, but will provide the
same kind of custody and control associated with minimum
security corrections facilities. For this reason, they will
be appropriate for offenders who have been sentenced to a
term of confinement. The populations which ARCs will be
oriented toward include, but are not limited to, substance
abusers (drugs and alcohol) and the emotionally disturbed.
Each ARC will have a treatment program plan for each resident.
The plan will be subject to regular review and evaluation by
the staff. Treatment programs will maximize the use of
community resources. Whenever possible, outside services
will be used, including: Mental health, medical, educational,
vocational, recreational, spiritual, and outside transporta-
tion systems.

d. Screening -- An evaluation on a pre or
post-screening basis will be required for all persons con-
sidered for placement in an ARC. The Assignment Unit of the
Central Referral Programs will review, evaluate and recommend
placement of offenders into specific ARC programs. Any
private, non-profit ARC may accept or reject an applicant if
they determine the client is not appropriate for their
treatment program.

e. Placement of ARCs in the Community --
We believe that for ARCs to succeed, there must be community
knowledge and a participation in their development. 1In
order to initiate this, a process of community education and
awareness must be engaged in to develop neighborhood support.
To insure that this process occurs, we have provided for the
hiring of a community developer who will translate the
Community Corrections goal to the neighborhoods and lay the
groundwork for the placement of ARCs.

in locating ARCs, the community developer
will first consider those neighborhoods whose residents
would most benefit from an ARC's presence. Such an area



40

should be accessible to transportation, employment possibili-
ties and the families of offenders. In approaching neighbor-
hoods to discuss placement of an ARC, the community developer
will be responsive to the needs, concerns, questions and
fears of that neighborhood, the community-at-large, and the
membership of the CCAC. Any private contractor wishing to
site an ARC should assist the community developer in this
process.

A suggested model for implementing the
dialogue between Community Corrections and the neighborhood
is as follows:

i. Initially, the staff community
developer will form a speakers committee. This committee
will consist of neighborhood leaders and current ARC directors.
They will be responsible for articulating the guidelines and
goals of the ARC structure with each community.

ii. A general mailing will go to neigh-
borhood residents, informing them of community corrections
planning for ARCs and inviting them to an open meeting to
discuss the possibility of locating an ARC in their neighbor-
hood.

iii. In addition, or instead of, large
meetings, there could be a series of small coffees to discuss
this subject. A meeting may be held at block homes, churches,
neighborhood group homes, or other centrally located places.

iv. Before the commencement of any
definite plans to locate an ARC in a neighborhocd, there .
must be a thorough canvassing of that neighborhood to further
educate the county as to neighborhood acceptance and to
educate the neighborhood to the goals of ARCs.

V. Following all this preliminary
groundwork, the decision to locate an ARC can proceed only if
there is community acceptance within the City of Portland
residential care facility guidelines.

I, Control by Board of Directors -- The
management of each ARC will be overseen by a board of
directors. 30 percent of the membership of the board of
directors will come from the neighborhood. Each board of
directors will also have representation from local law
enforcement and we encourage it to also represent local
business or labor organizations. The board of directors
will be one of the means by which active, positive relation-
ships are developed between the communlty and the ARC. 1In
making policy decisions concerning the ARC, the effect on
the surrounding environment and nelghborhood will always be
given heavy emphasis.
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g. Staff Training -- Staff training for
those who operate ARCs will occur. There will be a strong
focus on the treatment needs of the clients, but also,
attention will be given to such other areas as security,
management, budget, and personal casework.

h. We have set as a target date April 1,
1979 for the beginning of the first ARC and funding is
provided for in our budget. Additionally, until other ARCs
are developed, bed space will be purchased in existing
residential care facilities. Approximately five or six ARCs
are currently contemplated.

4, Secure Confinement

For misdemeanants and nondangerous Class C
Felons, secure jail confinement will seldom be used. When
it is used, it will be only for that small percentage of
these offenders who temporarily are unable to get along in
some lesser form of confinement.

In the course of our study, we have investi-
gated the situation in the county's existing jaii facilities.
We believe substantial improvement must be made in those
facilities. For offenders today, life in these jails is
barren, futile and degrading. It is the poorest possible
preparation for an offender to successfully re-enter the
community. Jails are the most violent of all places and
they inspire manipulation and destructiveness. The citizens
who are placed in confinement in Multnomah County are almost
uniformly persons of low income and educational levels.
Minority groups are disproportionately represented. Whereas
minorities only comprise about six percent of our community,
26 percent of those booked are minorities.

In view of our findings, we have adopted a
general philosophy regarding secure confinement and specific
recommendations for needed improvements: (i) Community
Corrections Act monies should be used to provide programs
inside the existing county institutions only so far as those
programs lead to preparation of the inmate for release into
the community. Security is the responsibilty of the Multnomah
County Corrections Division; (ii) Community Corrections
expenditures within institutions should emphasize treatment,
not custody; (iii) Programs should be provided through
contracted services provided by private, non-profit agencies
to the fullest extent possible. All programs should em-
phasize community involvement whenever possible so that the
community is better prepared to receive the ex-offender and
the ex-offender is more prepared to enter the community; (iv)
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Programs funded through Community Corrections Act monies
should insure equal access and treatment of all inmates,
regardless of sex, race, or cultural differences. Programs
should provide for differences in language and educational
levels in all written materials so that programs are truly
available to all persons within the institutions; (v) Citizen
involvement in county correctional institituions should be
encouraged, whether it be through the Community Corrections
Advisory Board or through an on-going citizens advisory

board to the Corrections Division; and (vi) Given the assumed
impact of Community Corrections Act programs within Multnomah
County and other surrounding areas, the construction of
regional faciltites should be studied, both in terms of
duplicated costs avoided and impact on the prisoner and
community of such facilities.

Accordingly, we arrived at the following
proposals for improvement:

a. Mental and Medical Health ~- There is an
immediate need for secure medical and mental health services
to the inmates in county institutions. At present, care is
offered only on a part-time or emergency basis to the majority
of inmates within the institutions. Data is not yet available
regarding the extent of those service needs, county funds
available for those needs, or the appropriateness of those
services for Community Corrections Act funding. It is
clear, however, that present services are inadequate. A
full-time psychiatrist to serve all the institutions, a 24-
hour psychiatric nurse to be shared between Claire Argow and
the Donald E. Long Home, and daily ten-hour psychiatric
nurse coverage at MCCI (5:00 A.M. to 9:00 A.M. and 4:00 P.M.
to 10:00 P.M.), with on-call availability to the iustitutions
during the remaining hours are identified needs;

~ b. Recreation -— Recreation, especially at
Rocky Butte Jail, is inadequate in county correctional
institutions. Sentenced offenders have a right to recreation
and exercise. Recreation will serve to give the inmates

some outlet for hostility and physical energies as well as
provide some activity so that time to be served will pass
more rapidly. Recreation at Rocky Butte Jail is further
hampered by the facility as well as the common system problem
of no full-time recreational staff. Conversion of a storage
area within the jail to. a recreation area would allow inside
recreational activity for a more significant number of

- inmates of Rocky Butte Jail. This conversion could be
implemented through the acquisition of a quonset hut or
similar temporary shelter for the stored items, to be located




outside of the building. In addition, a full-time recrea-
tional coordinator is needed to direct the entire system of
recreation within institutions, implementing programs which
use community volunteers and inmates of the facilities as
leaders and coaches.

c. Employment -- In spite of the recognition
that employment is an essential element in the release of
ex-offenders from institutions, job development has tradi-
tionally been an area of agency competition and non-cooperation.
It is therefore recommended that a job clearinghouse for ex-
offenders be developed through a private, non-profit agency
such as National Alliance of Business which is designed to
involve the business community in working with offenders and
has not been funded as a job placement agency. It is suggested
that the planned ex-offender job clearinghouse designated
for Portland in 1980 be implemented as soon as possible by
the National Alliance of Business. Further development of a
close working relationship with both CETA programs opérating
in Multnomah County should be encouraged so that on-the-job
training monies, both inside and outside the institutions,
are used to teach offenders job skills which are marketable.
The emphasis on all employment related activities of ex-
offenders should be on development of realistic job skills,
career oriented employment, long-term employment potential,
and probability of continuation upon the job following
release from supervision.

d. Vocational Training -- Almost no voca-
tional training inside county correctional institutions is
offered at present., OQOffenders tend to have minimal job
skills at best, and many of the younger inmates have never
held any job. Some of these individuals will serve one year
within the local institutions, an adequate time for extensive
training. to take place. While training programs would be
difficult at Rocky Butte Jail, the other institutions do
have room for such programs. Claire Argow has an extensive
kitchen facility which would provide a training ground for
inmates, and MCCI has both buildings and grounds which could
be used as sites for training programs. Vocational training
programs within the area community colleges could be made
available within the institutions in some manner, and such
programs would have the added feature of being available for
continuation after release. The private business sector
offers training resources within the community for which K
there is little or no cost. These skills tend to be highly
marketable, would offer contact with potential employers to
the trained inmates, and would offer program continuation
after release. 1In addition, the encouragement of the business




community to train people inside the institutions would
encourage better communication between the corrections *
system and potential community leiders from the business
community, as well as make the problems and needs of ex-
offenders more understandable to the probable employers.

f. ' Counseling -- Counselors at the county
level, as in most other institutional zetiings, are burdened
with other jobs beside person to person contact with the
inmates. Alcohol and drug counseling are clearly inadequate
within the institutions. There is a need for one full-time
Corrections Counselor to be shared by MCCI and Claire Argow,
with demand deciding institutional need. To supplement
those staff positions, outside private non-profit, or public
agencies should be contracted to provide alcohol, drug, and
group/personal counseling for inmates which will continue to
be available to them after release. It is generally true
that counseling that does not continue after release is only
a temporary answer to the sometimes chronie problems of the
inmate, and for that reason it is particularly important
that programs be available during that period of transition
from inside prison/jail to outside community living. So,
too, should family and pastoral counseling be available to
inmates through outside service provision. Whether or not
on-going services in these two areas are contracted for,
there should be funds available to re-imburse out of pocket
expenses incurred by the individuvals providing the counseling.
In addition, crisis counseling is generally inadequate
within the institutions and should be expanded through an
emphasis on staff training in appropriate technigues.

Inmates within the institutions are ’
generally apprehensive about the fairness of inmate hearings.
Although there is every indication that such hearings are
fair, procedures are poorly explained to the inmates through
the inmate manual,, and the fact that the Hearings Officer
is an employse of the Correcticis Division does not encourage
the inmate about a neutral decision. It is necessary to
have a Correi¢tions Ombudsman position, under the County .
Commission, and perhaps staffed by an ex-offender or some
other professional. This individual should be authorized to
sit in on all inmate hearings upon request by the inmate or
other parties, and should also be charged with establishing x
an appeals procedure in a neutral setting, available under
certain specified conditions. Appeals should be for more
serious charges and punishments and not for minor or techni-~
cal violations. The hearings procedures, availability of
the Ombudsman, and qualifications for the appeal process
should be clearly communicated to the inmate through both
the inmate manual as well as separate written notice on the
charging document.



45

g. Bridge and Pre-Release Services —-- As
stated under the preceeding section and in other parts of
this report, offenders who have been serving time in secure
jail facilities are totally unprepared to re-~enter the
community. We are, in effect, programming them for anti-
social behavior and that is what we can expect to receive
upon their release. Therefore, we have provided for pre-
release programs to 'bridge' the gap between confinement and
return to the community. We have budgeted funds to establish
programs to minimize the problems of transition from insti-
tutional to community life.

5. Savings For Center For Sentenced Offenders

In 1976, prior to the advent of the planning
we have done, a proposal was made for the county to build a
270 bed new jail facility for sentenced offenders together
with a work release center for 50 sentenced offenders. It
is clear that such large facilities are not needed and would
be a waste of taxpayers' money. Given the estimated cost of
construction of approximately $30,000 per bed for each new
jail bed, and then a high ongoing cost of operation, it is
obvious that such massive new construction would require
millions of dollars in funding. Since the federal govern-
ment will only be paying for a limited number of new jail
beds for construction in the replacement of Rocky Butte
Jail, and nothing for ongoing operation, it would be wise
for the county to reconsider this course in light of our
planning efforts.

: The Rocky Butte Jail relocation project's own
study indicated that only 50 secure beds were needed. It is
possible that at peaks, this figure would reach as high as
80 secure beds. We believe these numbers can be absorbed
within the facilities which will exist after Rocky Butte
Jail is torn town.

What we believe should occur is a temporary
halt to movement toward construction of new sentenced
offender facilities. 1In view of the colossal expenrse and
the tax revolt which is now occurring in this country, there
~needs to be time to at least evaluate the impact of community
corrections programs, Such a temporary moratorium in jail
construction has been recommended by all of the prestigious
national organizations which have studied this matter,
including the National Council on Crime and Delinquency, the
National Advisory Committee on Criminal Justice Standards
and Goals, and the American Justice Institute.



G. Those '"Not Responsible!" For Criminal Conduct

In 1977, the Oregon legislature created a new
designation and procedure for handling persons who have been
accused of a crime but are found '"not responsible'" due to a
mental disease or defect. These individuals are now adjudi-
cated as '"not responsible" (instead of guilty or not guilty)
and, if they are determined by a court to be dangerous to
themselves or others, are then committed to a mental health
facility.  Upon release to the community by the newly created
Psychiatric Security Review Board, the "NR's' become the
responsibility of the county from whence they came. However,
no funds were allocated to the counties for this specific
purpose.

Although we recognize that CCA funds may be used
for "NR's", (and will be insofar as some "NR's" fall into
the "non-dangerous Class C felon'" category minus the adjudi-
cation of guilt for the offense charged), the CCAC elected
not to provide funding from the general enhancement or
mental health budgets. Rather we recommend that the two
populations be clearly distinguished, so that public assur-
ances of the profile of CCA clients (described earlier) can
be maintained. Yet, until the State Mental Health staff is
successful in securing a separate allocation for "NR" super-
vision, we suggest that the Commissioners reserve $127,000
of the monies returned to the County, through our planning
efforts in the Reimbursement area, to meet this need. We
have been informed that this "compromise'" position would be
acceptable to the administrators at the state level.
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Iv. Supporting Services

A, Administration

During this interim stage, prior to final approval
and implementation of the Community Corrections Plan, the
Chairman of the Board of County Commissioners is designated
as the Community Corrections Manager. After approval of the
CCA Plan the CCAC will assemble a viable administrative
scheme in tandem with existing County management requirements.
However, the functions and duties required by the administration
of the Community Corrections Plan have been delineated and
are described below.

1. Coordination of the Central Referral Programs

Since Central Referral Programs are essential

tq the community corrections plan, their coordination
will for all practical purposes assume many of the CCA

Manager's duties. It is difficult to determine at this

point what might be required in terms of time because of

issues enumerated under the CRP heading in the previous

- section. During the development period, a full-time planner
is provided (6 months).

2. Alternative Programs

, The administrative plan provides a section
head position which would be assigned to the Corrections
Division to administer alternative programs. The CCAC
should be involved in the selection of this person and have
regular reports on alternatives program performance. This
responsibility does not include augmented programs for con-
finement facilities or the existing Probation serction -
which are assigned to existing section heads in the Correc-
tions Division. These activities are to be reported separ-
ately, reviewed by the Manager (or his delegate) and for-
warded to the CCAC.

3. ARC Community Development

A separate program and budget for Community
Development in behalf of Alternative Residential Care faci-
lities is placed under the Manager for supervision. We will
undoubtedly be closely involved with this effort.

4, Staff Support to the CCAC

We will need professional staff support for
the implementation phase and will want to work closely with
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the CCA Manager. Note that plan development £for the next
biennium is a separate item. There is a full-time secretarial
position in the Administrative budget to assist with this
aspect of CCAC staff support.

5.  1979-81 Plan Development

Almost immediately after approval of this
plan, the planning for the next biennium must get underway
and be completed no later than March of next year (in general
form). A planner for six months is included in the Adminis-
trative budget to provide staff for this purpose - at the
direction of the CCAC. It does not seem possible to adjust
the schedule of this planning with that of the CRP planner
in order to have one person fulfill both of these 6 month
roles.

6. Assumption of SCD Field Services

Assumption of SCD Field Operations is required
by the CCA and it is recommended that Multnomah County
contract with the Regional Field Services office for these
services on an "actual cost'" basis. ‘A number of recommen-
dations were produced by the Joint Staff Committee on this
subject. See Section D (infra),

7. Miscellaneous Administrative Responsibilities

There are three major and two minor responsi-
bilities placed under this heading: (major) Evaluation,
Training and Demonstration Projects, (minor) Personnel and
Fiscal. The major subjects are described in further detail
under their own headings below. Personnel and Fiscal
Management are not specifically addressed in this plan
except to note that the "Training Officer'" position is
intended to augment the currently budgeted resources of the
Corrections Divisicen with the intention that the Division
will revise and adjust its assignments and job delineations
to accommodate increased and revised responsibilities deriv-
ing from this plan. The fiscal management is covered under
the 11% add-on to budgets involving County staff with the
understanding that the Manager will be responsible for
supervision of fiscal management of all programs (directly
supervised, delegated and contracted).

B. Future Role of Community Corrections Advisory
Committee

By statute, the Community Corrections Advisory
Committee has major continuing responsibilities. Our com-
mittee wishes to continue participating to the fullest
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extent in corrections decision-making. Accordingly, it is
paramount that the committee be kept abreast on all infor-
mation tending to bear on these responsibilities.

For the time being, the CCAC will maintain its
present organizational structure, which may be altered or
expanded as the need arises. The committee will engage in
functions which include, but are not limited to, the follow-
ing: Reviewing the operation of Multnomah County Community
Corrections programs and other matters set forth in this
plan; developing new proposals and planning for the next
biennium; preparing job descriptions of personnel hired
under the plan; overseeing the hiring of additional personnel
required by the plan; reviewing the awarding of contracts to
private contractors and professionals working under the
plan; engaging in legislative action; increasing public
awareness of the problems and solutions in the area of
corrections; and pursuing the directions it has established
thus far,.

The CCAC has been concerned that there is presesatly
only one minority representative among its membership. The
CCAC recommends that the Board of County Commissioners,
acting with the advice and consent of the CCAC, remove those
members who have been inactive and maké every effort to
replace them with members of the minority community.

The CCAC will continue having regular meetings of
its Coordinating Council and, when appropriate, plenary
sessions. Interim activities will remain the responsibility
of its Chairperson and a Vice-chairperson. Support services
for the CCAC are described in the Administrative section.
Staff working with the CCAC will be interviewed and selected
- by the Coordinating Council.

C. Private Contracting

From the outset of planning, persons with an
interest in private contracting were involved in planning
and had an effect on recommendations that appear in the
recommended plan. Some of the most active participants in
plan development were representatives of potential private
contractors. It should be noted that SCD notified the
County of continued contracting with three local agencies
- during the period from January 1 to the date of an approved
plan, Job Therapy, Inc. and the Seventh Step Foundation
representatives were active participants in CCA planning
while "lLifeliners" were not.

It has been made clear throughout this planning
process that no private party has "an inside track' to

b
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funding for any specific program, but will have to compete
through regular contract-letting channels for a slice of the
pie depicted below. A philosophical commitment to expanding
the base of participation in correctional services is clearly
reflected in the funding allocations for private contracts as
contrasted with programs carried out by government employees.
The pie slice illustration below shows the magnitude of
allocation to private contracts as opposed to County operated
programs.

‘A COMPARISON

CONTRACT
OF LINE ITEM BUDGETS

$ 1,297,000

AND
CONTRACT ‘ \ LINE
B U
BUDGETS $ 1,020,000
D. Assumption

The CCA requires that a participating county must
assume responsibility for State Corrections Division Field
Services in the Cournty. Multnomah County is the only county
in Oregon which is defined as a state region. The general
recommendation of the plan states that these (mostly felony)
services be contracted with SCD on an "actual cost bhasig".
The issues which must be resolved in the '"assumption" con-
tract are: (1) pre-sentence investigations; (2) Class C
supervision on Probation (Class C felons placed on probation
do not count for purposes of the penalty charge, but those
revoked from this status and sent to prison do); (3) Parole
of felons is handled as a separate function in this region.
(Parole revocations do not affect penalty charges unless
there is a new Class C felony conviction); (4) SCD employee
rights (SCD employees are part of an entirely separate
bargaining unit); (5) Caseload standards (SCD Field Staff
have a legislatively approved standard of 50 cases and 3
PSI's per month on a state wide and regional basis); (8)
Administrative deduction; (7) Professional practices; (8) _
"Cross-over'" clients .(SCD has been assigned some misdemean-
ant cases and County Probation has been assigned some felony
probation cases for years. A gradual elimination of these
"eross over! clients is planned during the first year).
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E. Training

An allocation cof $90,000 is made for training in
the first year of operation. The amount is taken from
Enhancement and Mental Health OTO funds - none is allocated
from level term funding. Consequently, the training budget
is not a part of the regular allocation for community correc-
tions funding on a regular and continuing basis. The recom-
mendation from the Evaluation and Training Sub-committee for
a training coordinator was incorporated into the adminis-
trative budget.

The sub-committee recommended that a half-time
professional position be devoted full time to training. The
trainer will be responsible for the implementation of train-
ing activities, both in-house and outside conferences,
consistent with the philosophy and intent of the Community
Corrections Plan. Emphasis will be on treatment methods
rather than custody and controcl issues. Training will be
available to all persons, county staff as well as personnel
from private contractors and agencies, involved in community
corrections programming,

The budget provides about $65,000 from enhancement
and $25,000 from Mental Health funds. The latter are to be
used to train staff to recognize mental health problems and
to deal empathetically with confined persons and probationers,

F. Evaluation

By law, evaluation must be a part of the community
corrections plan. The approved budget allocates funds for
this purpose in three general categories, two of which are
funded from level term and the third from OTO Enhancement
funding,

A tracking system for class C offenders in the
system is the first evaluation element. This will be done
manually and it is expected that it will be contracted to a
private agency or contractor. The allocation for this is .
$20,000.

Program monitoring is the second element. This
activity is designed to provide necessary feedback on whether -
the various delegated and contracted programs are achieving
their stated objectives. Without this feedback, timely
monitoring might not occur and much time and monzy might be
wasted on inefficient and ineffective programs. Allocation
is $30,000.
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The third element is a $7,500 allocation for
preparation of a detailed plan and cost estimates for use by
the Corrections Division of existing or planned computer
systems in the criminal justice system (CRISS and PROMIS).
The item is necessary because the manual systems now used in
the County are not adequate to supply timely information on
the more than 6,000 persons under superyision on a typical
day.

It is expected that all three of these evaluation
elements will be contracted with a private agency or in-
dividual.



V. Financing Plan

A, Available Funding

The Community Corrections Act provides three cate-
gories of operational funding and another for construction.
The largest of the operational funding categories is "Enhance-
ment'" which is distributed to Counties on a formula basis
and includes a designated amount for mental health. ' The
second is a separate mental health fund, also distributed on
a formula basis. The third is a competitive application
category for "Probation Centers'. The Multnomah County plan
is based on $2,760,000 from these sources as follows:

66.6%

ENHANCEMENT FUND
.less Mental Health)

$1,837,000

N\,

PROBATION MENTAL
CENTERS HEALTH
$500, 000 $423, 000
18.1% 15.3%

1. Enhancement Fund. The Enhancement Fund is
divided, in the Multnomah County plan, into four sub-cate-
gories as shown on the illustration on the next page.

- .
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52.1%

ENHANCEMENT BALANCEI

$1,067,000
20.3% : 31.8%
oTO - LEVEL
415,000 652,000
\

A

PENALTY
$170, 000
8.3%

REIMBURSEMENT
FUND

MENTAL
HEALTH
$211, 000
10.3%

$600, 000
29.3%

2. Reimbursement Fund. The Reimbursement Fund category
is not found in the CCA - it is a Multnomah County category
established to reimburse the county for actual expenses of
caring for sentenced felons in local institutions. Only
those sentenced to serve time in local institutions as a
condition of probation are counted for the purposes of this
fund, but the amount reflects a full 18 month period. The
amount shown is adjusted by the balance of costs borne by
the county in felony probation and the SCD's cost of providing
misdemeanant services. The plan will specify that these
cross—-over clients be systematically reduced during the
first year of operation. Reimbursement funds will go directly
into the County's General Fund and any further use of them
will be through the County's established budgeting process.




‘ 3. Penalty Charge. The county will be assessed
a penalty for all Class C felons sent to state correctional
institutions after January 1, 1979. In recent years an
average of about 160 have been sentenced to prison. The
plan offers no definite basis for predicting change in this
sentenced felon group, so the penalty charge is simply based
on the somewhat arbitrary figure of 170 (see Appendix A 3
for other comment).

4. Mental Health Programs. A portion of the
Enhancement category is also reserved for mental health
programs., These funds are used to '"match' an equal amount
of funding in the state Mental Health Division. The formula
allocation for Multnonah County is $211,840 from the CCA and
a similar amount from the Mental Health Division for a total
of $423,680.

With these deductions, the net balance in the
Enhancement category for this County is $1,077,000.

The probation centers category is a competi-
tive application funding source, and the $500,000 shown in
this plan represents 2/3 of the state allocation for this
purpose.

B. Operational Budget

Available funds are allocated to three general
functional areas: system improvement programs, supporting
services and an unallocated balance account which generally
represents a net gain to the county.

System improvement projects include these cate-

gories:
$ %
Central Referral Programs 275,000 9.9
Diversion Programs . 102,000 3.7
Conditions of Formal Probation 964,000 34.9
Confinement Programs | 591,000 21.4
Client centered Demonstration 50, 000 1.8

projects

Totals 1,982,000 71.8




GENERAL DIVISIONS

OF T HE PLAN BUDGET

71.8%

SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS

Central Referral Programs,
Diversion, Confinement and
Probation Programs

$1,982,000

PENALTY,
REIMBURSEMENT
FUND BALANCE and
NR's

$560,000
20.3%

SERV'S:
$218, 000

N = $2,760,000

SUPPORTING SERVICES:

Training ' 90 3.3%
Evaluation 58 2.1%
Administration 70 2.5%

218 7.9%

OTHER ITEMS:

Penalty 160 5.8%
NR 's ; 127 4.6%
Balance in Reimbursement Fund 273 9.9%

560 20. 3%
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Since at least 7 months will have elapsed in the
18 months originally pessible in this biennium, a further
division of operational funds must be made. The appropria-
tion of funds in the CCA was based on the general presump-
tion of 18 months of operation. This means that about
1/18th of any fund is the approximate expenditure rate for
an average month, in order to establish an expenditure level
that can be maintained into the next biennium. Consequently,
our plan identifies a "level term" and a '"One Time Only"
division of each operational funding category. These are
shown on the summary chart on the next page under the En-
hancement, Mental Health and Probation Centers headings.
Assignment of costs to the OTO category generally indicates
that there is no commitment to continue this activity into
the next biennium - and there may be doubts about whether
these funds will be spent in this biennium,

Program budgets are shown in summary form on the
following chart.

C. 'Construction Funds

No significant construction is being proposed in
the plan. Definite estimates on those few items which are
being contemplated will be deferred until the Board of
County Commissioners has voted to participate in the CCA.
Three construction items that have been mentioned are: A
quonset building to provide more space for recreation at
RBJ, minor renovations at MCCI and additional new or reno-
vated space for the increased staff of the CRA and county
probation.
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MULTNOMAH COUNTY
COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS PLAN BUDGET SUMMARY
(A11 figures in thousands...rounded to the -
next highest thousand...see accompanying DISTRIBUTION TO FUNDS
text for explanations...duly 21, 1978) TOTAL
o owacomn g | IO | o
LEVEL | OTO) LEVEL] OTO | LEVEL] OTQ
LINE ITEM BUDGETS 2,760 657 (420 259 | 164 300 | 200 ! 600 160
1. CENTRAL REFERRAL PROGRAMS 275 146' 41 63 25
2. INSTITUTIONAL MENTAL HEALTH 116 77 24 15
3. PROBATION CENTER AT MCCI 250 150 | 100
4, COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS ADMINISTRATION 70 65 5
5. ARC COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 25 25
6. VOLUNTEER EXPENSES REIMBURSEMENT FUND 10 10
7. JAIL RECREATION AND COUNSELING 45 45
—8. PROBATION ENHANCEMENT 140 140
FUNCTIONAL ALLOCATIONS
9. DIVERSION PROGRAMS 102 75 27
-10. JOBS PROGRAM 120 92 28
11. DAY TREATMENT PROGRAMS 125 80 20 25
12. SUBSTANCE ABUSER' PROGRAMS 119 119
13.  EDUCATION COORDINATION AND QUTREACH 105 64 4t
14, ARC I OPERATION 30 30
15.  PURCHASED Al ERNATIVE RESIDENTIAL CARE 220 120 { 100
6. BRIDGE SERVICES 75 50 | 25
17. STAFF TRAINING 90, 65. 25
18. EVALUATION 58 50 8
19. DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS 50 50
OTHER ALLOCATIONS
20. "NOT RESPONSIBLE" OFFENDERS PROGRAM 127 127
21. ENHANCED STATE CORRECTIONS FIELD SERVICES 175 110 65
PENALTY CHARGES
PENALTY CHARGES, Jan - June 1979: 160 160
BALANCE 273 273
COLUMN TOTALS 657 ° 420 259 164 300 - 200 600 150
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VI. Conclusion

The foregoing document is the result of the combined
efforts of a diverse group of citizens. Our single unifying
feature is our commitment to the improvement of correctional
planning and programming in Multnomah County. We began
meeting as the Community Corrections Advisory Committee in
mid-March, 1978. Since then we have spent innumerable hours
in research and discussion, on holidays and weekends, to
pull together a product which is consistent with the spirit
of the Community Corrections Act and offers a rational
approach for the enhancement of local correctional activities.

This plan is to be viewed as the foundation for a
developing community corrections program. We believe it to
be a workable plan, one that takes into consideration the
needs and requirements of our local community as well as the
needs and requirements of our client population.

Special effort has been made to prepare a cost effective
plan. It was not our intenticn to put forth a set of pro-
grams with an expensive price tag and guestionable producti-
vity. It was out intention to enhance programs focusing on
the development of clients' basic skills necessary for
economic independence. The often repeated principle of
providing the least restrictive form of confinement for an
offender in keeping with public safety needs is based not
only on a philosophical platform but an economic position as
well. The societal costs for an incarcerated person extend
far beyond the dollar amount for feeding and housing the
individual. They impact on every person in our community
through the prisoner's loss of earnings, loss of tax dollars
and family separations, often resulting in additions to
welfare rolls.

We do not offer any new or unusual approaches to
corrections programming, We do not offer any expensive
programs. We do not even offer any elaborate promises.
What we do offer is a well-defined, cohesive, economically 5
sound plan. We intend to oversee the plan's implementation,
assist in hiring the necessary staff, help in setting up the
proposed programs, include community groups in our work,
monitor program operations and come back next year with a .
better plan which will be built on the experiences of the
first year of operation of a Community Corrections Program
in Multnomah Ccunty.
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BUDGET SUMMARY

1. Introduction

An overview of the community corrections budget was
presented under the heading of "Financing Plan'" in the
preceding text. This appendix document provides budget
information at the next higher level of detail. Budget
information on a third level of detail is being prepared
specifically for Multnomah County's Budget Office for their
review and analysis and can be furnished on request to any
interested person.

2. Reimbursement Fund

The Reimbursement Fund is a Multnomah County plan
category occasioned by the major increase in locally sentenced
felons since the summer of 1975, The County introduced a
bill in the 1977 session of the state legislature to recover
this additional financial burden. The bill was incorporated
into the Community Corrections Act which specifically allows
the SCD Administrator to reimburse the County for these
services or to apprcve this expense as a part of the plan
for a participating County. PFinally, this fund is viewed as
the method by which the Board Order of March 2 requiring a
maximum offset to the County General Fund is satisfied.

It has been fully understood from the outset that CCAC
recommendations to the Board of County Commissioners regarding
expenditures from this Fund are only advisory.

METHOD OF FIGURING

There are three principal 1tems in the Reimbursement
Fund computation:

1. Cost of institutional care of felons in three
county institutions,

2. Cost of felon probatlon services provided by the
county,

3. Deduction of cost of misdemeanant services pro-

vided by SCD.

All actual figuring will be done on a daily head count
basis in each of the three categories above. The figures
quoted below are illustrative rather than actual since they
are based on recent averages in these categories. In addition,
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a phased reduction in the ''cross over'" probation (items 2
and 3 above) is projected into these figures since it is
clearly to the advantage of the Reimbursement Fund balance.

THREE LEVELS

Three levels of reimbursement have been proposed for
consideration and approval of the SCD Administrator and the
State Community Corrections Advisory Board:

Proposal A - (minimum) Based on only the cost of custody,
institutional programming and medical services.
Total amount = $579,592

Proposal B - (median) All costs of A plus a pro-rated
share of Corrections Division administration.
Total amount = $596, 333

Proposal C - (maximum) All costs of A and B plus an
additional pro-rated amount for capital depre-~
ciation of facilities. Total amount = $746,981.

The funding plan has used the figures that result from
proposal B since it seems likely that this is the proposal
that will be approved. The figures used to arrive at this
amount are presented and briefly explained on the accompany-
ing table. Similar computations were made to arrive at the
totals for proposals A and C. This data is summarized from
a separate document in which all figures are properly
authenticated and explained.

PERIOD

The Reimbursement Fund figures are for the entire one
and one-half year period of authorized spending under the
CCA - January 1978 through June 1979.



SUMMARY OF PROPOSAL B

Multnomah County Reimbursement Fund

Institutional Care Cost Computation

a. Per diem rate at 3 institutions:

1978-79 budget
for custody, programs and medical services.

MCCI CAC RBJ
Custody operations $303, 258 498,468 1,346,182
Programs & Services 197,286 166,934 421,728
Medical Services 95, 687 37,971 227,827
. 596,231 703,373 1,995,737
Corr. Div Admin 9,182 16,527 53,255
Total cost $605,413 $719,900 $2,048,992
Average daily population + 135 -~ 54 + 321
Per diem rate $ 12.28 36.53 17.48
b. Average sentenced felons at each institution according
to counts taken during Jan-Mar of this year
MCCI CAC RBJ
75 8 15
c. Inmate per diem payback at two institutions (MCCI and

CAC) must also be credited against the total of per

diem charges as applicable

d. Computation: (18 months - 547 days)

MCCI = $12.28 x 75 x 547 = $503,787
less inmate payback -126,472

$ 377,315

CAC = $36.53 x 8 x 547 = $ 159,855
less inmate payback - 7,884

$ 151,971

RBJ = $17.48 x 15 x 547 = $ 143,423
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2, Felon probation services provided by Multnomah County
a. Per diem cost computation
Direct operational cost - $521,741
Prorated Corr. Div. Admin. 22,955
Total $544,696
Total caseload - 2,490
per diem cost of prcbation: $0.60
b. Average felons on County probation: 173
c. Computation: A steadily decreasing number of felons

on county probation during 1978-79 has been scheduled
for the cost computation. On the basis of a constant
amount for the first seven months and a "phase-out"
schedule during the remaining 11 months, a figure

of $39,748 is projected.

3. Misdemeanant services provided by State Corrections Division
a. Per diem cost computation provided by SCT = $1.50
b. Average msidemeanants on SCD caseloads = 200
c. Computation; The computation here is also based
on a Y“phase-out" schedule during the last 11 months.

On the basis of this schedule, the projected cost is;
$116,124.

SUMMARY OF PROPOSAL B:

1. Institutioral care cost computation
MCCI (net) $377,315
CAC  (net) 151,971
RBJ ; 143,423
Total $672, 709
2. Felon Probation Services by Multco 39,748 -
Subtotal $712,457
3. Misdemeanant Probation
Services by SCD - 116,124

NS/ bmbuadlt i N

Net Reimbursement Fund  $596,333
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3. Penalty Charges

GENERAL

The '"performance incentive! for participating counties
is the penalty charge that will be made for each class C
felon prison sentence after January 1, 1979. The emphasis
on diversion of class C felons from prison largely derives
from this provision in the CCA.

The charge for each class C prison sentence is fixed by
law as the average annual cost of prison confinement as
fixed by the legislature: The overall budgeted cost of
prisons divided by the average capacity used for fixing the
budget. In the current biennium, this charge is $20.69.

The penalty charge is levied against the County's
Enhancement Fund on a daily basis for a period of one year
from the date of admission to prison. The charge is not
adjusted to reflect the actual time spent in prison by class
C felons (generally less than a year). Though questions
might be raised about the fairness of the penalty charge, it
does offer a simple and easily understocd basis for compu-
tation.,

Since the law and rules only provide for this charge to
be made as a deduction from a participating county's En-
hancement Fund, withdrawal from participation cancels the
unpaid obligation for any previously sentenced class C
felons.

PHASE-IN DURING 1979

A participating county starts with a zero penalty charge
account on January 1, 1979, Class C felons in prison on
that date are not charged against the County's Enhancement
Account. As class C felon prison sentences occur thereafter,
charges are begun on a daily basis against the county's
account.

This produces an incrementally increasing daily charge
to the county as new sentenced persons are delivered to
prison during the first year, This 'phase-in" period will
last for exactly one year before the daily charges to the
county's Enhancement Account accurately reflect the full
level of penalty charges if the annual rate of class C
sentences remains constant.

The phase-in period produces a distortion of the magni-
tude of the eventual penalty charges for a given annual
‘prison sentencing rate, especially in the first six months.
If straight line projection of a constant annual rate of
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exactly one~half of the annual rate at the end of the first
six months. However, the cumulative charges up to the end
of the sixth month will have only reached about one-fourth -
rather than one-half - of the penalty charges for the first
year, The following diagram illustrates this phenomenon.
The width of the diagram represents a constant annual class
C sentencing rate. Each of the 36 vertical bars represents
a group of sentenced class C felons delivered to prison - at
which time daily penalty charges begin. The diagram shows
three groups delivered each month at approximately equal
intervals (for example, on the 1lst, 10th and 20th). This
incremental phase-in accrues only 171 "cost units" through

INCREMENTAL PHASE-IN
OF CCA PENALTY CHARGES
IN THE FIRST YEAR (1979)
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June 30 while 495 will accrue in the following six months.
The total for the year of phase~in as shown is 666 ''cost

units'", or about 51% of a level term penalty charge for the
saine rate.

A constant annual rate of 170 class C felon prison
sentences is used in these explanations and illustrations.
This number is slightly less than the reported number for
1977 (not believed to be reliable) and slightly more than
the average for the 3% years which ended on June 30 this
year. This constant annual rate is the best basis for
explaining and illustrating the changes which will take
place as a result of the incremental phase-in and inflation
of charges. It is believed that CC programs will reduce the
number of these sentences and the resulting penalty amounts -
perhaps markedly - but this reduction is not reflected in
the following explanation. Therefore, use of the constant
annual rate of 170 reflects a highly conservative approach
to projectiong CCA financing for this county in the next
biennium.

THIS BIENNIUM

¥ Jan - Jun, 1979: During this half year period,
penalty charges begin from a zero base and begin the incre-
mental phase-in period as shown on the previous diagram.
The method of computation includes 85 class C felon sentences
to prison on a uniform rate during an 181 day period when
charges are $20.69 per day.

85 x 181

Prisoner days: 5 = 7,692.5 X $20.60 = $159,158

NEXT BIENNIUM

* Jul - Dec, 1979: During the second half of 1979, 85
new class C felon sentences begin on a uniform incremental
rate and there are 85 "holdovers" from the first half year.
There are 184 days in this period and the daily rate has
risen to $22.76 per day.

Prisoner days: §§—§a1§é = 7,820
"Holdovers': 85 x 184 =15,640

23,460 X $22.76 = $533,950
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. * Jan - Jun, 1980: By this time, newly arriving and
exiting class C felons balance (for purposes of penalty
charges) and an average daily population of 170 is reached

ggg maintained. There are 181 days and the daily charge is
.76.

Prisoner days: 170 x 181 = 30,770 X $22,76 = $700,325

* Jul - Dec, 1980: Constant daily count of 170 through
the 184 day period at a new charge rate of $25.01 per day.

Prisoner days: 170 x 184 = 31,280 X $25.01 = $783,251

* Jan - Jun, 1981: Constant daily count of 170 through
the 181 ‘day period at the charge rate of $25.01.

Prisoner days: 170 x 181 = 30,770 X $25.01 = $770,481

ADJUSTMENT FOR INFLATION

Another factor which must be taken into account is
inflation. The inflation factor used by the state's Legis-
lative-Fiscal office is 10% per year. This is adopted for
our purposes so that their figures and ours will correspond.
The method of figuring this cost escalator is to add the
full amount at the beginning of each fiscal year.

COMPUTED PENALTY CHARGES: 1979 - 81

Combination of the phase-in principle and adjustments
for inflation during the 2% year period from January 1, 1979
through June 30, 1981 prcduce four different amounts in five
half year periods even if the annual rate of sentences
remains constant.

Since the amount will vary in each of the first four
half year periods after January 1, 1979, it seems best to
illustrate and explain the changes that will occur on this
basis. The explanations appear immediately below while the
illustration appears on the next page. ‘

COMMENTARY

Penalty charges are a major determinant of available
Enhancement Funds in the next biennium. More than a million
dollars in penalty charges are projected for each year in

the next biennium - based on a sentencing rate of 170 annually.
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The "payoff'" for ccmmunity corrections financing is found
in the "non-dangerous' class C felon which comprise about 70%
of the total class C group sentenced from this county. It
would appear that there is a significant potential for diversion
of this group to community based alternatives, but it is noted
that many class C felons sentenced to prison have extensive
records of previous convictions and less severe sentences.

BUDGET MANAGEMENT DIMENSIONS

Obviously, the operational budget of the CCA in Multnomah
County must be keyed to the penalty charges accruing as a
result of class C felon sentencing. A data system and analysis
of those sentenced to prison must be a high priority in manage-
ment of community corrections in this county.

PROJECTED. PENALTY CHARGES: 1979 - 81

19729 . 1980 1981
JAN - JUN JuL - DEC JAN - JUN JuL -~ DEC JAN - JUN

783,251 770,481

600 - 600
533,950

400 : X ~ 400

200 — 200

159,158

RATE: $ 20.69 RATE: $ 22,76 ‘ ~ RATE: $ 25.04
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4. 1979 - 81 Biennium

A projection of fiscal impact from the CCA during the
1979-81 biennium can be made by using existing provisions of
the law, the formula used to establish funding for the
initial biennium, and the county's historic experience with
class C prison sentences. There is a measure of uncertainly
about projections of this type since the 1979 Legislature
could change the law in any of several ways (to our fiscal
advantage or to our fiscal disadvantage). A projection of
fiscal impact in the next biennium has been prepared showing
the gross amount available to this county. The penalty
charges explained in the previous section and the net avail-
able operational funds. The following illustration summarizes
facts explained in more detail in the remainder of this
section,

PROJECTED FISCAL IMPACT OF THE CCA
ON" MULTNOMAH COUNTY USING A CONSTANT 170 PENALTY CHARGE RATE

- —§\‘](§3&3&“ 1.234 1.554 B
\§ PENALTY PENALTY
\

1.0 —§ 1&?3 1;;?"5 —3.0
.
\
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The illustration clearly shows the importance of the
penalty charges to net available operational funding. The
illustration is based on the constant rate of 170 class C
felon prison sentences explained in the previous section.
Using this example, the 1979-80 penalty charge increases by
more than 7 times over the 1978-79 figure. Even though the
total allocation to the county increases by more than $700,000,
the net available amount shrinks by 20%. In the following
year, the penalty charge increases by a larger amount than
does the gross formula allocation to the county because it
is the first full year with no phase-in (as expldined in the
previous section).

To maintain the annual rate of net operational funding
provided in the 1978-79 year ($1.735 million) plus inflation,
it will be necessary to reduce the 1979-80 penalty charges
by $516,000 from the amount shown on the illustration. In
terms of the penalty charges for that year, this means class
C felon prison sentences must be reduced by 62 (36%). In
the following year, penalty charges must be reduced by
$790, 000 which represents a reduction of 86 chargable sentences
(506.6%). Both of these reductions seem feasible since the
larger number occurs in the last year, by which time programs
for diversion from prison will be well established and
refined.

THE CCA FUNDING FORMULA

The existing formula used to establish the appropriation
for.the CCA is keyed to the expectation that 480 sentenced
felons (about one-half of those serving 1-5 year sentences)
could be diverted from state prisons through a fully implemented
and successful community corrections program. The first
item in the enhancement formula is the exact amount the
state would save if this occured:

* 480 state prison class C felons
* Multiplied by daily budgeted prison operation
cost per inmate ($20.69)

* Number days in the biennium (used for fuanding
formula) ,
¥ 10% per year inflation factor (specified by

state Legislative-Fiscal Office)

The next item in the formula is an allccation for
strengthening misdemeanant services. This is based.on the
belief that these servires would serve to prevent or minimize
recidivism and deeper involvement in the correctional system.




73

* Two thirds of the first figure for strengthened
misdemeanant services in the community

Mental health program services are based on an existing
$750,000 allocation from the Mental Health Division (separate
from the CCA). We have been advised to use this as an
annual, rather than an 18 month figure.

* Mental Health Division allocation (+ a 10% per
year inflation factor)

The current plan for Multnomah County specifie$ two
probation centers of the three specified in the Act).
Administrative rules for the CCA give preference to counties
with probation centers for continued funding in the next’
biennium. Therefore, two probatftion centers are added to the
fiscal impact summary in order to make the comparison equal
with this biennium. Probation center operational funds are
figured on the basis of an annual value of $262,500 in the
current biennium and adjusted with a 10% inflation factor.

* Two probation centers

COMPUTATIONS

The Base Year (1978-79)

The current annual value of the CCA to Multnomah County
as presented in this plan is $1,733,000. Since this exact
figure does not appear elsewhere, it is itemized by categories:

$ 717,000 - Net enhancement

400,000 - Reimbursement Fund

282,000 - Mental Health (from CCA + MHD)

167,000 - Probation Center at MCCI

167,000 - Probation Center (purchased care)
Total $1,734,000

The Next Year (1979-80)

In the first year of the next biennium, the gross
amount available to Multnomah County will be about $2,626,188
which is the result of the following figuring:

Enhancement: $3,987,376 - state total on the basis of

480 x 365 x (1.1 x 20.69)
Misdemeanant: 2,658,251 - 2/3 of above figure, state total
Mental Health: =~ 825,000 ~. existing + 10%, state total

Sub Total 7,470,627 - Overall state total
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X .30 = 2,241.188 -~ Multnomah County formula
allocation

2 probation
centers (+) 385,000
Total for T
79-80 $2,626,188 - Multnomah County
The Third Year

In the final year of the next biennium, Multnomah
County will receive about $2,888,807 according to the exist-
ing formula. The categorical amounts are itemized below:

Enhancement : $4,386,114 - state total on the basis
- of 480 x 365 x (1.1 x $22.76)
Misdemeanant: 2,924,075 ~ 2/3 of above, state total
Mental Health: 907,500 ~ previous figure + 10%,
‘ state total
Sub Total $8,217,689 ~ Overall state total
X .30 = 2,465,307 - Multnomah County formula

allocation
2 probation
centers (+) 423,500

Total for 80-81 $2,888,807 Multnomah County
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5. Line Item Budgets

INTRODUCTION

The CCA '"programs'" in this section are those which lend
themselves to accurate budgeting because they either: (1)
have only been discussed up to this time in terms of county
employees, or (2) they have a general equivalency to job
functions and pay of existing .county employees. As noted
elsewhere, these projects account for 44% of available
funding (of which 61% is distributed to 1eve1 term and 39%
to OTO fundlng sub-categories).

Since the preponderance of interest in recent weeks has
centered on the number of county positions that would be in-
volved in these programs, a summary of this dimension of
these programs is provided in the table below.

COUNTY STAFF ENUMERATED
IN SEVEN LINE ITEM BUDGETS

PROF CLER
FTE FTE TOTAL
1. Central Referral Programs . - - » » . 11,6 1.0 12.6
2. Institutional Mental Health. . . . . . 2.4 0 2.4
3. Probation Center at MCCI . . . . . .. 6.5 1.0 7.5
4. Community Corrections Administration . 2,0 1.0 3.0
5. ARC Community Development . . . . . . . 1.0 "0 1.0
: 23.5 3.0 26.5
6. Volunteer Expenses Fund 0 0 0
7. Jail Recreation and Counseling 2.5 0 2.5
8. Probation Enhancement 5,00 5.0
7.5 0 7.5
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1. CENTRAL REFERRAL PROGRAMS

Central Referral Programs are allocated $269,000 from

both enhancement and mental health funding categories.

Level term funding on a monthly basis is $20,800 after the

"start up" period is over. The proposal adds 12.6 new

staff, one of whom is the principal staff member added as a
result of this plan - the Central Referral Coordinator.

Most salaries shown below are for 10 months in the 1978-79
fiscal year and this is recognized as optimistic.

C.R. Coordinator*

6 Interviewers¥*
Counselor II*
Deputy Dist. Atty.*

1.6 R.N. II*x*

2 Alternative Workers*

Clerk*
Psychiatrist***
Planner (6 mo)

TASC (match funds)
Rel&ef for training
Materials & Supplies
Indirect costs

Start up cost

*10 months
**11 months
***kpart-time

1978-79 CRP BUDGET

ENHANCEMENT MENTAL HEALTH

Total Level 0oT0 Level 0TO
28,000 24,000 4,000 I
62,000 57,000 5;000

19,720 19,720

18,446 18,446

26,500 26,500
20,000 20,000

9,375 9,375

11,000 11,000
11,000 11,000

9,624 9,624

9,000 9,000

17,500 2,700 9,000 1,800 4,000
20,240 14,170 6,070

12,000 12,000
274,405 145,691 41,000 63,090 24,624

w
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2, INSTITUTIONAL MENTAL HEALTH

This program area provides a psychiatric Registered
Nurse for one shift per day, 365 days a year at RBJ (1.6
FTE) and another similar staffing at CAC/JDH (also 1.6 FTE),.
However, the latter position is only half funded by community
corrections funds. The CCAC recommended to the Board of
Commissioners that the other half be funded from the Reimbursement
Fund. The budget for this program also includes contracted
services of a psychiatrist and materials and supplies.
Funding is from mental health level and OTO.

" INSTITUTIONAL MENTAL HEALTH BUDGET

Psychiatric R.N. at RBJ: one shift

per day,. 365 days/year $26,500
Psychiatric R.N. at CAC/JDH: one half
shift per day, 365 days/year 13,250
Psychiatrist, part-time fee for
service v 12,480
Materials and supplies 27,120
Training 17,900
Equipﬁent - 6,000
Total $103, 250
1/2 RN from Reimbursement 13,250

$116,500
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3. PROBATION CENTER AT MCCI

This program will establish an enhanced program for
offenders sentenced to the County's existing work release
institution in Troutdale. Funding comes from a separate
fund for probation centers over and above the formula allo-
cation for enhancement and mental health. This programn
provides 7.5 new staff members for MCCI, as shown below.
Staffing problems at this facility, recently receiving
attention and action by the Board of Commissioners, are
largely satisfied through this program.

' PROBATION CENTER BUDGET

Counseling Supervisor $19,538
Corrections Counselor (2) : 33,072
Corrections Officer (2) 30,962
Employment Specialist 14,177
Steno II 10,306
R.N. II (.5) | 8,217

Subtotal $116,272

Part-time, over-time, premium 6,000 ‘

Materials and supplies 27,728

$150, 000



4. COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS ADMINISTRATION

This staff unit provides four positicans, two of which
are one-half time for an equivalency of 3 full-time, It
also has a planner for 6 months on a contract basis. The
principal staff person added to the county staff as a result
of the community corrections plan is the Central Referral
Programs Coordinator in program No. 1. These positions
provide additional supervising and administrative capability.

" ADMINISTRATION BUDGET

Alternative Director $24,000
Training Officer (.5) 8,950
Fiscal Clerk (.5) 6,650
Clerk I ' 9,375
Materials and Supplies 4,500
Indirect costs - 5,395
Subtotal $58,870

Planner (6 mo contract) - 11,000
$69,870

5. ARC COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

This program category includes a single professional
position and associated.expenses for a 10 month period. It
is funded entirely from level term enhancement.

ARC Community developer (1C mo) $20,000
Travel and materials and supplies 2,500
Indirect costs T 2,500

$25,000
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6. VOLUNTEER EXPENSES REIMBURSEMENT FUND

An allocation for out of pocket expenses for Volunteers
in Corrections to be approved according to procedures and
guidelines yet to be developed. $10,000 is allocated from
level term enhancement funds.

7. JAIL RECREATION AND COUNSELING

This pirogram category includes two new Counselor posi-
tions and one-half of the expense of a jail recreation
coordinator -to supplement the existing one-half time posi-
tion, The CCAC recommends that these positions be funded
from the Reimbursement Fund.

RECREATION & COUNSELING BUDGET

Corrections Counzelor (2) $37,000
Recreation Coordinator (.5) 8,000
Total $45, 020

8. PROBATION ENHANCEMENT

This program would add five staff positions for assign-
ment to field probation teams, to noticeably reduce the
counselor to probationer ratio in the county's current
caseload of 2,700 clients. The CCAC recommends that the
Board of Commissioners approve this program from the Reim-
bursement Fund.

" PROBATION BUDGET

Correction's Counselor Supervisor (2) $46,614

Corrections Counselor I1 58,318
Materials and supplies 26,227
Contracted professional services 4,860

- Space rental 12,415

$148,434
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6. Functional Allocations

GENERAL

These twelve program allocations are not supported by
line item budgets. Though there were some example budgets
reviewed during the process of establishing these program
aliocations, the amounts eventually approved differ in al-
most all cases, for any of several reasons. Therefore,
these allocations reflect intentions and priorities rather
than approval of particular proposals.

It is expected that all, or almost all, of these func-
ticnal allocations will be contracted with private agencies
and vendors. The fact that the CCAC has made no commitment
to any private agency during the course of this plan develop-~
ment effort is reiterated. Only in those cases where there
is no proposed contract for a service in this group will
consideraticn be given to operating a program with county
staff.

Private agencies and vendors may make proposais in more
than one of these program categories, and each category may
have two or more agencies and vendors.

Contracts will have a stated expiration date directly
related to the conditions of the county's contract with SCD.
In most cases, this expiration date will be June 30, 1979
but we have been informed that SCD might approve up to 920
additional days beyond this for writing evaluative reports
or other similar activities which can't be completed by the
final day of actual operation of the program.

Renewal of existing programs after the expiration date
will be approved as part of the second biennial planning
process (if authorized). There is no automatic commitment
to continue either the program area or any particular private
agency beyond the stated expiration date. All contracting
agencies will be clearly informed of this from the outset.

The allocations have been divided into level term and
OTO subdivisions as was done in the preceding section.
Funds allocated in this section come from: enhancement,
mental health, probation centers and the reimbursement fund.
¥
Each contracted program will be monitored in its early
stages for implementation progress and periodic and a final
report of accowpllshments will be required of each agency
and vendor as specified in individual contracts.
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(Numbering conforms to budget summary)

9, DIVERSTON PROGRAMS $102,000

This allocation is intended for support of proven
diversion programs that are designed for non-dangerous
offenders as an alternative to either prosecution or sen-
tencing. An established '"first offender'" diversion program
was used as the model for this allocation and the estimate
of an annual service capacity of about 250 clients. $75,000
is allocated for 11 months of level term operation and
$22, 000 for OTO.

10. ~ JOBS PROGRAM $120,000

This allocation is for programs that include job develop-~
ment, employment counseling and Jjob placement services to
offenders on probaticn and in confinement immediately prior
to release. Emphasis is to e placed on offenders with
special problems related to employment and there are expecta-
tions for significant services to 300 or more clients on an
annual basis. $92,000 in level term and $28,000 in OTO
funding.

11. DAY TREATMENT $125,000

An allocation of funds from both enhancement and mental
health categories for programs of intensive treatment, edu-
cation, training and care of 100 or more offenders on an
annual basis who are able to reside at home but need daily
supervision. $80,000 from level term enhancement and $25,000
from level term mental health funds, with $20,000 in OTO
enhancement.

12. SUBSTANCE ABUSER PROGRAMS $125,000

The CCA specifies an interest in substance abuser pro-
grams. This allocation of level term mental health funds is
to purchase appropriate care and treatment services for
these offenders. It is assumed that these services will
generally be on an out-patient o short term care basis
since those needing small group residential care on a longer
term basis are supported by items 14 and 15. All these
funds are level term mental health.

13. EDUCATION COORDINATION AND OUTREACH $105, 000

An allocation for an education program coordinator and
outreach workers to contact, interview and counsel offenders
who need or are interested in remedial or supplementary
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education. Significant services to at least 100 clients on
an annual bais is projected. $64,000 in level term and
$41,000 in OTO enhancement funds.

14. ARC T OPERATION $ 30,000

This allocation is made to insure that funds are avail-
able to initiate a new alternative residential care facility
in the County, should the possibility materialize. No
definite plan has yet been forwarded for consideration.
Funds come from level term probation center category. The
amount stated is based on a prototype budget for a 15-bed
capacity ARC for a 3 month period.

15. PURCHASED ALTERNATIVE RESIDENTIAL CARE $220,000

This allocation is made for purchase of alternative
residential care in five existing appropriate facilities,
each of which has been operating at less than full capacity
in recent months. This program would financially support
care in these facilities on an individual assignment and
acceptance basis for about 30 persons, both male and female.
$120,000 in level term probation center funding, $100,000 in
OTO probation center funds.

16. BRIDGE SERVICES $ 75,000

An allocation of funds for services to inmates prior
to, during and just after release from confinement to mini-
mlze problems of transition from institutional to community
life. $50,000 of level term and $25,000 of OTO enhancement
funding.

17. STAFF TRAINING $ 90,000

An allocation to support staff training in the first 11
months of operation of the community corrections program.
Coordination of this effort is to be handled by a one-half
time training officer found in the CCA Administration budget
(Previous section. The allocation supplements existing
staff training capabilities in the Corrections Division.
$65,000 from OTO enhancement and $25,000 from OTO mental
health

18. EVALUATION $ 57,500

This allocation has three discreet parts: $20,00 for a
class C offender manual tracking system; $30,000 for program
monitoring of all programs in the community corrections -
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plan; and $7,500 for preparation of a detailed plan and cost
estimates for potential automated data system based on a
linkage with CRISS or PROMIS. $50,000 in level term and
$7,500 in OTO enhancement.

19. DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS $ 50,000

A small allocation for projects designed to demonstrate
the viability of new programs and approaches to the problems
of offenders. Such projects must be client oriented and not
otherwise provided for in the community corrections plan.
All from OTO enhancement.

20. "NOT RESPONSIBLE'" OFFENDERS PROGRAM $127,000

State legislation in 1977 created a new designation and
method of procedure for handling persons in the ¢riminal
Justice system who are found to be suffering from mental
illness. The CCAC recognized this increased burden on the
county and recommends funds from the reimbursement fund be
used for services to this group while remaining philosophically
opposed to the idea that these services should be a component
of the community corrections plan.

21, ENHANCED STATE CORRECTIONS FIELD SERVICES $175,000

An allocation of OTO enhancement and mental health
funds that will be made a part of the assumption contract
with the SCD Regional office, for purposes they propose.
All discussions preceding the decision to make this allocation
centered on the SCD's Client Diagnostic Center.
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APPENDIX B

MEMO
July 21, 1978

Té: Kris Rogers and Members of the
Community Corrections Advisory Committee

From: Jack Chapman

Subject: Brief Summary of the Plan Development Process

‘This memo furnishes a brief description and statistics on
the plan development process you have just completed. I
have also added some evaluative comments from my own per-
spective and brief biographical sketches of members. I
believe this will be a valuable addition to the Multnomah
County Community Corrections Plan.

INTRODUCTION

- The plan develcpment process involved extensive partic-
pation by a large number and wide variety of persons. It
certainly is one of the most intensive planning efforts
involving citimens, Justice Council members and county staff
in recent years. In addition to the 37 appointed members of
the CCAC, at least 90 others took an active role, observed,
advised or informed the active participants.

A three tierwed organizational form was adopted at the
outset and proved adequate for the task undertaken. The
first tier was composed of the appointed membership of the

CCAC meeting as a group in "Plenary sessions'". The second
tier consisted of & small group of persons who met weekly
and were designated the '"Coordinating Council'. The third

tier consisted of nine sub-committees to which the CCAC
membership was distributed and which also included a large
number of other interested persons assuming an active role
by invitation. These tiers are illustrated on the diagram
following which shows the numker of meetings of each unit
and the number of persons who participated in the meetings
of esch unit.

A remarkable consensus of opinion developed on almost
all major points and the group resolved a number of problems
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successfully during the planning process. A relatively

large volurie of material was produced for, and by, the CCAC ,
in addition to review of other relevant material not generally
distributed to the entire planning group.

Most of the active participants regard the planning ~
effort as an educational experience of both immediate and
long range value. During the latter half of the planning
effort, a number of contacts were made with citizen and
community groups and there were a few media appearances and
newspaper write-ups. At the end of the original planning
period, a thirty day extension was requested and approved by
both the Board of County Commissioners and the state Correc-
tions Division Administrator.

EXTENT OF EFFORT INVESTED

There were literally thousands of hours of effort
devoted to this planning project, much of which is clearly
identifiable through the records of the 80 formally scheduled
meetings. Most of the active participants also spent as
much or more, time in conversations and research between
meetings and many agency representatives devoted time to
preparation of program proposals and budgets.

" Multnozah County

Sommunity Corrections Planning Process

RECORD OF FORMAL MEETINGS

March 20 - July 31, 1978

MAR | APRIL MAY T JULY | TOTAL
verk: | 1) 2| 3} 4] 5| 6| 7| 8] 9frol11}12]13]|at|15]16]17 18 hro | vEmTS
PLENARY S5EssIons|® |® [® | ‘l‘ ® ) 6
COORUINATING COUNCIL -] @hw@ @ @'Q @ @" ‘. @ 6
PRE-TRIAL AND PRESENTENCING | ‘i.[ﬂ'olq' @IQ@ @ 10 .

preppre—— N
ALTERNATIVE HESIDENTIAL ﬁ‘l’l.“ .]Q}.kd.l ‘ 10 .

CONFINEMENT PROGRAMS 1'hﬂi*.iﬂ‘*.kikﬂ!ﬂ 9
EVALUATION AND TRAINING @ d .‘.l‘lﬂ. .l 10
BUDGET ‘hﬂ.’l‘ﬂ 4
ADHINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE o ' 2
mumc @ 1
JOINT SUB~COMMITTEE MEETINGS : 3 3
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An accounting of the 80 formal meetings is presented on
the preceding table according to the period of most intensive
planning efforts. The table provides a graphic representation
of both the scope and intensity of planning.

Each group chose its own meeting site and date, and
many of them chose to meet at different sites on occasion.
This was especially true of the Plenary Sessions which met
at all four county correctional institutions as well as two
downtown locations. Sub-committees also met at correctional
institutions and community agencies interested in corrections.

There was wide participation from both state and county
corrections staff as well as community corrections agencies
and criminal justice system agencies. Generally, these
staff persons acted as advisors and consultants to sub-
committees as well as making proposals.

STRUCTURING

With no prescribed structure for this planning effort,
the first meeting of .the CCAC appointed a "temporary chairperson"
and requested that she and others who were interested develop
an organizational plan and schedule for consideration of the
group at its second meeting. The plan developed by this
organizing group was approved at the second meeting -~ which
would henceforth be known as "Plenary Sessions".

PLENARY SESSIONS

In this structuring plan, Plenary Sessions were assigned
the role of giving general policy direction on recommendation
of a Coordinating Council that met more frequently and with
representation of all sub-committees., Near the beginning of
the process, Plenary Sessions would be devoted to bringing
all members abreast of developments and issues and toward
the end, would confirm or revise recommended plan elements
"before formal submission to the Board of County Commissioners.

The Board Order which established the CCAC specified
two classes of membership: Justice Council members and
other appointees. The Justice Council was an existing group
of law enforcement and corrections administrators which -
satisfied all but two interests required by the CCA for the
local planning body. It did not include citizens or an ex-
offender, who were represented in the second group that
totalled 23 members. The latter group was appointed on
recommendation of the individual Commissioners and the
Corrections Division.
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Only one appointed CCAC member took no part at all in
the planning process and attendance at Plenary Sessions of
members was a respectable 62%. The citizen group had a
significantly higher percentage of participation in Plenary M
Sessions than the Justice Council members (which was true
generally in all formal meetings).

All Plenary Sessions after the first were held on
Saturday mornings. The meeting at RBJ at 8:15 on a Saturday
in May was the only meeting at which a quorum was not present.
All of these meetings lasted more than three hours. In
addition to members, there were always a number of others
attending. It is interesting that non-members outnumbered '
members on only one occasion. .

An average attendance of 42 at these meetings is note-
worthy. A general accounting of statistics about these
meetings is shown below:

"PLENARY ©SESSTIONS

_ DATE ' PLACE _  MEMBERS OTHERS  TOTAL
1. MAR 20 G P Building 31 26 57
2. APR 1 CH & CH Jail 26 20 46
3, APR 22 MCCI 21 20 41
4. MAY 13 RBJ 15 12 27 o
5. JUN 3 JDH 21 20 41
6. JUL 18  Pub Library  _16 92 38
Averages: ‘22 ~56 —ZE

THE COORDINATING COUNCIL

The Coordinating Council was the nerve center of the
plan development process, from the cutset and by design. The
first meeting of the group that basically became the Coordina-
ting Council was attended by those who had volunteered to
help on an organizing committee after the firsi{ Plenary
Sesgion. After the second Plenary Session, the organizational
plan and role of the Coordinating Council had been confirmed
and included a broad delegation of authority for plan develop-
ment.
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The basic role of this group was executive. Assignments
of responsibility and monitoring of progress was almost
entirely carried out through this group. It also considered
as "committee of the whole' a number of subjects not assigned
to specific sub-committees. It prioritized sub-committee
recommendations (especially on three occasions - May 29, 30
and June 86) for presentation to the Plenary Sessions. At
Plenary Sessions 1, 2 and 5, it was given broad discretionary
authority to make final decisions on the plan. It was a
representative group according to the planning process that
had been adopted and it was small enough to engage in detailed
examination of a number of issues -which it did.

Meeting on a weekly basis throughout the intensive
planning period, this group also was able to keep its finger
on the progress of intended work by sub-committess and
provide direction as needed. At some meetings, CCAC members
who were not CC members were present and allowed to vote.
The press was notified of these weekly meetings in Room 506
of the Federal Courthouse. Meetings varied in length from
14 to 3+ hours with an average of about 2 hrs and 15 minutes.

After confirmation of the planning process structuring
in the second Plenary Session, the group consisted of the
Chairperson and vice-chairperson of the CCAC and the chair-.
persons of 6 sub-committees. Since the vice-chairperson was
in charge of the drafting sub-committee and the Budget
chairperson also was assigned responsibility for the adminis-~
trative structuring sub-committee created at a late date,
this group included the entire leadership of CCAC planning.

SUB-COMMITTEES

Five sub-committees were established in the original
structuring plan with the understanding that a sixth would
later be activated for budget considerations. In June a
seventh sub-committee was established to draft the final
report. Near the end of the active planning phase, it
became apparent that joint meetings between sub-committees
were necessary to establish a unified position on proposals
that overlapped assigned areas of interest and three such
meetings were held. The original plan stood the test of
practicality rather well.

A parallel effort directed at examining the issues
involved in the "assumption" feature of the Community Correc~
tions Act was undertaken by staff from County and State
Corrections Divisions. ;
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PARTICIPATION ANALYSIS

"The larger the numer of persons in any planning effort,
the greater the difficulty in attaining consensus.'" This
planner's proverb suggests that the CCAC plan development pro-
cess was a significant success because there were more than 125
participants overall, of which 57 were active, judged on the
basis of participation in 5 or more formal meetings. These are
remarkable statistics which deserve further comment.

Of the 37 persons appointed to the CCAC in the Board Order,
only one did not attend any formal meeting during the planning
process! Twenty-five of this group are rated as active (68%).
Citizen members had a somewhat better active participation per-
centage (78%) than the Justice Council members (50%).

Forty-five other interested persons were recorded as parti-
cipants, 9 of which are rated as active (although records on
this group are known to be incomplete).

Nine S8CD staff were active (of a total of 12) and there
were 14 active participants of a total of 19 from Multnomah
County shown as participants.

The following table summarizes this data:
SUMMARY QF RECORDED PARTICIPATION
" PARTICIPATION
" NUMBER ~ACTIVE " SOME NONE

CCAC MEMBERS
Citizens ‘ 23 18 5 0
Justice Council Members 14 7 6 1

OTHER INTERESTED PERSONS

Attended PS & CC meetings 15 4 11

Attended only Sub~comm mts 26 5 21

Out of town wvisitors 4 0 4
STATE CORRECTIONS DIVISICON 12 9 3
MULTNOMAH COUNTY

Officials arnd agencies 8 1 97

Staff other tham Corr Div 9 4 5

Corrections Division .16 °9 7

127 57 69 1

All figures on this table are based on an "unduplicated'" count.
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PUBLIC AWARENESS

The Oregon open meetings law requires that notice be
given of meetings such as those in this process. Accordingly,
all meetings were announced to the entire press list maintained
by Multnomah County. Plenary Sessions were announced in-
dividually, and sub-committee meetings were announced generally
with a notice of who to contact should a particular sub-
committee meeting be of interest. There were articles in
the press, as well as radio and television news reports.

CCAC members also met with all four "Quadrant Boards',
church groups, Commissioners, the judiciary, a political
candidates group (before the May primary) and other individuals
before the formal presentation of a "Status Report" to the
Informal Meeting of the Board of Commissioners on June 27.

COMMENT

For most, this planning process has been an educational
experience. However, most regard it as a beginning rather
than a completed process.

There are more details to develop before the plan can
be implemented but there is a broad consensus on a compre-
hensive plan for improving local corrections. It is a com~
plicated plan with many dimensions - and it represents a
really significant achievement considering the large number
of. active participants, the short planning timeframe and the
paucity of pertinent information that was available.

There is an enduring value to this achievement since it
has brought persons from outside the corrections "establishment"
into the structure of planning improvements and expansions
to the system. Historically, this has been an important
precursor to significant advances in fields of public respon=-
sibility.’
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BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCHES AND IDENTIFICATIONS
OF COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEMBERS

MRS. CLAIRE A. ARGOW

After spending 15 years as executive of the Oregon Prison
Association, Mrs. Argow turned to teaching and has been a
professor in correctional subjects at four universities.
She served as chairman of the State Advisory Board on
Corrections and now chairs the Advisory Committee for the
Portland Women's Center (State work release). Always
active in citizen action groups, Mrs. Argow has been
involved in all facets of the correctional field.

BRUCE BAKER

Chief Bruce R. Baker has 29 years of police experience and
has been a Chief of Police for more than nine years. He is
a2 member of the Oregon Law Enforcement Council, Governor's
Commission on Organized Crime, Board on Police Standards and
Training, National Advisory Board NILECJ, National Advisory
Board of Police Executive Program, Police Foundation, and

an advisor to numerous criminal justice research agencies.

WILLIAM BEERS
Judge of the District Court

LEE P. BROWN

Formerly Director of Justice Services (replaced by Larry
Craig) who left during mid-planning stage to become Atlanta's
Commissioner of Public Safety.

JOHN BURNS

Mr. Burns is a former president of the State Senate and was
also chairman of the Senate Judiciary Committee. He is a
lawyer in private practice and is experienced in criminal
law. Mr. Burns was chairman of the Oregon Criminal Law
Revision Commission and also of the Multnomah County
Citizen's Committee on Tax Alternatives.

WES CARTER
District Court Administrator
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DONNA CHALMERS

Mrs., Chalmers is a teacher at David Douglas High School and

serves on the County's East Quadrant Advisory Board and its

corrections Task Force. She is also a counselor at the high
school and is active in a number of organizations.

KEVIN COLLINS

Mr. Collins is Equal Employment Opportunity Officer, U. S.
Army Corps of Engineers, Region X. Mr. Collins spent 10 years
as a teacher, counselor and Assistant Vice-Principal at
Jefferson High School; was the first Director of Upward Bound:
at the University of Oregon; was faculty representative to
Oregon Project Newgate while University of Portlaud Dean of
Students; has spent five years on the Board of Directors of
N.A.R.A. Indian Alcoholic Centers; is currently on the Board
of Directors of the Urban League of Portland and is Director
of IMAGE (National Hispanic Government Employees' Organiza-
tion).

SONNY CONDER

Mr. Conder is a Local Government Financial and Economic
consultant working on contract with The Institute for Policy
Studies at Portland State University. Mr. Conder formerly
worked foxr Multunomah County as a budget analyst.

FATHER WILLIAM CURTIN

Pather Curtin graduated from St. Thomas Seminary in 1965

and in 1969 graduated M. Div. from St. Thomas Seminary
Theologate. He was ordained in 1969 and assigned as Ass001ate
Pastor to St. Charles Church, moving in 1971 to Immaculate
Heart Church. In 1975 Father Curtin was appointed Pastor of
Immaculate Heart Church.

THOMAS DENNEHY

Professor Dennehy teaches mathematics at Reed College to which
he came in 1962 from John Carroll University. He has also
taught at the University of Notre Dame, San Jose State College
and University College in Galway, Ireland.

THOMAS GADDIS

Dr. Gaddis is a phsychologist in private practice and a writer.
He was the founding Director of the Newgate Project at the
Oregon State Penitentiary. Dr. Gaddis is the author of
"Birdman of Alcatraz'" and numerous articles. He has spent
several years as a teacher, and was a probation officer in

Los Angeies for seven years where he was involved in estab-
1ishing standards for this work.
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SHIRLEY GAMBEE

A native of southern Oregon, Mrs. Gambee has been in Portland
for 22 years and has concerned herself with the quality of
schools and citizen rights in her neighborhood. Most recently,
she has been involved with zoning matters in her area and she
has considerable concern about the issue of corrections.

HARL HAAS
District Attorney

MIKE HALL

Circuit Court Administrator

SHIRLEY HAMILTON

Ms. Hamilton is a professional psychiatric social worker
presently employed by Bonneville Power Administration as
Manager of Federal Women's Programs. Her purpose and interest
in the Community Corrections Act is to assist through planning
in providing services and treatment to offenders in the
community and institutions.

JIM HENNINGS
Metropolitan Public Defender

MARILYN HICKS

Ms. Hicks has spent 11 years as an employment and academic
counselor. She has been a community development trainer for
the VISTA Training Center at the University of Oregon and an
advisor/counselor for a.s€lf-help group of ex-offender
. students at Lane Community College in Eugene.

SUE JUBA

Mrs. Juba is the immediate past president of League of Women
Voters of Portland and of Willamette University Alumni
Association. ©She is chairwoman of KBPS Advisory Council for
Community Listening; member of Rocky Butte Jail Relocation

~ Committee; campaign coordinator for Wanda Mays for State
Representative Committee. Mrs. Juba was a teacher formerly.

JEROME LaBARRE

Mr. LaBarre is a Portland attorney in private practice who
is an officer in the Multnomah County Bar Association and
has headed a Bar study on corrections. He was formerly a
senior Deputy District Attorney for the County. Mr. LaBarre
has lectured widely to police offi~ers, jail guards and
lawyers on the law relating to jaiis and prisons.




STANLEY LOEB

An attorney in private practice and active in the Oregon
State Bar Association, Mr. Loeb has also been active in
ACLU, especially in regard to modernizing municipal courts.
He expresses an interest in local corrections and devising
ways in which programs can be fiscally maintained over a
period of years,

BARRY M. MALETZKY, M.D.

Dr. Maletzky, a psychiatrist, took his medical training at
Columbia University in New York City. He is currently in
private practice of psychiatry in Portland and is also
Associate Clinical Professor of Psychiatry at the University
of Oregon Health Sciences Center. Dr, Maletzky is active

in teaching and research on violence, alcohol, treatment of
sexual dysfunctions, and use of lithium caborate in psychiatry.

THOMAS S. MANAUGH, Ph.D

Dr. Manaugh, a psychologist, has worked in law enforcement
in California, and correctioris in Oregon. During 1976 he
was the principal investigator on a federally funded project
titled "Training Correctional Counselors to Treat Alcoholic
Offenders." This past year he served as program chairman
and vice-president of the local chapter of the Association
for the Professional Treatment of Offenders.

EDGAR E MARTIN

Sheriff Edgar E Martin, as Director of Public Safety for
Multnomah County, has been with the Division since 1966,
entering as a deputy and serving in the Corrections, Patrol,
Planning, Personnel, Training zad Intelligence functions,

He was Operations Division Commander, and chaired the Task
Force which lead to the implementation of Team Policing.
Sheriff Martin has an A.A. Degree from Foothills College,

a B.S. Degree from Oregon College of Education, and an M.Ed.
from the University of Oregon.

CARL V. MASON

Mr. Mason is administrator of the Corrections Division. He
previously held positions in both juvenile and adult corrections
in planning, service delivery, supervision and management
beginning in 1965. Mr. Mason earned bachelor and masters
degrees in sociology at Gonzaga University, and a juris doctor
degree from Northwestern School of Law. He serves on various
committees and is active in community planning.

DONALD MORGAN

An attorney in private practice, Mr. Morgan is interested in
the design of various alternative correctional programs.



DAN MOSEE

Commissioner Dan Mosee is a graduate of Franklin High School
in Portland and of Willamette University in Salem. He is a
U. S. combat war veteran and is serving a third term as a
Multnomah County Commissioner; is past president of 15
organizations as well as recipient of 16 Distinguished
Service Awards.

HAL OGBURN
Director of Multnomah County Juvenile Court

JUDITH PHELAN

Mrs. Phelan. is a social worker, past director of Portland's
Comprehensive Employment and Training Program (CETA),
Coordinator of Portland's Youth Service Centers and a Juvenile
Court counselor. - She also has extensive social work experience
in juvenile programs in Florida, Illinois and Bogota, Colombia.
She has been active in Oregon Corrections Association and
served as a board member on a variety of community and state
organizations,

BOB PILLSBURY

Mr. Pillsbury has been an employee with the State since
1957, first with the Department of Justice and then with
Parole and Probation. He has worked in Roseburg, Medford,
Pendleton and Portland and presently functions as Regional
Manager, Corrections Division, covering Multnomah County.

KENT REESOR
Chief of Police, Gresham

E. R, DEL RICKS

Mr. Ricks is the Executive Director of Labor's Community
Service Agency, AFL-CIO which designs and implements social
service programs for members and the community. One program
is the First Offender Program which provides an alternative
to incarceration for first offenders in non-violent crimes.
Mr. Ricks has been active in several other Labor positions.

ERISTINE O. ROGERS

Mrs. Rogers began work in corrections during a college summer
internship in 1968 with the Offender Rehabilitation Project

in Washington, D.C. The next year she worked in New York

with the Vera Institute of Justice's Manhattan Court Employ-
ment Project (a diversion program). During her law studies

at Yale, she worked part-time as an assistant to the Commissioner
of the Connecticut Dept. of Children & Youth Services, also
volunteering in legal assistant programs for inmates at the
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State prison in Niantic and the Federal prison at Danbury.
Since coming to Oregon in 1973, Mrs. Rogers has served on
the Oregon State Bar Committee on Detention.and Correction,
and the State Board on Police Standards and Training (which
now also has responsibility for corrections and probation
and parole officers). Mrs. Rogers handles prison and
criminal litigation in her role as a federal prosecutor in
the U. S. Attorney's office, and has administered their
Pretrial Diversion Program since 1974. She teaches a seminar
on sex discrimination and the criminal/correctional process
at Lewis & Clark's Northwestern School of Law.

PHILIP ROTH

Judge of the Circuit Court

FRANK TURNEY

Mr. Turney serves on the Community Corrections Advisory
Committee as the ex-offender required by the CCA law. He

has experience in probation, parole, mental health programs,
county jail and state prison. Interested in jail improvement
programs, Mr. Turney is working on a statistical siudy of
comparative suicide in Oregon's county jails. He is currently
involved in a number of new business ventures.

JULIE WILLIAMSON

A former administrative assistant to Commissioner Buchanan,
Ms. Williamson was also the original chairman of Citizens
for Good Government.



98 , APPENDIX D

f“““'" BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS FOR

MUL‘*NOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

In the Matter )
of the Community ) ' ORDER
- Corrections Plan ) '

On March 2, 1978, the Board of County Commissioners appointed

a local Corrections Aavisory Committee and directed that Committee
to prepare a Community Corrections Plan,
. That Plan has now been received by the Board,

The Board wishes to express its appreciation for the time and
effort that the members of Committee freely gave in preparing the
Plan,'and,. .

The Board has determined that it is in the best interests of
Multnomah County to aécépt financial assistanée and participation
in the Community Corréctions Act of the State of Oregon, it is
therefore ORDERED, |
1. The Plan, together with the amended Fiscal Conditions Policy

Statement of July 26, 1978 prepared by the Office 6f County

Management which was incorporated into that plan, shall be

forwarded to the Corrections Division, State of Oregon, as

prescribed in the Community Corrections Act of the State of

Oregon for approval and funding,

2. The functions outlined in the Plan shall be assigned as functions
of the Department of Justice Sexvices,

3. The Director of the Department of Justice Services shall cause
the development of an implementation program for the Plan with
the cqntinued advice of the Committee,

4. The implementation program shall phaSe.the Plan into the County's
administrative structure in a managerially and financially

responsible manner over a reasonable period of time, and
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5. The Board shall review the implementation program and modify
the Plan as appropriate.

DATED July 27 : 1978.

ey
. W ‘;‘Ii'l

. . . BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
e \ - FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

. .
e , . ) g [
e, . S

'/,"I . .

a Donald E. Clark, Chairman

(s
“ilfln g
APPROVED AS TO FORM:

JOHN B. LEAHY, COUNTY COUNSEL
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July 26, 1978

TO: Chairman Donald E. Clark
Commissioner Dan Mosee
Commissioner Alice Corbett
Commissioner Dennis Buchanan
Comnissioner Barbara Roberts

FROM: g?%éé? Harder Director
Office of County Management

SUBJECT: COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS ACT - FISCAL POLICY STATEMENT

This memorandum summarizes the key fiscal considerations
which should guide the Board in its deliberations regarding
participation in the Community Corrections Act. It should be
noted that the analysis is limited to purely fiscal matters
and does not address the individual program components of the
plan. If more time were available, the OCM analysis would in-
clude consideration of each program component from a management
as well as a fiscal perspective. It is the hope of OCM that,
if participation in the Act is approved, a process of staged
impiementation would be pursued so that any fiscal uncertainties
could be resolved without jeopardizing overall County fiscal
stability.

Fiscally, OCM is neutral on participation in the Community
Corrections Act if a series of fiscal condltlons/nrinciples
are met. In the analysis which follows, we have again identified
those conditions or principles for purposes of clarity. Following
each condition/principle we have attempted to test the report
to determine the level of remaining fiscal uncertainty.

I. General Conditions.
A. Level of Funding
OCM Position. It must be clearly understood that

the County does not intend, now or in the near
future, to participate in a plan/program where annual

BARBARA ROBERTS
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July 26, 1978
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requirements (either OTO or CICE) excecd annual
enhancement resources. In the event that con-
tinuing program requirements exceed continuing
enhancement resources, it must be understood

that Multnomah County reserves the right to design
and modify the Community Corrections program to
assure no net negative fiscal impact on the County.
This includes the prerogative to adjust program
elements to assure resource/requirement balance

or to terminate participation in the program if
such action is required to preserve countywide
fiscal stability.

Community Corrections Plan. To avoid any misunder-
standing, the Report, or an addendum to the Report,
should explicitly assert that the Board of County
Commissioners reserves the right to modify the plan
or terminate participation in the program if grant
resources are inadequate to cover grant requirements.
Indirectly, the Report alludes to the issue of "level
term funding" (comparable to CICR) on page 53. It
presents the assumptions concerning funding in the
next biennium beginning on page 66. Essentially,

the plan assumes that future funding by the State
will be determined by the same formula that was used
to determine the funding for this biennium. Exhibits
E, F, and G discuss the formula and the likelihood
that funding will be determined by the same formula.
However, the level of future funding can not be known
with certainty. If funding levels should be reduced,
then the program must be reduced unless General Funds
are used to replace any revenue shortfall. This is
true of any grant program.

If funding continues at its present level in the

next biennium then it follows, as the plan assumes,
that programs supported with "level term' funding
equal to 1/18th of currently available funds for

each month of operation can be maintained in the

next biennium. (For example, if the program operated
for 10 months, 10/18 of its enhancement funding would
be used for level term funding, leaving 8/18 for OTO
cxpenses.) The plan explicitly recognizes (page 53)
that there is no continuing funding for any item
funded with one-time-only (0TO) funds.

The Report (on page 65) also recognizes that, as the
system gears up, penalty charges will increase if

sentencing patterns do not change. A larger propor- -
tion of the grant funds will be required for penalty
charges as the number of Class C felons sentenced to
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the State prison on or after January 1, 1979 approaches
the 170 annual commitments assumed in the Report.
Because a greater share of enhancement funds would
be needed for penalty, less would be available for
programs. If the programs described are to be
continued in the next biennium at the same level,

the number of Class C felons sentenced to the State
prison must decline from the 170 assumed in the plan.
This decline could conceivably result from the
Community Corrections program itself. However, it

is not possible to determine at this time, if the
rate actually will decline. Hence, the need for
protective fiscal language.

As is the case with all grant funded programs it

is not possible to ascertain for certain what level

of funding will be available for programs in the next
biennium. We must be extremely clear on the point

that any plan for the next biennium does not assume

a simply carrying forward of any plan from this biennium
without a new fiscal impact analysis.

B. Reimbursement

OCM Position. Any Community Corrections Plan finally
approved by the Board of County Commissioners should
require maximum reimbursement for felon services al-
ready provided by Multnomah County. Such a requirement’
is consistent with the Board Order of March 2 which
provided for formation of the Community Corrections
Advisory Committee and established a fiscal framework
for the final Report of the Committee. Assuring maximum
reimbursement to Multnomah County is critical for the
following reasons:

1) It provides minimum fiscal protection against the
risks/uncertainties associated with participation
in a new program which is untried and untested.
This principle is particularly critical in this
instance where the Advisory Committee has attempted
to develop alternative to traditional corrections
programming.

2) It recognizes that Multnomah County currently
provides felon services which are provided for
other counties by the State. Multnomah County,
by offering the alternative to sentcnce felons
to MCCI has, in effect, been funding a community
corrections type program at its own expensc. MCCI
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falls in a category of programming that
enhancement grants were designed to fund.
The County is not in a position to subsidize
State programs and has consistently supported
State takeover of these activities.

3) It provides a small hedge against problems
identified in FPR #9 which asserted that fiscal
problems experienced by the County in the past
(either by voluntary action or mandate) were
in part attributable to situations where one
level of government controlled the funding of '
a program and another level had responsibility
for service delivery. '

4) It vecognizes that the long term growth in
continuing County resources (CICR) required to
support continuing requirements (CICE) is not
achieved without constant managerial oversight
and adjustment. To achieve an overall growth
rate of approximately 7% in CICR during the
next several years it is absolutely critical to
insist on maximum reimbursement for felon services
currently provided by Multnomah County. Any
plan which does not provide for maximum reimburse-
ment to the County fails to appreciate the delicate
nature of County fiscal stability at a time when
continuing resources are growing at a rate that
will not support continuing requirements. Budgeturily,
if the County decides to participate in the Commun-
ity Corrections program, the General Fund (constraint)
contribution to the Corrections Division would be
reduced by the annualized amount of the reimbursement
(CICR) after the implementation plan has been pre-
pared and participation in the program actually
commences.

Community Corrections Plan. The Report is ambiguous
on this matter. On page 50 the Report states that
reimbursement funds '"will go directly into the
County's General Fund and any further use of them
will be through the County's established budget
process.'" Here again, it needs to be asserted that
the activities listed by the Committee under the
reimbursement column (page 54) must be funded with
non-reimburscment enhancement resources if they arc
deemed to bc necessary activities and are eligible
for funding with non-reimbursement enhancement re-
sources, ' '
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Reimbursement resources should not be used, now
or in the future, to fund activities that are
eligible for enhancement funding within the
intent of the Community Corrections Act.

It is OCM's position that the language on
page 56 should rule if any interpretation
of the intent of the Report is required.
That language states: "It has been fully
understood that CCAC recommendations to the

Board of County Commissioners regarding ’
expenditures from the Fund {(reimbursement) are

only advisory."

Finally, OCM estimates reimbursement levels for this 18
month biennium in the range of $650,000 to $800,000. It could
be higher. These tentative figures are based on Proposals B
and C on page 57 and the latter includes indirect costs. OCM
figures differ from those in the Report (p. 57) because the
rates for the period July 1, 1978 to July 1, 1379 are based on
1978-79 budget appropriations and have been updated to include
additional corrections officers and recent union settlements.

The Report, or an addendum to the Report, should require a
new and updated computation of the reimbursement for the current
year and an annual recomputation of the reimbursement fund based
on updated felon ADP's and approved budget documents. An update
of the head-count of sentenced felons is necessary because there
is some inconsistency in the information received from County and
State Corrections Officials on the ADP of sentenced felons housed
by. the County. (The above reimbursement amounts are based on the
ADP of sentenced felons for the months of January, February,
and March. However, because of seasonal variability, the ADP
may be higher at other times of the year. It must also be under-
stood that annual reimbursement levels may require modification "
of projects funded with the remaining enhancement resources.)
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II. Specific Conditions

AI

1978

Presentence/Probation and Parole. The plan recognizes
that felon presentence investigations are a State
responsibility. On page 25 it is stated that the plan
"comtemplates that the State will provide general
funding in the next biennium” to cover the Diagnostic
Center. In the interim the Committee has proposed
funding the Center with an OTO allocation.

Under Community Corrections, the County would
assume responsibility for presentence investigations
just as it would assume responsibility for other ser-
vices currently provided by State Corrections field
services (probation and parole). However, the level
of presentence investigation services that was possible
under the expiring LEAA grant for the Dianostic Center
can't be maintained w1th current field services
appropriations,

The plan assumes that the County would meet 1its
obligation to assume responsibility for services currently
operated by State Correction Field Services by contracting
back with the State for provision of these sexrvices. The
County will also receive a share of the State's approp-
riation for field services. The County's contract.
with the State must explicitly state that any contractual
payment from the County to the State for field services
can not exceed the amount the County receives from the
State as its share of the State Correction's field
services appropriation.

The State must be cautioned against passing forward
to counties any increased costs for field services now
provided by the State. In addition, the last legislative
session mandated presentence reports for all felons.
Funds to replace the lost grant revenue were not included
in the field services appropriation. Thus, State
Corrections has asked the CCAC for funds over and above
the field services allocation in order to maintain the
current level of presentence investigation services.

The language on page 25 of the Report stating that
presentence investigations "will be handled under the
terms of the County's assumption contract with State ;

Corrections Division for field services! should be i

clarified and extended. From a County fiscal perspec-
tive, presentence investigation for felons should be -
funded exclusively w1th State resources.
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Finally, the plan proposes that $§175,000 of
enhancement and mental heaith OTO funds be used to
cover the presentence investigations. The Report,
by funding this continuing service with OTO resources,
is in effect giving a grant to the State for this
biennium only. In future bienniums this activity
nust be funded with.continuing resources. It is the
OCM position that the State should provide the funds
through a separate appropriation as the Committee
suggests. Failing this, either the costs must be
absorbed by the State within the contract which
limits county contractual 1liability for field ser-
vices to the amount it receives as its field ser-
vices allocation; or enhancement funds must be
allocated to cover costs. In no case should County
reimbursement funds be used for this activity.

B. Mental Health/"Not responsibie” offenders. This
issue will have to be addressed as part of the
annual budget process.

C. Cash Flow. Prior to participation in the plan, the
State must agree to advance resources to the County
on at least a quarterly basis. County reporting
requirements should be negotiated in advance of actual
participation in the program.

D. Whenever possible the County would implement these
programs through contracts with outside "agencies or
through personal services contracts.

ITX., ‘Conclusion

The Community Corrections program is essentially a
large categorical grant which must be administered with care.
If participation is approved OCM strongly favors a staged
implementation which allows County officials the opportunity
to closely monitor new program components as they are initiated.
Furthermore, implementation must allow for adjustments to
the plan as we gdin experience with the program. This
strategy offers an opportunity to seek the advice of the
Advisory Committee during the implementation period and
at the same time provides check-points and periodic reassess-
ments which are necessary to protect County fiscal stability.

BCH:r1l
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EXHIBIT E:  CALCULATION OF ENHANCEMENT
' GRANT APPROPRIATION

1. 77/79 - Beginning Jdan. 1, 1978
Goal: Divert 480 persons (1-5 yr fe]ons)

Diverted during In Program Monthly cost per Monthly Cost
Month Month ADP Person, 20.69 per day Cost
Jan. '78 40 20 628.98 $ 12,580
Feb. '78 40 60 v 37,739
March '78 40 100 " 62,898
April 40 140 " 88,057
‘ May . 40 180 o 113,216
June 40 220 " 138,376
July 40 260 " 163,355
August 40 300 n 188,694
September 40 340 " ' 213,853
October 40 380 n 239,012
November 490 420 " 264,172
December 40 460 " , 289,331
Jan. '79 40 480 " 301,910
Feb. 40 480 " 301,910
March 40 480 n ; 301,910
April 40 480 " 301,910
May 40 480 " 301,910
June 40 480 " 301,910
TOTAL : ‘ $3,622,743
. 11. Enhancemant Grants
Part A 3,622,743
Part B 452,866

(equals the sum of
the 1st 6 numbers
totaled to determine A)

Part C 2,415,283
(equals 2/3 of Part A)

Part D 750,000
(Mental Health svcs
appropriation)

Correction factor 11,955
TOTAL 7,252,847

Multnomah share is ,
.282454 2,048,595



EXHIBIT F

MULTNOMAH COUNTY'S SHARE OF COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS FUNDS v

77/79 Biennium (assumes 18 months of operation)

Money to County

1. State Corrections Division Field Services 0]
Appropriation/Probation and Parole Services.
Distribution by formula

The contract with SCD should specify that the

amount the County is billed for prc¢bation and

parole services to felons will equal the amount

the County receives as its share of the SCD ‘
field services appropriation; and that services

provided will include presentence reports.

2. Enhancement Grant Funds (Distribution by formula)

a) PFunds to service felons with 1 to 5 year $1,023,258
sentences diverted from State institutions
: to local corrections.

b) Funds to reimburse the State for Class C $ 127,914
felons sentenced to the custody of State
Corrections. (in this biennium the penalty
charge is in effect for only 6 months, Jan. 79
to June 72. Therefore, a) and b) are not equal.)

¢) Funds to strengthen local correctional services.$ 682,206
Eguals 2/3 of a)

d) Funds to provide Mental Health treatment to $ 211,841
probationers or parolees with alcohcl or drug
problems; or to felons with mental and emotional
difficulties referred by the court.* State
Mental Health Division asserts that these funds
are available whether or not we participate
in Community Corrections.

N

Correction factor : $ 3,376

Sub~Total Enhancement Grant Available to Multnomah
County $2,048,595

e) Funds the County will have to pay back to $(149,794)
the State as reimbursement for Class C's
sentenced from Multnomah County to State
institutions. (Assumes 160 Class C's
sentenced annually) If the County does not
participate it does not pay the penalty.

*There is an equal amount %n State Mental Health Division budget.
- MHD and Scn funds are desianed to match to provide 100% funding for
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Construction Funds (Distribution by grant) $1,666,479

These funds cannot be used for secure facilities,

or for facilities that can be converted to secure
facilties. The estimated share to Multnomah County
assumes it will receive the same percentage share of
construction funds as it receives in Enhancement
grant funds.

Funds for the Operation of three Probation Centers. 261,577
The estimated share to Multnomah County assumes it

will receive one of the three centers. The

construction funds for the three centers are included

in the construction fund appropriation.

TOTAL Community Corrections Funds Available $3,826,857
TOTAL DEDICATED FUNDS $3,826,857

Total General Funds that can be offset. (County
expenditure on convicted felons can be offset;
expenditures on misdemeanants cannot be offset.)

Several State officials have stated that the County can
obtain reimbursement for its expenditures on convicted
felons even if it does not participate in Community
Corrections.  In the case non participation, the amount
of the general fund cffset will be equal to the amount
of the reimbursement. The exact amount of the reimburse-
ment will be negotiated with State Corrections. State
Corrections will deduct from its reimbursement to the
County for services to convicted felons, the cost of serving
misdemeanants in SCD custody. (Approximately 800 from
Multnomah County.)
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EXHIBIT G

Estimated Multnomah County Share of Community Corrections Funds

79/81 Biennium (assumes 24 months of operation) , <

This projection assumes that the formula used to calculate the

total enhancement grant appropriation for the State for the

77/79 biennium is retained for the 79/81 appropriation.* Whether

this will actually occur cannot be determined at this time; it

depends on actions taken by the 1979 legislature., Although the

enacted legislation states that it is the policy of the State

to finance community corrections on a continuing basis, it does

rot specify either the amount of the total appropriation, or ‘
the formula to be used to determine the total appropriation in the

next biennium.

1. Enhancement Grant#**

a) it is reasonable to expect a) to continue $2,251,266
at its present level plus an inflation
factor if the program is reasonably
successful because it is based on the
per diem cost of housing prisoners the
in the state prison.

b) assumes b) will continue at its present $2,251,266
level plus inflation. This allocation
may well change because the State is
distributing more for payback under the
penalty clause than Counties can be ‘
expected to require for payback if
diversion occurs.

* Multnomah County's share of the 77/79 enhancement grant
appropriation is .282454 Although the enacted legislation
prescribes that each County's share be based upon its »
respective share of the unduplicated number of persons
charged in Justice, District, or Circuit Court in the
County with a felony, the actual share was based on felony
arrests because of the unavailability of the required data. «
Three different distribution formulas were tried, giving
Multnomah County a share ranging from 24% to 32% before
felony arrests was selected as the basis of distribution.
Therefore, it is not possible to predict accurately what
our share of the total appropriation will be next bienmium.

** Assumes Multnomah County will receive .282454 of the tetal
appropriation. Assumes 10% inflation in per diem prison
cost.
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c) this assumes ¢) will continue at its $Y%,500,919
present level plus inflation. This
allocation may well change. t was
arbitrary and future levels will depend
on avaluations.

d) this assumes Mental Health grants will $ 228,788
continue, *

Enhancement Sub-Total $6,232,239

e) Pay back for Class C's sentenced to State
Prison , ($2,494,674)

2. The act makes no reference to continuation of construc-
tion fund appropriation. 0

3. Assumes operating funds for probation center $ 319,178
continue. **

TOTAL AVAILABLE 54,056,743

TOTAL DEDICATED $4,056,743
TOTAL GENERAL FUND OFFSET $1,640,438

* Assumes 8% growth rate for Mental Health appropriation.

** Assumes 8% growth rate and 24 months of opexation.
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Record of the Clerk of the Board of County Commissioners
in the matter of presentation of the Community Corrections
Plan Final Report (July 27, 1978) 1583 &

At this time, Harl Haas, District Attorney, stated he had a commit-
ment away from the hearing room and wished to express his opinion con-
cerning the Board's participation in the Community Corrections Act.

Mr. Haas stated he didn't think that all of the problems he had had with
the matter had been satisfactorily addressed, but that if the Board
decided to participate, he and his office would do everything they

could to cooperate. :

Liquor license application for 7-Eleven #14500, ) Q
11220 SE Powell, submitted by Director of Public)

Safety with recommendation that same be

approved )

Upon motion of Commissioner Mosee, duly seconded by Commis-
sioner Corbett, it is unanimously

ORDERED that said recommendation be adopted as the Order

of the Board.

In the matter of the presentation of the )
Community Corrections Plan Final Report )

: Carl Mason, Corrections Adminis*trator for Multnomah County,
gave some introductory remarks regarding the above-entitled matter. ‘

Kristine Rogers, Chairperson, Community Corrections Advisory
Committee, presented the Community Corrections Plan and highlighted the
most important aspects of the Plan through the use of a chart. She
also answered questions of the Board concerning the matter.

Jerry Hoffman, State Corrections Division, answered a
question of Commissioner Buchanan re how the County would lose an
estimated $800,000 in funds for morrections if it decided not to
participate in the Community Corrections Act, and how that figure
was computed.

Bruce Harder, Director, Office of County Management,
presented a Community Corrections Act-Fiscal Policy Statement which
he asked be incorporated into the Final Report before the Board with
one minor amendment. He asked that he be allowed to amend theFiscal
Policy Statement to provide that if the Cournty decides to participate
in the Community Corrections program, the General Fund (constraint)
contribution to the Corrections Division would be reduced by the annualize
amount of the reimbursement after the implementation plan has been
prepared and participation in the program actually commences. He stated
he wanted that amendment added because it would assure that reimbursement
will be used as an offset for County resources used.

&
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Judith Phelan, 2536 SW Patton Court, member of the Citizens
Advisory Committee for the Communlty Corrections Plan stated that she
had presented the Plan to the Northwest Quadrant Board on June 12, 1978,
and that the Board unanimously voted to support the Plan.

Claire Argow, speaking on behalf of the Citizens Adv1501y
Committee for the Department of Justice Services, stated that Committee
voted unanimously in favor of the Community Corrections participation
by Multnomah County.

Sonny Conder, member o§ o) ty Corrections Adv1sory
Board and Budget Analyst, spoke about He# % rns of the Committee in
connection with funding the Diagnostic CenCer a special unit of the
State correct 10N services provided to State C1rcu1t Court judges in
handling of serious felony cases.

Chairman Clark read a letter addressed to him from Robert
J. Watson, Assistant Director, Human Resources, Administrator of Correctiol
with the State of Oregon, dated July 21, 1978, relating to funding of ‘
the Diagnostic Center. Mr. Watson stated in his letter that he would
amend the State Corrections Division budget for 1979-81 to include the
Diagnostic Center with his strongest recommendation that it be funded
separate from the Community Corrections Act.

Jim Hennings, Metropolitan Public Defender, testified in
support of the Community Corrections Final Report, and reported on his
analysis of the Plan. He proposed that the County contract out for
corrections services under the Plan whenever possible. He also proposed
that no County position be established with Community Corrections dollars
without being authorized by the Board independently on a position-by-

position basis.

154

Shirley Hamilton, member of the Community Corrections Advisory
Committee, spoke in behalf of the ethnic minority racial groups, including
Hispanic Americans, American Indians and Blacks. She stated she had
been appointed as their spokesperson to come before the Board and
express their full support and endorsement of the Community Corrections Plan.

Del Ricks, Executive Director of Labor's Community Service
Agency, Inc., AFL-CIO, and member of the Community Corrections Advisory
Committee, spoke in support of the Community Corrections Pian.

Tom Dennehy, 16421-NE Holladay, member of the Community Correc-
tions Advisory Committee, testified in support of the Plan and expressed
some of his concerns.

There being no further persons wishing to testify on the above-
entitled matter, the Board went into deliberations.

Chalrman Clark suggested that a motion would be appropriate to
incorporate the Fiscal Policy Statement as prepared by the Office of
County Management, and amended by Mr. Harder, into the Community Corrections
Plan Final Report before the Board. Upon motion of Commissioner Corbett,
duly seconded by Commissioner Roberts, it is unanimously so

ORDERED.
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Commissioner Buchanan proposed that the Fiscal Policy Statement
aiso be amended to reflect the recommendation of Mr. Hennings that
whenever possible the County would implement Community Corrections programs
through contracts with outside agencies or through personal services «
contracts. Chairman Clark asked Commissioners Corbett and Roberts if
they had any objections to amending their previous motion before the
Board to include the recommendation of Commissioner Buc&%nanmo,gg§re
being no objection, the original motion, as modified, was?gaop% by the
Board. .

Chairman Clark stated that he had discussed the Community Cor-
rections Plan with District Attorney Harl Haas at great length, and that
Mr. Haas had indicated to him that he did not have the flexibility under
the current plan to carry out what he believed to be his maximum best
effort to favorably impact the plan. He stated that the District
Attorney has requested at total of §$54,412 ($20,000 of which has currently
been allocated) to carry out that function, and the Chairman asked the
Board for a motion instructing budget staff to analyze the matter; and,
if satisfactory, incorporate the request in as part of the Plan during
the implementation stage. Upon motion of Commissioner Roberts, duly
" seconded by ‘Commissioner Buchanan, it is unanimously so

OPDERED.
An eight-minute Tecess was called by the Chairman.

Following the recess, Commissioner Mosee moved to amend the
Community Corrections Plan on Page 36, Section 3.e.v. to add the word
Yonly" after the words ' can proceed" and the words "fand Multnomah County"
after the words '"City of Portland.' Motion duly seconded by Commissioner
Corbett, and it is unanimously so

ORDERED.

After further discussion, it was decided that the above motion
might not be appropriate and that it would be better to instruct staff
to carry out the intent of the motion rather than specifically amending
Section 3.e.v. as proposed. Chairman Clark asked Commissioners Mosee
and Corbett if they had any objections to amending their previous motion »
before the Board, and there being no objection, thke original motion,
as modified, was unanimously adopted by the Board.

At this time, Carl Mason, Kristine Rogers and Jerry Hoffman
answered questions of Commissioner Buchanan. :

Commissioner Roberts introduced a Board Order at this time
which' she read in its entirety.
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At this time, Chairman Clark read a letter he had just received from
John J. Haugh, President, Multnomah Bar Association, expressing his
strong support for the Community Corrections Plan submitted by the
Community Corrections Advisory Committze.

Upon motion of Commissioner Roberts, duly seconded by Commissioner
Buchanan, it is

ORDERED that the Board Order as presented by Commissioner Roberts,

is hereby adopted by the Board, Commissioners Corbett and Mosee voting No.
(See Page 154% - J. 136 for copy of Order)

Second Reading - Proposed Ordinance relating )
to adoption of the Multnomah County Code ) 0 EOD }Gg ANCE

Copies of the above-entitled Ordinance available to all persons

requesting same. Ordinance was read by title only.
At this time, a hearing was had in the above-entitled matter.

No one appeared requesting to be heard.
Upon motion of Commissioner Roberts, duly seconded by Commissioner
Buchanan, it is unanimously

ORDERED that said Ordinance be hereby adopted by the Board.

(See Supplement, Ordinances - J. 136 for copy)

There being no further business, the Board adjourned until next

Tuesday morning at 9:390 o'clock.

I, Diane T. Trudo, being the duly appointed Clerk of the Board of
County Commissioners for Multnomah County, do hereby certify that the fore-
going record of proceedings for the said Boa}d‘of Commissioners for the
month of July, 1978, is a true and correct recording of the official
proceedings thereof as requirgd by law.

Dated July 27, 1978.








