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Internal Audit Report #1-79 
June 12, 1979 

Earl Blurnenauer, Commissioner 
Dennis Buchanan, Commissioner 
Gladys McCoy, Commissioner 
Dan Mosee, Commissioner 

Re: ~affic and Parkin9 Fe~ and Fine Collection Systems of the 
;Mul tnomah County D~str~ct Court 

Department of Justice Services 

The attached Internal Audit Report #1-79 concerns our ex­
amination of the traffic and parking collection systems of the 
District Court of Multnomah County. A companion Report to Man­
agement #E-79 being issued concurrently with this report ad­
dresses more detailed internal management concerns. 

Several people requested that we conduct this review of 
the fee assessment and fine collection systems of the Multnomah 
County District Court. Requests for audit were made by the Di­
rector of the Department of Justice Services, the District Court 
Administrator, the Presiding Judge, and the Chairman of the Board 
of County Commissioners. We had also noted cash handling defi­
ciencies last spring in our report #B-7B. This review has af­
forded,us an opportunity for detailed follow-up of those items . 

The County Auditor's office has assigned a high priority to 
Justice Services matters in the last two years. Reasons for this 
priority include the high interest level of the Board and the 
Chairman of the Multnomah County Commissioners, the concurring 
opinions of the Auditor's Citizens Advisory Committee, the com­
plexity of the system, and the continuing acceleration of Justice 
Services costs. 

On May 4, 1979, we furnished copies of a first rough draft 
of this report to all District Court judges, the District Court 
Administrator, and the Director of Justice Services. We re­
quested comments and corrections from them which were' incorpor­
ated into our report. A second working draft and a final dr~ft 
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were again circulated to these same fifteen people, as well as 
others, to allow opportunity for clarification of facts and is­SUes. 

Among agencies which received portions of the draft were the 
Multnomah County District Attorney and Sheriff, the Oregon State 
Police and Motor Vehicles Division, the City of Portland Police 
and Traffic Departments, and other agencies which deal directly 
with the District Court on a regular basis. The assistance of 
these support agencies has been sought and received during our 
study. We requested that each of these agencies notify us of 
any errors or omissions they noted in the draft. The assistance 
of these external agencies will continue to be needed in the fol­low-up period. 

Responses to this report by District Court Administrator 
Wesley Carter, three individual judges, the Director of Justice Ser­
vices Tuck Wilson, and the City Traffic Engineer, Don Bergstrom, 
are attached at pages 48-68. Since our report addresses both ex­
ecutive and judicial branch functions, we would appreciate receiv­
ing a written status report from both the Court Administrator 
and the Director of Justice Services within six months indicating 
what progress has been made concerning the areas covered by our 
recommendations. Minimum circulation of that response should in­
clude all County Commissioners, the County Executive Officer, and the County Auditor. 

We understand that the Director of the Department of Justice 
Services will be making a follow-up review of matters discussed 
in this audit within the next six to nine months. This review 
should indicate whether or not further follow-up by our office is needed. 

The cooperation of the District Court Administrator and his 
staff during our review has been much appreciated. 

Audit Team: 
Jody Olson 
Michael Miller 
Geary Lewis 
Alan Percell 

Attachment 

/ ,fewel Lansing I 
~/ . .lMultnomah County 
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DIGEST 

Internal Audit Report #1-79 
June, 1979 

One out of every three parking tickets issued in Multno-. 
mah County is not being paid; accountability for enfo:ce~e~t ~s 
diffused between City and County on the one hand and Jud~c~al 
and executive branches of County and State government on the 
other; both parking and traffic citations have been dismissed 
without adequate review or documentation; parking and traffic 
documents are not properly safeguarded; and a backlog of park­
ing fines collected but unprocessed has not been adequately 
protected in the District Court of Multnomah County. 

We believe that traffic and parking citations could easi­
ly disappear without trace. The traffic and parking collection 
systems of the Multnomah County District Court lack the basic 
checks and balances necessary to ensure against possible abuse. 
While we f'-mnd no malfeasance, we found maj or deficiencies in 
the court's and law enf'.)rcement agencies' controls over parking 
and traffic citations. 

Responsibility for administrative control of parking en­
forcement functions is not clearly defined. District Court 
judges feel their responsibility ends when they issue a warrant. 
They do not feel responsible for enforcement policies and proce­
dures. Contractual obligations between the City and County for 
towing and other parking enforcement need cla.rification. 

Steps have already been taken by the District Court judge~ 
to correct one of the major deficiencies we found in the Traff~c 
Citation System: administrative dismissals of traffic infrac­
tions are no longer authorized. Traffic infractions, including 
many moving violations, were dismissed by use of a court stamp 
at the time of our audit tests. At least seven people had ac­
cess to the safe in which these two stamps were kept overnight. 

Control over dismissal of parking tickets is still inade­
quate. Documentation is not generally retained nor is second-
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party review always required. 

.Blanket write-offs of 122,000 unpaid parking tickets repre­
sent~ng at least $3/4 million in unpaid bail occurred in'1978 
.~ome of ~hese tickets were only 12 months old. Towing of vehi~les 

y t~e C~ty of Portland has a.lmost stopped. Repeat offenders are 
abus~ng t~e systems. (Two vehicles accumulated one hundred tick­
et~ each ~n 1978.) The City receives the coins from the meters 
wh~le Multnomah County retains all the bail/fine money. 

~ gr7at deal of power has been delegated over the years to 
g~e D~~i:~ct Cou:t Admini~trator. Administrative powers, such as 
. ~ a ~ ~ty to h~re and f~re personnel and schedule pro tern 
J~ ges and ~ourt appointed attorneys, has been mixed with judi­
c~al ~uthor1ty suc~ as the reponsibility for directly dismissin 
~erta~n types of t~ckets. (Part of this authority was rescinde~ 
~~ May, 1979.) Judges have indicated their willingness to re­
v~ew all current court policies soon. 

?ur recommendations to the District Court judges for the Ion _ 
term 1mprovements of the weaknesses we found which are discussedg 
in more detail later in this report, are su~arized below: 

- Ass~m~ more.administrative responsibility or shift 
adm1n1strat10n of traffic and parking collection 
systems to the executive branch of County government. 

Enlist cooperation of enforcement agencies to crack 
down on parking violators and support proposed li- . 
cense-withholding law . 

Tighten controls and security over citations, money, 
and information transmittal. 

- Review and update existing District Court administra­
tive policies. 

-v-
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FEE AND FINE COLLECTION SYSTEMS 
.DISTRICT COURT 

BACKGROUND 

Distri~t Courts in Oregon have jurisdiction over most mis­
d~m~anor cr~minal cases*, preliminary hearings in felony cases, 
c~v~l cases of $3,000 or less, and small claims of $500 or 
less. 

. Multnomah County has 13 District Court judges. (Pro tern 
J~dge~ also sa~ for 440 days - the equivalent of about two full­
t~me Judges - ~n Multnomah County District Court in 1978.) 

~istrict Court judges are elected in a non-partisan ballot 
for s~x year terms. The salaries of the judges are paid by the 
State, but all other Court expenses are borne·by the County. 

In January, 1972, the Multnomah County District Court as­
sumed responsibility for, and merged with, the Portland Munici­
pal Court .. Since the merger, the average yearly caseload has 
been approx~mately 490,000 cases. 

. A~ of January 1, 1?7?, the District Court was designated as 
c; Court of Rec?rd, requ~r~ng permanent recording of its proceed­
~ngs for the f~rst time. In February, 1978, the Gresham Munici­
pC;l C?urt was taken over by, ~nd merged with, Multnomah County 
D~str~ct Court. 

~uring the calendar year 1978, 342,817 parking cases 107 088 
t:aff~~ cases, and 4,189 other cases involving citations ~ere ' 
f~led ~n Multnomah County District Court. OVer $3~ million in 

*Di~tria~ CoUPt h~s jurisdia~ion over misdemeanor criminal cases~ inaluding traf­
f~a offenses wh~ah are pun~shabZe by a fine of up to $l~OOO~ imprisomnent of 
one year or less~ or both. 
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fees, fines, and other revenue was collected by the Court in fis­
cal year 1978. Approximately $850,000 in disbursements and re­
funds left $2.7 million net revenues to the County. (See Appen­
dix C.) The Court's fiscal year 1979 budget is $2 million with 
114 approved personnel positions. (See Appendices A and B.) 

The District Court is given responsibility by state law for 
managing docketing (i.e., scheduling court appearance dates) and 
some other court affairs. The judges elect one of their number 
as presiding judge each fiscal year. The current presiding judge 
is lvilliam Beers, who will be completing the maximum two succes­
sive terms allowed by court rules at the end of June, 1979. 

Responsibility for administering County Clerk and District 
Court Clerk functions (maintenance and custody of Court files 
and records) is assigned to a District Court Administrator who 
serves at the pleasure of the District Court judges. The cur­
rent District Court Administrator, Wes Carter, transferred to 
District Court from the old Portland Municipal Court when the two 
courts merged in 1972. Carter has been with the two courts for 
about 13 years. 

SCOPE OF AUDIT 

The scope of this report covers the parking and traffic ci­
tations processing and collection systems of District Court. We 
designed tests to determine whether public records are available 
indicating the disposition of all tickets issued; the reliability 
of financial and support data affecting charges, bail money, and 
fines collected by District Court; and the adequacy of complemen­
tary internal controls throughout the system. 

Our audit did not result in the design of a new system and 
was not intended to do so. As auditors, we examine existing ac­
counting and management systems and attempt to pinpoint ·their 
weaknesses. We make general recommendations and identify some 
possible alternatives for dealing with problem areas. These re­
commendations are not intended to be all-inclusive, but rather 
are beginning tools for management's use in setting their own 
directions. 

Many areas of District Court's operations were excluded from 
our study. We did not review District Court docketing procedures. 
We did not review the civil and small claims sections. We did 
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not analyze job assignments of individual court employees, such 
as a time/motion or productivity measurement might do. We did 
not analyze District Court budgeted expenditures in detail. 

Our major findings and recommendations concerning areas of 
public policy are included in this report, Internal Audit Report 
#1-79. An additional companion report, Report to Management 
#E-79, will be released concurrently with this report, and dis­
cusses more deta.iled management concerns. 

PARKING TICKETS 

Enforcement agencies issued an average of over 1,100 parking 
tags a day in Multnomah County in 1978. (See Appendix G-l.) 
Most of these citations are written by the City of Portland's 
Parking Patrol officers. * 

People can pay their parking fines by mail or in person at 
the Mu1tnomah County Courthouse, Room 110, or at the Gresham Dis­
trict Court at 50 N.E. Elliott. Parking violation bail/fines 
include a minimum of $3 for overtime parking, $5 for parking too 
close to a fire hydrant, $10 for leaving keys in a car, a maxi­
mum of $15 for double parking. Fines double if not paid within 
seven days. 

A warrant can be issued for the impoundment of the vehicle 
if no bail/fine or hearing request is made within fourteen days. 
Unless a warrant is outstanding against a vehicle, a court ap­
pearance can be requested in lieu of paying a fine. 

Eight positions are assigned to the District Court parking 
tag section. Room 110 of the Court Courthouse is open twenty­
four hours Monday through Friday to receive fines and bail monies. 

*Some tickets are aZso written by the County Sheriff's Office and PortZand Po­
lice when a parking vioZation is an impediment to traffic. The Port of 
PortZand~ City of Gresham~ and the University of Oregon Health Sciences 
Center aZso issue some parking tickets which are processed through the Dis­
trict Court. 
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Revenues from parking tickets are shared with the agencies 
who issue the tickets. The Port of Portland and the City of 
Gresham share 50%/50% with the County. The City of Portland re­
tairts the money deposited in the parking meters while the Couhty 
keeps all fine revenue. * The University of Oregon Health Sci­
ences Center retains everything except $75/month. (See Appen­
dix C.) 

TRAFFIC CITATIONS 

Traffic citations are issued for violating rules of the 
road. Many traffic infractions (e.g., speeding and illegal turns) 
can be paid without appearing in court. But, individuals charged 
with major traffic offenses ~ust appear in court. Major traffic 
offenses include reckless driving, driving while under the in­
fluence of intoxicants, leaving the scene of an accident, operat­
ing a motor vehicle while driver's license was suspended or re­
voked and attempting to flee or elude a police officer. 

In 1978, 106,833 traffic citations were posted to District 
Court computer records. (See Appendix G-2.) The City of Port·~ 
land Police Department issued about 60% of the total, Oregon State 
Police about 20%, the Multnomah County Sheriff's office issued 
about 15%, and the City of Gresham, City of Troutdale, and the 
Port of Portland combined issued less than 5% of the remaining 
citations. 

The District Court traffic section is open 24 hours per day, 
starting at 8:00 a.m. Monday, through 12 midnight Friday, to ser­
vice the public in Room 110 of the Multnomah County Courthouse. 

*A contract with the City of Portland cov'ers revenue from tickets which are is­
sued to vehicles parking in areas which have no parking meters. MUZtnomah 
County budgeted $210~600 in fiscal 1979 to pay the costs of patroZing the 
non-metered zones of the City of Portland. If the costs exceed revenues~ 
the City must reimburse the difference to the County. MUZtnomah County pro· .. 
bably lost revenue of up to an estimated $70~OOO in 1978 because MUZtnomah 
County did not have any method of tracking which revenue is received for which 
tickets. (Estimate of revenue lost is based on City of Portland figures for 
the numbers of tickets issued for metered and non-metered areas and coZlec­
tion rate estimates based on assumptions by District Court personneZ and 
auditor.; 
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Daytime service (8:30 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.) is also available at the 
Gresham District Court office. Fifteen employees staff the day 
section, with eleven on the night shifts. 

State law requires that all guilty verdicts for. traffic 
offenses be transmitted to the Oregon Motor Vehicles Division in 
Salem within 24 hours of conviction (ORS 482.480). The Division 
must also be informed of any limitation placed on a licensee's 
driving privilege (ORS 484.415). The Multnomah County District 
Court sends batches of carbon copies (marked "abstract copy") of 
all guilty verdict traffic citations to Salem every day. 

BUDGET, PERSONNEL AND CASELOAD GROWTH 

The combined number of parking and traffic cases processed 
through District Court has remained about the same since the mer­
ger of District Court with the Portland Municipal Court in Janu­
ary, 1972 (448,000 cases in 1972 to 450,000 cases in 1978). Dis­
trict Court handles many other matters besides traffic and park­
ing. Increased filings have been recorded in small claims, mis­
demeanors and felonies. The total of all cases~ filed has changed 
little since the merger. The following caseload information was 
furnished by the State Court and the Deputy District Court Admin­
istrator: 

Calendar 
Year 

1972 

1973 

1974 

1975 

1976 

1977 

1978 

Percentage 

72-78 

CITATIONS ISSUED 
:rraffic Parking TOTAL 

107,162 340,523 447,685 

93,727 424,020 517,747 

100,114 355,733 455,847 

89,035 340,393 429,428 

109,447 311,929 421,376 

95,151 294,801 389,952 

107,088 342,817 449,905 

change: 

-.07% +.7% +.5% 

TOTAL CASES 
FILED 

490,245 

563,231 

506,084 

472,880 

461,950 

427,728 

492,720 

+.5% 

*Tota'l aases ina'lude fe'lonies~ misdemeanors~ aiviZ~ and sma'l'l aZaims~ in addi­
tion to parking and traffia. (See Appendix B.) 
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The number of judges was budgeted at 12 in fiscal year 1973, 
and was increased to 13 in fiscal year 1978. Among factors cited 
in discussing the need for additional judges have been the in­
creased rights of citizens to legal representation in DUlL cases 
and the requirement which made District Court a Court of Record 
in 1977. The following figures were taken from Multnomah County 
budget documents for the pae,t seven fiscal years: 

District 
Court 

Fiscal Year Budget Personnel Judges 

73 $1,059,243 76 12 

74 1,097,812 76 12 

75 1,270,538 75 12 

76 1,647,329 1021 12 

77 1,781,070 103 12 

78 2,018,080 108 2 13 

79 2,098,472 114 13 

The District Court budget has almost doubled from $1 million 
to $2 million in the seven-year period fiscal year 1973 through 
1979. Corrected for inflation, the growth has been 14% for the 
seven-year period. 

FINDINGS 

In our review of the District Court's management of the park­
ing and traffic citation processing and collection systems of Dis­
trict Court, we found management deficiencies at many points in 
both systems. We reviewed court records regarding the disposition 

lThe unusuaUy 'large inarease in the number of personne'l from jisaaZ year 19'15 
to fisaa'l yeal' 19'16 main'ly was due to assumption of appZiaabZe seations of 
the Division of COZC1't Proaess by the Distriat Court. 

2The inarease from 103 to 108 positions in fisaa'l '1'1-'18 was due to a transfer 
of personne'l from the Data Proaessing Authority to Distriat Court: 
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of tickets issued; the reliability of financial and support data 
affecting charges, bail money, and fines collected by District 
Court; and, the adequacy of controls throughout the sys t,em. While 
we found no malfeasance, we found major deficiencies in internal 
control of citations, money, information and dismissal,mechanisms. 

Inequitable treatment of citizens is an inevitable conse­
quence of inadequate tracking and control systems for parking and 
traffic matters. Citizens who pay their parking fines when due, 
or double the fine when overdue, are being treated inequitably 
because towing by the City has virtually stopped. Unpaid park­
ing citations are being written off by blanket orders, some when 
only twelve months old. 

Nearly one out of every three tickets issued for parking 
violations in Multnomah County is not being paid. 

Some tickets written to traffic offenders were being dis­
missed by administrators without a judge's review at the time of 
our audit field work. These dismissals were done by use of a 
stamp which was not properly safeguarded. The user of the stamp 
did not need to sign or initial the citation to dismiss it. Dis­
trict Court judges voted in May, 1979, to revoke this authority 
and to discontinue use of the stamps. 

Many District Court judges told us that they do not feel they 
are, or should be, responsible for either collection or enforce­
ment policies and procedures .. Other judges agreed with our posi­
tion that as long as the traffic and parking fee and fine collec­
tion systems are budgeted and administered under the District 
Court umbrella, the District Court judges must assume oversight 
responsibilities and attempt to negotiate both short and long­
term solutions to problems identified. 

We found that accountability for District Court management 
has been diffused through "benign neglect" by judges in the past, 
as well as through separation of powers between the executive and 
judicial branches of government. 

We have discussed some possible alternatives to try to deal 
with these problems in the conclusions and recommendation.s which 
follow. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

We found general agreement among judges, County.management 
staff and District Court personnel that there are maJor manage­
ment deficiencies in the systems which we examined. We did not 
find clear concensus, however, as to how these long-term prob­
lems should be corrected, or who should be responsible for mak­
ing changes. 

Corrective steps are now being planned by District Court 
and Justice Services personnel. Short-term actions which we 
believe would help to deal with problems identified in this re­
port include: 

Elimination of the parking tag processing backlog. (The 
District Court judges have already directed the Court 
staff to give priority to this problem); 

Allowing a limited amnesty period for citizens to pay 
outstand:i.ng parking tags without penalty; 

Publicizing an intensive follow-up vehicle-towing cam­
paign; 

., Forming committees of District Court judges to meet with 
appropriate County and City agencies to seek long-term 
solutions. 

'-' --~'. 

While County Commissioners seem reluctant and District Court 
judges were very unreceptive to the idea of fcc~sing on the reve­
nue-raising potential of District Court collect~on systems, we 
feel that it is reasonable to look to the direct users of any sys­
tem to pay as much of the operating cost of that system as possi­
ble. Increased enforcement costs could be paid for by increased 
fine collections. 

We believe that some major action or reorganizational shift 
is needed to correct the serious weaknesses which we found in Dis­
trict Court systems. District Court administrators have contended 
that District Court has few, if any, problems which would not be 
corrected by more dollars and more staff. We believe the problems 
are much broader than that, and that clarification of responsibili­
ty and accountability between judges and staff as well as between 
District Court and other agencies needs to be one of the fi:st 
questions faced. While adding staff could reduce backlog, ~t would 
not, in itself, improve any controls or procedures. 
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The strength of the judicial branch of government in the 
United States is based in large part upon the respect and be­
lief in the integrity of the system by its citizens. That con­
fidence must be carefully guarded and earned. The Multnomah 
County District Court judges have responded positively in keep­
ing with the tenets of that system and have indicated ~heir. 
willingness to seek solutions to the problems we have LdentL­
fied. 

While we did not find any instances of wrong doing, it is 
our opinion that Multnomah County does not have the basic 
checks and balances needed to give reasonable assurance that 
abuses could not occur. 

Many judges agree that it is the District Court's respon­
sibility to exercise control over traffic citations from the 
time they are issued through the time the citation is entered 
in official records. Only with acknowledgement of that poten­
tial problem, and acknowledgement of responsibility for improv­
ing and maintaining those systems, can progress be made. We are 
optimistic that appropriate changes will occur. 

RECOMMENDATION 1: District Court Judges 
should assume more administrative respon-
sibility or shift administration of traf-
fic and parking collection s?lstems to the 
executive branch of Multnoma County. 

Administrative responsibility for "maintenance and 
custody of court files and records" is delegated to a District 
Court administrator selected by the District Court judges under 
Multnomah County Ordinance 102, dated June 19, 1975. Enabling 
state legislation \'lhich says that District Court judges may es­
tablish a "Traffic Court Violations Bureau" is contained at ORS 
484.310'. 

The county home rule provisions of the Oregon Con­
stitution and ORS Chapter 46 also help to explain the County's 
responsibility and authority for traffic a~d p~rking cita~i~n sys~ 
terns. At least one judge feels that the DLstrLct and MunLcLpal 
Court merger of 1972 inappropriately gave executive branch func­
tions to the judicial branch of government. 

If the majority of District Court judges votes to 
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do so, and the County Commissioners agree, it appears to us that 
County Clerk functions assigned to the District Court Adminis­
trator by County Ordinance 102 could be reassigned elsewhere 
In the meantime, responsibility for those functions remains in 
the District Court and must be addressed by the thirteen judges. 

Improvements to Present System 

We agree with the conclusion of a court consul­
tant's report issued in 1978 that the constraints of daily work­
l~a~ should not detract from judges having ultimate responsi-
,bL~Lty and accountabilit~ to the public for court administration. 
1~LS leads to the concluslDn that specialized administrative func­
tLonal areas. (should) be divided up amongst the Judges, prefer­
a~l~ by commL~tee, .under ~he direction and guidance of the Pre­
sLdLng Judge, EllLs PettLgrew stated in his report. 

We believe that the $125,000 budgeted in the cur­
:ent year 9Y the County Commissioners for District Court system 
L~provements could be mo:e profitably used by the judges if they 
fLrst agreed on what theLr administrative duties and operating 
pr~cedures ought to be. A committee system may be needed to form 
thLs concensus. 

. We obs~rved n~ ~echan~sm ~hich allows the judges 
t~ effectLvely ~eal wLth adm~nLstratLve Lssues on a regular ba­
SLS. The.solutLon to these Lnternal understandings must come 
from the Judges themselves. 

. . A systems consultant could design new controls for 
the DLstrLct Court's ~ark~ng and tr~ffic citation processing sys­
terns .. ~lthough the.DLstrLct Court Judges have previously voted 
to el~mLn~te docketLng questions from system design improvements 
a~ t~Ls tLme! we caution them not to ignore the importance of re­
vLewLng the L~terrelatio~ship between the docketing and collection 
systems. DU:1ng our r~vLew of court collection processes, we fre­
quentl~ ran Lnto qUestLons about docketing procedures even though 
docketLng was not the focus of our audit tests and programs. 

. Many necessary manual and data processing changes 
c~n be desLgned ~y a,systems consultant, but computerization alone 
wLll not solve DLstrLct Court control weaknesses. Any new com-
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ld b reviewed in advance for control 
puter system desig~ shou. e 
mechanisms and audLt traLls. 

We believe another partial solution would be 

for t.he District Court judges to ~~q~~~;tf~~~;~g c;~Ie~tion 
permanent control person forldthe dL~road authority to institute 
systems. Such a person wou nee 
and review controls. 

Transfer Responsibility to County Executive: 
Revise Ordinance 102 

I f the District Court judges are not wildlLf'~g to 
d . . t 'ng fee an Lne 

assume greater responsibility for a mLnLS e~~ uest revision of 

----~ 

collection systems, ~e recommerd th~~et~~~rd ~f County Commis­
County Home Rule OrdLnance 102 by 'b'lities to the Dis­
sioners. This ordinance delegates resl?onsL ~o Count Clerks in 
trict Court Adminis~ratorothd~t are ~~~Lg(~:~ AppendixYD) contains 
non;...home-rule countLes. r Lnan~e 
the following provisions at SectLon 5: 

. f f rmance of the functions as-
Because assuring sat1s actor~ pe: 0 'b'lity of Mult-

sumed by the Court administr~tor~ ... 1S the re~p~~:1s~ate of Oregon, 
nomah County under the const1tut1on and laws 0 . that 
the Board shall at all times remain.responsible.~O~e~:~e~:~~~~~ctory 
SUChI~u:~t~~~St~~: ~~!n~o~~~f~~~:~m~~e: ~~:~e~a~d func:ions are n~t 
.... . ner which best promotes the 1nterests 0 

~~!n;e~;~;o~e~~i~~~m:hm~~unty the Board shall.by ordin~nc~ assign 
functions ..• to such other county ..• offices as 1t may se ec ...• 

Many j~dges te~l us that they do not wa~~a~o t~:t 
involved in court admLnLstratLon. Some stated flatly 'b'l'ty 
executive branch of Multnomah County should assume responsL L L 

1 . d . the Multnomah County Code as MCC 2.30.550 
Ordinance 102 has been recodif~e ~n 

2Pl;:;,~~u~~si;~~tion of "administrators" refers to both Circuit and District 

Courts. 
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for collecting traffic and parking fees and fines immediately. 
Presiding Judge Willi.am Beers stated that, "We're not in the 
management business and we're not trying to be revenue raisers 
and money collectors - this is foreign to any concept of judi­
cial process as I understand it." 

A consultant's report, issued in October 1978, 
ol;)served that, "Attention should be devoted to whether or not 
parking ticket administration should be part of the court or­
ganization. The function of the parking division is largely 
one of administrative process .... " The City of Portland Traffic Engi­
neer, Don Bergstrom, told us that he believes the solution is 
to create an Administrative Violations Bureau. 

We respect the independence which judges must have 
to adjudicate matters which are brought to them - to decide when 
persons are guilty or not guilty of crimes las charged, and to 
set penalties for disobeying the law. In many ways, it seems a 
conflict with that judicial role to expect judges to administer 
the heavy volume fine and fee collection systems which accompany 
traffic and parking matters. 

If administrative responsibility is transferred, 
we suggest that special consideration be given to cash manage­
ment (collection) and enforcement responsibilities. 

. Relocation Options: If Ordinance 102 is revised 
so that traffic and parking fine and fee collection functions are 
shifted to some other County division, a variety of options is 
available. The Director of the Department of Justice Services, 
Tuck Wilson, could be delegated responsibility for administering 
a Traffic and Parking Collection Division. The County Finance 
Office in the Office of County Management or the Assessment and 
Taxation Division of the Department of Administrative Services 
would be other alternatives that should be considered. 

Stin-Off Parking Ta~ Section: An alternative to 
shifting all col ection responsibi ities from District Court would 
be to spin off only the Parking Tag Section. Some other juris­
dictions have removed parking offenses from the criminal court's 
jurisdiction and established a civil administrative tribunal. An 
administrative system could accept payments and settle almost all 
disputes through an adjuster. Only those cases that require ju­
dicial review would be assigned to the Courts. 
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Legislation Could Change Court's Administration 

House Bill 2001, under consideration by the cur­
rent legislature, proposes shifting responsibility for adminis­
tration of District Court matters from Mu1tnomah County to the 
State. 

This bill would require the state to assume ad­
ditional court costs, rather than just paying judges' salaries 
as is presently the case. (Total Multnomah County Circuit and 
District Court costs in fiscal year 1979 are $4.3 million of 
which the State pays 17%.) 

Any decision regarding reorganization of the Dis­
trict Court activities should be delayed until the 1979 State 
Legislature adjournes or takes a final vote on HB 2001. 

Another reorganization proposal has been made in 
SB 902, which would merge the District and Circuit Courts state­
wide into one court of general jurisdiction. A proponent of 
such a change has argued that since the District Court has be­
come a Court of Record so that appeals may be taken directly to 
the Court of Appeals, the need for a two-layered court system 
no longer exists. 

Senate Bill 670 would require merging the admin­
istrative functions of the Multnomah County District and Circuit 
Courts under one court administrator. 

Appointment of referees or magistrates (instead 
of judges) to handle traffic matters has also been suggested. Sen­
ate Bill 671 would require the Supreme Court of Oregon to ap­
point traffic magistrates for Mu1tnomah County District Court. 

We have not studied these legisla'tive proposals 
fully and make no recommendations concerning their merit. 
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. A large number of people are abusing the parking 
~yste~ ~n Portl~nd. We :e~iewed.the number of outstanding park­
~ng.t~ckets aga~nst spec~f~c veh~cles during 1978 and found two 
veh~cles ~hat had collected 100 parking tickets each. A hundred 
other veh7cles had collected from 41 to 93 tickets each. Another 
9,000 veh~cles had from 6 to 40 each. (See Appendix I.) We 
have had people tell us that they have a glove compartment full 
of unpaid parking tickets. 

. Over 122,000 unpaid parking tickets were written 
off ~n 1978, many of which were only 12 months old. These tick­
ets represented at least $3/4 million worth of unpaid bail. 

Multnomah County's collection rate of parking ci­
tati~ns fn 197~ was about 69%, according to the Parking Tag Su­
perv~sor s est~mate.'* We found that other cities and counties 
of compa:able size t~rough active enforcement of parking violators 
h~ve ach~eve~ much h~gher collection rates. Salt Lake City es­
t~mates ~ 94% c~llection rate, Denver 85%, Fresno County 83%, and 
Jacksonv~lle 81%. (See Appendix E.) 

Since the City has almost stopped towing vehicles 
(see Appendix H-l), enforcement of parking violations has virtu­
~lly ceas~d .. Th~ parking citation states that the fine doubles 
~f not pa~d w~th~n seven days. But this is only true for those 
~ho choose to pay the double amount. If people pay nothing with­
~n 14 ~ays, warrants can be issued for failure to pay which could 
cause ~m~oundment of the vehicle. However, such warrants are 
rarely, ~f ever, enforced by the City or County. 

'*No data was av~iZabZe in the District Court or through the parking tag computer 
sys~em to ver'[;fy the ac:curacy of this figure. Since no one knows how many ci­
tat'[;on~ were actuaZZy ~ssued3 and the number of paid citations varies from 
the da~Zy to the monthZy Zog reports3 no reconciZation is possibZe. 
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We found that little towing is being done except 
for extreme cases such as an abandoned vehicle or vehicles parked 
in tow-away zones. (The incidence of towing in the City of Port­
land decreased from 189 in January 1978, to 34 in December 1978.*) 
In December 1978, the District Court Administrator stopped send­
ing out notices of failure to pay fines. 

Increased Enforcement Needed 

We have talked with the District Court judges, the 
Director of Justice Services, and the City of Portland Traffic 
Engineer concerning some immediate steps which might be taken to 
increase enforcement. These steps would require considerable ad­
vance planning and coordination between the City of Portland and 
Multnomah County: 

. A one-month amnesty period could be declared for 
citizens to pay parking tags without penalty; 

An intensive follow-up campaign of towing of vehi­
cles could be planned for vehicles with outstanding 
unpaid citations; 

News releases and publicity could be issued to in­
form the public of these efforts. 

We would support all of these efforts and urge that any long­
term plans take the results of these efforts into consideration. 

Clarification of Enforcement Responsibility 

Many District Court judges reject the notion that 
they are in any way responsible for parking violation enforcement. 
They feel their only obligation is to issue warrants. They say 
that what happens once the warrants are issued is out of their 
hands. If this is so, we believe judges have at least a respon­
sibility to help clarify whose respm"!sibility enforcement is, and 
to help provide incentives, either positive or negative, to see 
that more enforcement occurs. 

*However~ our test resuZts~ shown at Appendix H-43 indicate that 81% of aZZ 
outstanding citations against vehicZes towed (incZuding abandoned and stoZen 
vehicles) were collected as a resuZt of towing. 
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. . The City of Portland Parking Patrol, which decides 
w~1ch veh1cles a:e.towed, has decreased its towing as a result of 
t1me and product1v1ty studies made. No one could provide us with 
a writt~n agreement between Multnomah County and the City of Port­
la~d wh1ch spells out the City's discretion or responsibility. 
(C1ty of Portland gets the coins from the parking meters, but 
Multnomah County retains all the fine and bail receipts from park­
ing meter violations) 

. We suggest that a new contract between the County 
~nd the C1t¥ ~e.p:epared by the County Chairman clarifying tow-
1ng resp<?n~1b1l1t1~s and cos,ts. The District Court judges could 
help fac1l1tate th1s process by delegating their implicit en­
forcement oversight function to the Director of Justice Services 
and by cooperating with his efforts to increase enforcement. 
~oth the Board of County Commissioners and the District Court 
J~dges have i 9nored this area in the past, perhaps because of 
m1sunderstand1ng or lack of clarification as to who has the re­
sponsibility. 

Encourage County Lobbying Support for Legislation to Withhold 
License Renewal 

. Th: City of Portland has proposed legislation (Sen-
ate B1~1.9~6), wh~ch would require the Oregon Motor Vehi-
cles D1v1s1anro w1thhold motor vehicle license renewals until out­
st~ndin9 warrants have been cleared. Similar legislation already 
eX1sts 1n New York and California. 

We realize that other jurisdictions do not have 
the same set of circumstances as Multnomah County. We believe 
~hat ~ultnoma~ County ~ould collect a higher percentage of park-
1~g t1cke~s w1th.relat1vely little cost through a motor vehicle 
l1cense w1thhold1ng law. Enactment of such legislation should 
be vigorously promoted by Multnomah County. 

Even if some judges do not feel it is an appropri­
ate judi~ial role to "lobby" at the legislature, judges could 
p~ay an 1mportant rol~ by encouraging the Board of County Commis­
s~one:s to support th1s bill. (The Multnomah County Auditor testi­
f1ed.1n favor of this bill at the Senate Transportation Committee 
hear1ng May 28, 1979, while this report was in draft review stage. 
S~e r~layed sUPl?ort for the concept of the bill on behalf of the 
D1str7ct ?ourt Judges present at a May 24 meeting with the Auditor 
and the D1rector of Justice Services.) 
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Other Parking Enforcement Measures 

Other parking ticket enforcement measures which 
should be considered include: 

Substantially increase the bail schedule for non-pay­
ment of parking tags after 45 days, and for vehicles 
which have several outstanding tickets. 

Increase parking fines by a large enough amount to de­
ter citizens from risk!ng a parking ticket instead of 
using parking garages. 

Cease practice of blanket write-off of unpaid parking 
tickets when 12 months old. 

Issue 30, 60, and 90-day warning notices tied to strict­
er enforcement measures. 2 (Mu1tnomah County District 
Court stopped sending 21-day reminder notices last fall; 
to our knowledge, the County has never issued second or 
third notices as commercial collection agencies do.) 

Set up an internal County Collection Agency, or turn 
unpaid tickets over to a private collection agency for 
collection. Some kind of legislation would probably be 
needed that would permit the bail to be collected as a 
civil penalty, according to a District Court judge. 

. Discuss with the City the use of a "Booting" device 
(locks a vehicle tire so it cannot be moved) if other 
enforcement mechanisms do not appear possible or cost 
effective. (Jacksonvi.11e, Florida and Denver, Colorado 
are examples of jurisdictions which have used booting 
devices.) 

lThe City of Portland Traffic Engineer has requested an increase in the minimum 
parking fine from $3 to $4 because " ... it's now cheaper to park on the street 
and risk a ticket than to pay for parking on a commercial lot." Seattle 
charges a minimum $5 fee for any parking offense. San Francisco inareased 
its fine for parking in former tow-away zones to $25 and found that illegal 

2 parking in targeted zones deareased dramatiaally. 
The City of Roahester~ New York mails a 30-day reminder notiae that parking 

fines may be paid within 60 days of da'l;e of issue without penalty. On the 
61st day~ a seaond notice is mailed whiah triples the $5 minimum fine to $15. 
At 90 days~ a Judgment is entered and the fine is raised to $SO~ the maxi­
mum'per unsatisfied violation allowable under their aurrent regulations. 
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Discuss with the City the hiring of private towing 
companies to identify and tow repeat offenders on a 
commission basis. 

. Issue show-cause orders for the registered owners 
of vehicles which accumulate a large number of tick­
ets. 

Monitor incidence of repeat offenders and set goal 
of decreasing repeats. 

Set goal of increasing collection rate and monitor 
performance. 

While several District Court judges have told us 
that they feel enforcement methods and collection rates have 
~othing to do ~ith them, we disagree. Respect for the law and 
~mpr~ved traff~c f1~w a:e directly affected by citizens obeying 
pa:k~ng laws, and D~str~ct Court is presently the focal part of 
th~s process. 

RECOMMENDATION 3: Tighten controls 
and security over citations, money 
and transmittal of information. 

" ... The District Court clerical office can be en-
tered at.a~y time ... (details omitted) .... Once inside, one would 
have un1~~ted access to a substantial amount of checks and cash 
' ... , to District Court records, and to computer terminals access-
ing the Court's files ... ", observed a Courthouse security con­
sultants team in April, 1979. 

We noted many of the same weaknesses. Situations 
that were of major concern to us included: 

. An average 15-day backlog of $55,000 in cash and checks 
representing over 9,100 payments sat in unlocked files 
and c~rdboard boxes in the District Court office during 
the f~e1d work of our audit. We estimate this has re­
presen~ed a loss in interest revenue of $5,000 annually. 
(~h7 D~s t:ic t Court judges have nmq ins truc ted the ad­
m~n~strat:1.ve staff to give priority to eliminating this 
backlog.) 

Abstract copies of traffic citations being prepared by 
eight different people for transmittal to the Department 
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of Motor Vehicles are left on a desk top overnight. 

Bail funds, representing some large cash payments, 
posted in the District Court and ~n the 7th floor 
Courthouse jail are left in the Courthouse over-
night and on weekends. 

Parking and traffic citations are stacked in open 
bins in Room 110 and also sit openly on the Court 
Administrators' desks. 

. During the field work of our audit, a statrlJ? was used 
to void traffic citations which was access~ble t~ 
at least seven District Court staff when l~cked ~n 
the safe overnight. A duplicate stamp, wh~ch 'V!as 
used infrequently, was kept in the safe.where ~ts 
occasional disappel:':b~'ance would not be m~ssed. No 
record was kept of how many times the stamps.wer: 
used and no supervisory review was made ~f c~tat~ons 
that were voided. On May 24, 1979, th: Judges passed 
a resolution eliminating the use of th~s stamp. 

District Court retains the original parking citations 
from 6 months to 2 years. To increase control.and 
reduce storage costs, the citations coul~ be ~~cro­
fiched. We understand that enabling leg~slat~on 
would need to be passed to provide that the ~cro­
fiche copy could substitute for the original com-
plaint document. 

Logs or control registers are not kept by the Port: 
land Police, County Sheriff Depu~ies~ or State*Pol~ce, 
for the citations they send to D~str~ct Court. T~ck­
ets could disappear without trace both enroute to the 
Courthouse and prior to computer entry after the¥ ar: 
received by District Court. We traced ~OO traff~c c~­
tations from five law enforcement agenc~es and found 
that records kept by issuing agencies provide.lit~le, 
if any, third-party intern~l control of traff~c c~ta­
tions issued. (See Append~x H-6.) 

Parking tickets are dismissed by the Court ~dmin~stra­
tor without review or without any reason be~ng g~ven on 
the ticket. Documentation was not retained on most of 

*The Po~t of po~tZand and City of G~esham~ who account fo~ Zess than 5% 
of tickets iS8ued~ do maintain citation Zogs. 
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t~e ?,500+ parking citations voided in 1978. 86% of the 
d~sm~ssed parking tags we examined in our test of 197 
citations had no audit trail. (See Appendix H~2.) 

Th: Court's permanent file copies of major traffic 
cr~me convictions (containing the only complete his­
~ory of citations dismissed) are not always available 
:tn the central Courthouse file. We could not readily 
loc~te the Cou:t's copy of 47 citations disposed of 
dur~ng the per~od April through June 1978. Eleven 
of the missing citations were found ~ithin two or 
three days. It took two weeks fOL auditors and the 
c~urt staff to find all but one of the remaining 36 

. c~tations. (All citations were for cases which had 
bee~ disposed of almost a year earlier.) The 35 ci­
tat~ons were found in five different District Court 
desks or files in the County Courthouse or at the 
Gresham Court. (See Appendix H-7.) 

T~e County's data processing system for traffic cita­
t~ons does not reflect reduced charges and plea bar­
gaining of charges. When we traced records of all 
persons found guilty of a major traffic crime in Mult­
nomah County District Court during April, May and 
June of 1978 to their individual driving records at 
;he Oregon M~to: Vehicles Division we originally found 
:.hat 24 conv~ct~ons shown on the County I s data process­
~ng records had not been posted. Subsequent time-con­
~uming searches indicated that all but 5 of these post­
~ngs c~uld be accounted for through reduced charges, 
c~ns~l~dated plea bargaining, illegible writing of con­
v~ct70~ dat7s, or incorrect spelling of names. Of the 
rema~n~ng f~ve, the District Court had not sent the ab­
stracts of two citations to the state, while the rea­
son th? other three were not posted is unknown. (See 
Append~x H-8.) However, our tests showed that the pro­
cess could have been circumvented without detection. 
If the abstract copy had not been sent by District 
Court, or not received by the Motor Vehicles Division 
no one would have kno'tlm the difference. ' 

No reconciliation of the number of traffic or parking 
tickets paid is ever made to the amount of dollars re­
ceived in the aggregate . 

. To tighten security in District Court, the Court­
hous: secur~~y consultants recommended that the locks of the 
cler~cal off~ces of the District Court be taken off the master 
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system of the Courthous~; .open stairwel~s be kept locked; night 
and weekend access be l~m~ted to author~zed per~ons; computer 
terminals be secured when not in use; cash and ~mportant docu­
ments be locked up; and daily deposits be made of cash,.checks, 
money orders, etc. We urge the District Court or the D~rec~or 
of Justice Services to implement these security recommendat~ons 
as quickly as possible. 

Standard internal control procedures such as ~e­
conciliation of control totals, segregation of duties~ numer~­
cal sequencing, and independently m~int~ined logs of ~mp~rtant 
documents transmitted to and from D~str~ct Court are bas~c checks 
and balances which should he woven into the routine procedures 
of the District Court. Any new computer system sI:ould ~e re­
viewed for control mechanil3ms and adequacy of au~~t tra~ls ~e­
fore implementation. Attention should also be glven to rev~e~­
ing the linkages between the C~urt's dock~ting (i.e., schedul~ng 
of court hearing dates), and f~ne collect~on systems. 

Detailed aspects of control are discussed in our 
Report to Management #E-79. 

RECOMMENDATION 4: Review and update 
e~istiny.D~strict Court administra­
t~ve po ~c~es. 

The District Court judges have indicated thei~ 
willingness to review current policies, including the .author~ty 
which has been accumulated by the Court Administ~ato~,* court 
policy for administrative dismissal of parki~g c~tat~ons and pos­
sible efficiencies available through more un~form proced~res. 
The policy of allowing administrative dismissal of certa~n traf­
fic citations was revoked during our audit process. 

District Court policies have evolved over the last 
several years, some dating back to the Portland Municipal Court. 

*The District Court Administrator has been exercising a mixture of judiciaZ and 
administrative authority~ incZuding hiring and firing of empZoyees (some of 
which are covered neither by an empZoyee-bargaining unit n~r.the C~unty:s 
merit system ordinance); scheduZing of pro tem judges; adm~n~strat~ve d~s­
missaZ of some kinds of tickets; and discussions with the City of PortZand 
regarding off-street parking enforcement. 
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IAR 111-79 
DISTRICT COURT 
June, 1979 

In our discussions with some of the District Court judges, there 
' appeared to be lack of awareness of current court policies. 

Many judges have never seen a November 7, 1977 memo listing and 
combining all previous court policies. We believe a review of 
the Court's judicial and administrative policies will assure 
better accountability, result in better utilization of re­
sources, and improve the Court's overall efficiency. 

the following: Among policies which we believe need review are 

The District Court Administrator has been delegated 
the authority to void parking tickets for a variety 
of reasons. This whole process should be reviewed. 
At a minimum, we believe that control procedures 
should be tightened and that the voiding of parking 
tickets on police officers' privately owned vehi­
cles should be discontinued. (See Appendix H-3.) 

Blanket dismissal of parking and traffic tickets 
needs to be reviewed. There is no data processing 
reason for these dismissals.* (See Appendices F 1-
3. ) 

. Lack of involvement of judges in planning for Dis­
trict Court fiscal matters leaves a void which is 
not being filled by anyone else. Judges should ei­
ther exercise the planning and review function of 
this $2 million operation themselves, or delegate 
it to some other body. 

Lack of uniformity in administrative handling of 
cases among judges should be reviewed for possible 
administrative efficiencies and improved court re­
cords. Administrative procedures of the court are 

*Effective February 1~ 19?9~ the Court ordered the dismissaZ of traffic cita­
tions outstanding which were issued prior to 12/31/?6. It aZso recaZZed 
and v~cate~ aZZ outst~ding warrants of arrest. The order excepted DUIL's~ 
t~aff~c cr~mes~ and tr~aZ cases on appeaZ. ApproximateZy l~?OO traffic 
c~tations were written off in accordance with the order. Effective 4/1/??~ 
~he Co~t did the same thing with traffic crimes issued prior to 12/31/?4~ 
~ncZwi~ng DUIL 's~ :y/eckZess driving~ hit and run~ eZuding a poZice officer~ 
and DWR/DWS. About l~OOO traffic crimes were written off in accordance 
wi th the order. 
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June, 1979 

apparently not being communicated to all judges, par­
ticularly pro terns. An administrative procedures man­
ual might be a partial solution to this problem. 

. Although all judges are independently elected for i­
dentical lengths of term and salaries, current proce­
dures do not appear to allow for equal participation. 
Adoption of more formal internal rules such as regular 
meeting times, agendas which would review policy ac­
tions to be taken by the Court Administrator and Pre­
siding Judge, and a committee structure such as recom­
mended by the 1978 Pettigrew report might be organi­
zational changes to be considered. 

{ft 
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COMBINED BUDGET, STAFF AND CASELOAD 
for 

DISTRICT AND PORTLAND MUNICIPAL COURTS 
(FY 68 through FY 79) 

(1967 through 1978) 

TOTAL CITY SMALL 

FISCAL YEAR/CALENDAR YEAR BL'DGET1 ,2 STAFF1 ,2 CASES FELONIES3,4,5 HISDEM~,4 CRn!INAL3 TRAFFIC3,4 CIVIL3 ,4 CLAU1S 3,4 PARKING3 OIHn3 

1967-68/1967 $ 476,412 58 416,934 (FEL + HISDEM. = 10,111) 17,832 95,341 16,862 3,951 257,815 15,O:!:! 

1968-69/1968 598,803 65 392,148 8,682 2,180 18,463 83,838 16,697 3,655 239,113 19,5::: 

1969-70/1969 742,327 69 339,134 8,403 2,072 20,!'13 84,806 17,385 3,866 187,302 IL,S::-; 

1970-71/1970 802,873 70 363,503 7,919 2,283 22,37!L 76,521 15,703 3,597 218,647 16,-"59 

1971-72/1971 1,610,691 71 406,863 5,998 2,610 17,940 73,167 14,737 4,325 275,286 1:, S·::' 

1972-73/19726 1,059,243 76 490,?L5 2,093 7,903 107,H2 14,228 7,516 340,523 lO~2':C, 

1973-74/1973 1,097,812 76 563,231 1,954 5,504 93,727 13,858 7,345 424,020 16,13::3 

1974-75/1974 1,27C,538 75 506,084 2,302 7,054 100,114 12,165 9,769 355,733 18,9!,i' 

1975-76/1975 1,6 10 :-,329 102 472,880 2,084 6,659 89,035 8,865 14,553 340,393 11,29! 

1976-77/1976 1,781.070 103 461,950 2,072 6,811 109,447 8,875 11,200 311,929 11,51c 

1977-78/1977 2, :18,OE:' 108 427,728 2,448 9,126 95,151 10,279 12,77L 294,801 3.1':'9 

1978-79/1978 2,098,472 114 492.720 2,399 10,495 107,088 11,208 14,524 342,817 4,18? 

PERCENTAGE CHANGE: 
Calendar Year 

67 through 78 +340. 5i~ +96.6% +18.2% +12.3% -33.5% +267.6;; +33.0% 

73 through 78 + 91. 2% +50.0% -12.5% +22.8% +90.7% +14.3% -19.1% + 97.7% -19.2% 

lSource: Multnomah County approl)ed budg"t documents, budget $upp'Z.ements, and Coopers & !.::i:rc;:r..:i .2':';"':;: reports (Report on E:r:amir..:;:r:i~,,: of' Final!ai:.:: 51;:;;13-
. ments and Supplementar.1.i :Jc;:r;a.'. ':':;;erde;:.art;,~entaZ Se1'viae ."'eimb:a>serne1!ts are not incZ:<iii'; :.': :;;';e :-:'stl'ict .7ourt budgets. 

2Source: City of POl'tZand appl'o"Jed budge·t; documents. 
osource: MuZtnomah County IXstrict Court ,t.dministl'ator' s Office. 
4source: Judicial Admi'YJ.istl'ation in the Courts of Oregon (1967-78). 
~Some felony cases QX'e counted in 'both District Court (preUminary 1learin(?s) and Circuit COU1't (t1"':'aZs). 
~Di8trict Court assumed l'esFons-[.biUty for PortZand Municipal Court 01: January 1, 1972. 
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FEES AND 
MISC. 

FINES REVENUE 

Parking Fines $1,268,658 

Traffic Fines 1,693,394 

Other: 
District Court - Fees $201,445 
District Court Civil 156,533 
District Court - Other Fees 53,218 
District Court - Forms 13,747 
Criminal Fines 121,264 
Pedestrian Fines 3,456 
Animal Control Fines 22,551 
Fish and GaQe Fines 7,902 
Marine Fines 758 
Weighmaster Fines 1,008 
Nuisance Control 40 
Court Costs 530 
Attorney Court Costs 1,645 
Video Tape 301 
Cash Overage 678 
Casih Shortage (781) 
Fee for Posting Bail 12,742 
Alcohol Education Fees 3,650 

$3,119,031 $443,708 

DISTRICT COURT 
RECEIPTS ANn DISBURSEMENTS OF REVENUE 1 

Fiscal Year 1978 

DISBURSE~mNTS TO CITATION ISSUING AGENCIES 
State of City of Troutdale Port of Univ. of 

Oregon Portland & Greshnm Portland Oregon2 Total 

$ 1,960 $18,062 $41,769 $61,791 

$185,995 $463,446 10,769 4,786 664,996 

51,291 51,291 
20 1,945 1,965 

4,451 4,451 
286 286 

1,017 1,017 

$243,060 $465,391 $12,729 $22,848 $41,769 $785,797 

lSaurasl Mu~tnomah County Dist;roict COUl't statement of Cash Receipts and DisbUl'sements of Revenue. from JuZy 1. 19'1'1 
to June 30. 1978 (prepared by Hario Jus on. District COUl't Accountant). 

2University 0; Oregon Hea~th Sciences Center (Marquam Hi~Z). 

" 

REFUNDS 

$40,444 

16,361 

177 
1,766 
3,302 

7,201 

58 

NET REVENUED 

$1,166,423 

1,012,037 

201,268 
154,767 
49,916 
13,747 
62,772 
1,491 

22,493 
3,451 

472 
( 9) 
40 

530 
1,645 

301 
678 

( 781) 
12,742 
3,650 

$2,i07,633 

, 
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APPENDIX D 
IAR {/=1-79 
June, 1979 

* 

EXCERPTS FROH 

J:1ULTN01:1AH COUNTY ORDINANCE NO. 1021 

(Adopted June 19, 1975) 

* 
Section 2. Assignment of Functions. 

* 

Upon receipt by the Clerk of the Board of written notices from the presiding 
judges of said courts2 that, subject to the provisions of this ordinance, their 
respective court administrators are authorized to assume responsibility for the 
functions described in subsection (1) of this section, the functions now performed 
by the Division of Courts Process of the Department of Justice Services shall be 
assigned as follows: 

(1) The Circuit and District Court Administrators shall perform the services 
and duties imposed by state 1a.w and county ordinances upon the county clerk and 
district court clerk with reference to administration of the cuurts and maintenanc~ 
and custody of court files and records. 

* * * 
Section 5. County Responsibility. 

Because assuring satisfactory performance of the functions assumed by the 
court administrators pursuant to Section 2 of this ordinance is the responsibility 
of Hu1tnomah County under the Constitution and laws of the State of Oregon, the 
Board shall at a1J times remain responsible for determining that such functions are 
being performed in a manner it deems satisfactory and in the interests of the people 
of Hu1tnomah County. The Board shall periodically review whatever matters it regards 
as relevant to this determination .... If at any time the Board determines that 
said ftinctions are not being performed in a satisfactory manner or in a manner which 
best promotes the interests of the people of Hu1tnomah County, the Board shall by 
ordinance assign said functions to the Department of Justice Services or to SUCil 

other county departments or offices as it may select pursuant to its authority 
under Section 6.30 of the Charter of Multnomah County and under Section 5 of, Ordi­
nance No. 64. Upon the enactment of any such ordinance, the court administrators 
shall immediately cease performance of said functions and shall assist in all neces­
sary and appropriate manners the transfer of the functions to the departments or 
offices to which they are assigned. 

10Y'd. 10~) was Y'edes-ianated aB MCC 2.30.350 in the 1978 c:odification or MuUnomah 
County o~dinances. 

2"Co~·ts" ~efe~s to both Dist~ict and Ci~cuit Co~ts. 
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Not given 

1978 

Not given 

IT 77-78 

1977 

IT 77-78 

!';ot given 

Jurisdiction 

San Francisco, California 

Denver County Court 

Seattle, WA Municipal Court 

San Diego, CA Municipal Court 

Honolulu, Hawaii 

Oakland - Piedmont, CA 
Nunicipa1 Court 

Mu1tnomah Countv, OR 

Salt Lake City, Utah 

• 
PARKING FINES AND COLLECTIONS FOR OTHER JURISDICTIONS1 

(Listed in declining order of number of parking tags iusued) 

Number 
of Park­
ing tags 
Issued 

2,292,000 

575,841 

540,0004 

l:91,629 

457,800 

402,737 

342,817 

230,364 

Number 
of Park- Co11ec-
ing tags tion 
Collected ~ 

1,719,000 75% 

489,465" 85% 

342,0004 63%4 

2 4 d 60%. 9 ,977-

307,263 

235,797 

216,535 

67% 

76% 

69% 

94% 

Revenue 
Collected 

from 
parking fines 

$17,796,000 

1,953,502 

2,500,000 

1,293,068 

1,435,555 

1,147,458 

845,300 

How delinquent parking 
fines are enforced 

Stop car r~gistration until fine 
is paid 

Booting2or towing vehicle 

Bench warrant issued 

No enforcement 

License renel~a1 stopped and 
bench warrant issued 

Bench warrant issued and adopting 
registration hold system 

~linima1 towing 

Bench warrant issued 

? IT 77-18 Austin, Texas 188,789 104,302 55% 

1978 

Yearly 

Yearly 

1978 

IT 77-78 

1978 

Spokane, WA 

Kansas City, MO Hunicipa1 
Court 

Rochester, New York 

Toledo, Ohio 

Jacksonville, Florida 

Fresno County, California 

137,757 

130,000 

110,4004 

107,882 

102,738 

95,954 

107,565 78% 

104,0004 80% 

87,6004 76.5% 

64,7304 

79,642 83% 

Towing; bench warrant 

465,408 Changing from jail time to 
default judgment collection 

1,600,000 Harrant reminder notices 

950,000 :; License renewal stopped. 
Booting. 

589,232 Court s,ummons 

258,90; Booting2 

408,301 DMV notified not to renew license 

lInfonwation obtained by questionnaires sent by ~1UZtnomah County Auditor during the months December. 1978 and March. 1979. 
2A boot i8 a mechanicaZ device attached to a vehicZe tire which Zocks it 80 that it cannot be driven untiZ the boot is removed. 
°MuZtnomah County data for citations issued. coZZected and coZZection rate e8timated by parking tag supel~isor. Revenue coZZe~ed 

compiZed from District Court accountant's monthZy reports of parking receipts Zess refunds and remittanQes to coZZecting agencies for 1978. 
4Estimates caZcuZated by MuZtnomah County Auditor's Office based on illfonwation provided by re8ponding agencie8. 
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APPENDIX F-l 
IAR 4/:1- 79 
June, 1979 

IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE ST~TE OF OREG,ON 

FOR MULWNOMAH, COUNTY 

ORDER DISMISSING PARKING) 
CITATION COr1PLAINTS AND ) 
VACATING \-lARRANTS ISSUED) 
PRIOR TO JAlTUARY 1, 1978) 

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

ORDER 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that effective 

t d " State of Oregon, County 
D b 15 1978 all, outs an 1ng ecem er, , ' 
of Multnoman and City of Portland parking citation 

co~laints issued prior to Janua;y 1, 1978, excluding any 

ana ~ll parking citation com~laints currently on appeal, 

be and hereb; are DISMISSED, and that any outstanding 

'warrants' of arrest, b~nch warrants and impoundment orders 

, b and ~eel eb' y are BECALIiED and VAC, A.TED. , 
issued thereon e &L \ - l day of Jl)tI!'{l,p1../bQ.AJ, 1978 .. 

DATED this _~_'---_- ~l.. -

-31-
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APPENDIX F-2' 
IAR 1.~1-79 
June, 1979 

IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE STATE OF OREGON 

FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY 

) 
ORDER DIS~.rrSSING CITA'rIONS ) 
WRITTEN ON THE OREGON } 
UNIFOml COMPLAINT AND SUMMONS, ) 
INCLUDING MARINE, FISH & GAME, ) 
WEIGHMASTER, P. U" C", HITCH- ) 
HIKE AND PEDESTRIAN VIOLATIONS, ) 
BUT EXCLUDING DUll AND TRAFFIC ) 
CRIMES, ISSUED PRIOR TO ) 
DECEMBER 31, 1976 ) 

) , 

--------------------------------. 

Q...!l D E R 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that on February 1, 1979, a~l 

outstanding State of Oregon, County of Multnomah, City of 

Portland, Port o~ Portland and City of Gresham citations 

issued on the Oregon Uniform Complaint and Summons prior to 

DeceD?ber 31 t 1976', including Marine, Fish & Game t Weighmaster, 

P. ~. C., Hitchhike and Pedestrian violations, but excluding 

any and all such violations currently on appeal, and excluding 

all DUI,I and Traffic Crime vi()lations, be t a~d the same hereby 

are, DISMISSED, and any outstanding warrants of arrest and/or 

bench warrants issued thereon be, and hereby 'are, RECALLED and 

VACATED. 

DATED this I~day of 1979. 
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APPENDIX F-3 
IAR 1fl-79 
June, 1979 

IN Trill DISTRICT COURT OF THE STATE OF OREGON 

FOR Trill COUNTY OF ML"LTNOMAH 

ORDER DISrUSSING P..LL SERIOUS TRAFFIC ) 
OF}I'ENSE CQI"lPTJAINTS HRITTEN ON THE 
OREGON U::1IFOrul TR.lit'FIC COMPLAINT 
AND Sill'frlOliS ISSUED PRIOR TO 
'DEC. 31, 1974: 

o R D E R 

IT IS ~lEBY ORDERED AND AD~JDGED that on April 1, 1977 all 

outstanding STATE of Oregon~ County of Multnomah, City of Portland 

and Port of Portlanj complaints written on the Oregon uniform 

traffic complaint and summons and issued prior tc;> Dec. 31, 1974, 

foJ:' the follo\'ling serious traffic offenses: Reckless Driving 

(ORS 1~87.550), D,riving Under The Influence Of Intoxicants 

(ORS 484.540), Faifure to Perform The Duties Of A Driver Involved 

In An 'Accident Or Collision (ORS 483.602 and 433.604 (1) (0.) (b). (2) ), 

Fle'eing or Attempting To Elude A Police Officer (ORS 487.555) and 

Dri \ring \fuil(~ Suspenc.ec. Or Revoked (ORS 487.560), excluding any and 

all such offenses 'currently on, appeal or pending for trial, be and the 

same hereby are dismissed and that any outstanding warrants of arrest 

and/or bench \'!arrants issued thereupon, be and the same hereby are 

recalled Emd vacated. 

DATED this ___ --'-'~:;...' ___ day of _---i:r-_____ ~1977. 

'r~~OVED ts TO FORM 

" '·X'ln l,l "J t " ..i..'_'H ... ,U.tt(';"':~"":'I...~l!"U .. t(.~~:,~ 
~y DISTRICT A'l'TY. 

UOUHT 
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February 

March 

April 

May 

June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

CALENDAR YEAR 1978 
PARKING TAGS ISSUED AND PAIDl 

MULTNOMAH COUNTY DISTRICT COURT 

YEARLY TOTAL 

NUMBER ISSUED 

25,042 

26,962 

28,607 

27,286 

29,726 

29,467 

27,402 

31,020 

26,722 

33,873 

29,657 

27,053 

342,817 

APPENDIX G-1 
IAR fFl-79 
June, 1979 

NUMBER OF PAYMENTS2 

17,269 

16,423 

21,946 

20,343 

15,668 

23,259 

16,469 

26,844 

18,835 

20,683 

17,921 

20,137 

235,797 

lSource: District Court we kl ' 
2 tag supervisor, e y COmputer pr~ntouts maintained by parking 
Payments are not necessarily of 't t' , , . 
est~ated collection rate base~~o~ ~~=s~ssued,~n the ,same month. The 
bas~s .. rather than "accrual"). oVe f~gures ~s 69% (on a "cash" 
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CITATIONS BY ISSUING AGENCY: 

Portland Police Department 

County Sheriff's Office 

Port of Portland 

Oregon State Police 

Gresham and Troutdale 

1978 TOTAL 

CITATIONS BY TYPE OF OFFENSE: 

Traffic Infraction 

~ Traffic Crime 
I 

Sub-total, all traffic 
citations 

Pedestrian and Hitchhiking 

Fish and Game 

Vleighmaster 

Animal Control 

Marine 

Recreation 

Nuisance 

1978 TOTAL 

ISSUED 

64,933 

20,728 

669 

23,270 

2,52~ 

112,122 
" 

96,612 

10,221 

106,8332 

2,350 

18 

481 

2,339 

86 

1 

14' 

112,122 

CALENDAR YEAR 1978 
MULTNOMAH COUNTY DISTRICT COURT 

TRAFFIC CITATIONS 
BY 

ISSUING AGENCY AND TYPE OF TICKETl 

DISMISSED NOT GUILTY CONVICTIONS 

5,723 1,277 44,475 

2,347 482 14,029 

51 21 488 

1,349 381 17,896 

_ 198 ~ 1.951 

9,668 2,220 78,839 
= 

6,981 1,849 71,671 

1,615 225 ~048 

8,596 2,074 75,719 

519 18 1,139 

2 0 15 

45 5 320 

496 120 1,572 

5 3 67 

0 0 1 

5 0 6 

9,668 2,220 78,839 

lSource: Computer AnaZysis by I4uZtncmah County Data Processing Authority. 
2Traffic citation figures furnished to the State Court Administrator by District Court as sh:7 .. :n at Appendix B indicated 

a sZightZy dif.ferent number of cases for 1978. 

.' 

, 

Ll~~ g I-tl 
(l) ttl 
• '#0 12: 

..... t:I 
..... IH 

OUTSTANDING 
\O~~ 
~\O 
\0 C) 

I 
N 

13,458 
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109 
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314 

21,395 
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PARKING TICKET BACKLOG" 
(cluster/interval random sampling) 

Test Date: January 30, 1979 

APPENDIX H-l 
IAR #1-79 
June, 1979 

Estimated Population Size: 9,131 undeposited payments $55,000 

Sample Size: 397 $ 2,392 

Results: 1. '* Average backlog 15 days 

2. Oldest item 109 days 

3. 22% were 25 days or older 

4. 45% of checks were not restrictively 
endorsed although envelopes were 
previously opened 

Other Findings: 

Potential investment revenue is lost 

Letter opening equipment is defective 

Access is not properly restricted 

Remittances over or under the amount 
owed accepted as though correct amount 

Age was determined by comparing postmark date to audit test date. 

-36-
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APPENDIX H-2 
IAR 1/1-79 
June, 1979 

PARKING CITATIONS DISMISSALS * 
(one week's dismissals; without notification) 

Test Period: January 30 thru February 6, 1979 

Citations reviewed: 197 

Results: 1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5, 

169 (86%). No reason given on citation for dis­
missal. Of these, 145 (74%) had no ini~i~l~, while 
24 (12%) had the Court Administrator's ~n~t~a1s. 

15 (8%) citation indicated "new owner," (a valid 
reason for dismissal, according to current court 
policies) and clerk's initials. 

6 (3%) citation indicated wrong "licer:se or ma~eJ" 
(a valid reason for dismissal, ac~or~~r:g.to 
current court policies) and clerk s ~n~t~a1s. 

4 (2%) citation indicated "stolen vehicle," (a 
valid reason for dismissal, according to current 
court policies) and clerk's initials. 

3 (1%) citation indicated "duplicate iss~e, '.' or 
"key punch error," (a valid re~s~n for d~sm~ss~~, 
according to current court pol~c~es) and clerk .:. 
initials. 

*Dismissed citations wepe pulled from Dist~ict Court's permanent disposition 
file to determine whether documentation was present to sup~o~t the reasons 
for the dismissals. District Court personnel were not not~f~ed beforehand 
that this test would be made. 
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APPENDIX H-3 
IAR 1/=1-79 
June, 1979 

PARKING CITATIONS DISMISSALS1 
(one week's dismissals with ii'otification) 

Test Period: March 13 through March 20, 1979 

Sample and Population Size: 113 

Results: 1. 77 (68%) citations were accompanied by VOID cards 
signed by police (a valid reason for dismissal 
according to current court po1icies).2 Of these 
30 (26%) were initialed by the Court Administrator 
or his deputy, while the other 47 (42%) had not 
been initialed by anyone. 

2. 6 (5%) citations initialed by Deputy Court Adminis­
trator or Parking Tag Supervisor - no reason given for dismissal. . 

3. 

4. 

21 (:I \JiD citations indicated "new owner" (a valid 
reason for dismissal according to current court 
policies - 20 with clerk's initials 1 with no 
initials). ' 

9 (8%) citations indicated a valid reason for dis­
missal under current court policies (defective 
~e~e:, City Traffic Engineer letter, etc.) and 
~n~t1aled by clerk or Parking Tag SUpervisor. 

lDistriat Court pe~sonnel were notified beforehand to save all doaumentation 
l?ather than their usual praatiae of d1.:saard-ing it after fiZina in the disposi-'Cion fi le . v 

2Jim ~roft~ Parking Tag S~pervis~r~ stat~d that at least half of the poliae 
vo~d aards are for pol~ae off~aers pr~vately owned vehiaZes while they are on 
offiaiaZ business (e.g. aourt appearanaes). 
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APPENDIX H-4 
IAR 1Fl-79 
June, 1979 

TOHING AS A COLLECTION DEVICE 
( one moitth' s tov7S) 

Test Period: January, 1978 

Total tows in 1978: 1,2391 

Total tows in January 1978: 189 

Results: l. 

2. 

Other 
Observation: 

163 entries were actually towed or the driver 
appeared before t~e towing took place and 
signed an agreement to post bail. 

a. 

b. 

132 (81%) resulted in collection of 
outstanding fines against vehicle. 

31 (19%) did not result in collection of 
outstanding fines against vehicle.~ 

26 entries were cancelled because the indi­
vidual drove avlay or ownership had changed or 
the warrant had been paid. 

Incidence of towing entries decreased in 1978 
from a high of 189 in January, to 3l,. in 
December. 

lTotaZ ent~ies in Dist~ict Court towing log fo~ 1978. (Most towing was 
n o~de~ed by Po~tland Pa~king Pat~oZ.) 
~Reasons fo~ non-collection included abandonment of vehicles and new 

~egiste~ed owne~s. 
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TRAFFIC CITATION DISMISSALS 
(survey samnle)1i 

APPENDIX H-5 
IAR 1/:1-79 
June, 1979 

Test Period: 4th Quarter, 1978 

Test Date: Harch 2, 1979 

Sample Size: 50 

Results: 1. 25 (50%) citations were signed by a Judge. 

2. 18 (36%) ci ta.tions were s tamoed "VOID" for 't<7rong 
court time, location or date'. Of these 17 had no 
initials. 

3. 3 (6%) citations indicated "insurance verified" 
(a valid reason for dismissal according to cur­
rent court policies) and clerk's initials. 

4. 2 (4%) citations were dismissed without any 
signature - Judge's, Administrator's or clerk's. 

5. 2 (l~%) citations were for cases which had been 
remanded to Juvenile Court and were found in 
files at the Donald E. Long Horne where disposition 
is accumulated on separate documents. .. 

The sample consisted of the fi~st two t~affic citations designated D (dismissed) 
o~ NG (not guilty) unde~ each aZphabetical listing by last name of violato~ 
o~ a.comput~~ p~intout of disposed cases fo~ the qu~te~ ended Decembe~ 31~ 1978. 
D~sm~ssed c~ta~~ons we~e pu~led f~om Dist~ict Court's pe~manent disposition 
f~le to dete~m~ne whethe~ s~gnatures and explanations we~e p~esent to suppo~t 
the ~easons fo~ the dismissals. 
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APPENDIX H-6 
IAR 1/1-79 
June, 1979 

TRAFFIC CITATIONS SYSTE}~ FLOl\1 
(survey sample)l 

Test Period: June through August, 1978 2 

Sample Size: 100 

Results: 

Location of Citation Record 

In BOTH District Court and DPA 
Computer file~ 

In District Court files ONLY 

In Juvenile Court files ONLY 

On computer file ONLY 

Invalid numbers supplied by issuing 
agency 

No. 

TOTAL 

of Citations 

86 

4 

2 

1 

7 

100 --

lCitations were identified at the 'issuing enforaement a~enc~ and .. /;ra~~d 8 
through dispovition in District Cour'/;. Of the 100 c'l-tat'l-ons. 'l-s~~e MtZ/,ere h 
issued b the Gresham PoZice~ 5 by the Port of PortZand~ 18 vy e ,n~ma 
County sheriff~ 24 by the Oregon state PoZice and 45 by the PortZ and p~lwef 
The number of citations selected for each agenay were based on th~ num er 0 
citations assigned to the agencies for the period 10/3/77 to .1/18, 79. 

2The Portland Poliae suppZied one ~ita~ion that wedl~telb' ~ht;~m~~~~th~~~~e~nd 
issued in Oatober~ 1977. The c'l-tat~on was foun 'l-n 0 'l-S. ~ 
DPA aomputer files. 
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APPENDIX H-7 
IAR {kl-79 
June, 1978 

r~JOR TP~FFIC CRIME DISMISSALS AND NOT GUILTIESl 
(100% samlJ1e) 2' 

Test Period: 2nd Quarter, 1978 

~opulation Size: 401 

Results: 1. Initial auditor's search of permanent files: 

a. 316 (79%) citations were found with judge's signa­
ture or judge's initials indicating dismissal or 
not guilty. 

b: 47 (12%) ci tations v7ere not filed in the nermanent 
central file . .3 46 were eventually found in five 
different District Court desks and files. 

c. 38 (9%) citations were nhoto conies of the front of 
citation only. (Originals 'tvere subsequently located 
in Circuit Court and District Court case files. 

2. Combined search by District Court nersonnel and auditors 
over a subsequent tW'o-week neriod located 400 of 401 
citations with the following dispositions: 

a. 193 (48~~) settled on motion bv DA 4and signed by judge. 

b. 142 (35%) settled on assigned court date without a 
DA's ij notation, bllt signed by a judge. 

c. 33 (8%) citations transferred to Circuit Court to 
be consolidated with felony charges against offender. 
1 citation had been sent to the Court of Apneals in 
Salem. " 

d. 27 (7%) settled before the assigned court date with­
out a DA's4 notation, but signed by a judge. 

e. 5 (2%) citations transferred to criminal section of 
District Court to be consolidated with misdemeanor 
charees against offender. 

f. 1 (-%) not located (next seouential number located 
with identical driver data and charge information). 

JAZZ aitations for major traffic offenses (DUIL~ EZuding~ Hit and Run~ DWR/DWS~ and 
ReakZess /Jr>iving) dismissed 01" not guiZty from ApriZ 1~ 1978 to June .30~ 1978 were 
puZZed from District Court's permanent disposition fiZes to determine Whether doa-
umentation was present to support reasons for the dismissaZs. ' 

2Sourae: Computer ~~aZYBis by MUZtnomah County Data P1"oaessing Authority in karah 
1979. 

.3 The Traffic Citation Supervisor was furnished a typed Zist of aZZ missinl'tJ tickets. 
The Supervisor found some citations~ and signed the Zist verifying that the 
remaining 34 tickets couZd not be found. 

4The mention of DA's motion 01" notation in this test is to indicate additional infor­
ma'tion noted by the judge 01" aZe1"k on the citation. The District Attorney has no 
responsibiZity for~ 01" aontl"oZ ovel"~ this notation. 
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APPENDIX H-8 
IAR #1-79 
June, 1979 

MAJOR TRAFFIC CRIME GUILTY VERDICTS1 
(100% samp1e)2 

Test Period: 2nd Quarter, 1978 

Population Size: 985 

Results: 1. 875 (89%) citations appeared on individual's Oregon 
Motor Vehicles Division driving record consistent 
with District Court computer records. 

2. 86 (9%) citations entered on Motor Vehicles Division 
records were consistent with adjudication but not 
consistent with District Court computer records. 

3. 24 (2%) citations were not entered on the individual's 
driving record as recorded on computer records. Sub­
sequent matching with original citation documents 
indicated that: 

a. 15 were located and accounted for through plea 
bargaining without notation on computer files, 
unrecorded reduced or combined charges, illegi­
ble writing of dates or incorrect spelling of 
names; 

b. 4 were for out-of-state drivers, of which 3 
would routinely have been sent to the violator's 
home state without maintaining an Oregon record, 
and 1 would be in a DMV backlog of records to be 
built for out-of-state drivers (a low-priority 
at DMV); and 

c. 5 were not posted, of which the abstract copies 
for 2 were found attached to the original cita­
tion in District Court files and had not been 
previously forwarded through clerical error, leav­
ing only 3 unexplained discrepancies. 

lThe names of aU persons cited for major traffic offenses (DUIL3 Eluding3 Hit 
and Run3 DWR/DWS3 and Reckless Driving) adjudicated guilty from April 1 
through June 303 19783 were sent to the Oregon Motor Vehicles Division in 
Salem to determine whether the offense had been recorded on the individual's 
driving record. ORS 484.240 requires the court to send an abstract copy of 
all traffic convictions and bail forfeitures to the Oregon Motor Vehicles 
Division. 

2Source: Computer analysis by MuUnomah County Data Processing Author'itY3 
matched to Oregon Motor Vehicles Division records by the Motor Vehicles 
Division3 during March and April3 1979. 
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APPENDIX I 
IAR {/:1-79 
June, 1979 

INCIDENCE OF REPEAT OFFENDERS 1 
PARKING TAGS 

Parking Tags Issued 
Per Vehicle License Number 

for 1978 

1 - 5 
6 - 10 

11 - 15 
16 - 20 
21 - 25 
26 - 30 
31 - 35 
36 - L~O 
41 - L~5 
46 - 50 
51 - 55 
56 60 
61 - 65 
66 - 70 
71 - 75 
76 - 80 
81 - 85 
86 - 90 
91 - 95 
96 -100 

101 -105 
106 -110 

Number of Vehicles 
i!lith a eiven count of 

Parking Tags Issued Against Them 

153,895 
6,OLI.l 
1,588 

639 
307 
131 

91 
54 
27 
31 
15 
12 

9 
7 
2 
1 
1 
o 
1 
1 
o 
1 

Total Number of Vehicles Ticketed in 1978 2 162,8543 

1 
Source: . Computer Analysis by MuZtnomah County Data Processing 

2 Author'l-ty . ' 
Total park~ng ~ags iss~ed per Appendix B was 34238.-z?; this Appendix I is 

3 a consol'l-dat'l-on of t'l-ckets issued by vehicle. 
SO~~eJam;.a;ry and February., 1978" .parking violations are not 1:ncluded 1:n 

tS~ 'l-gure~ becau~e the park'l-ng citation computer system does not 
~e ~;n certa'l-n deta'l-ls after one year. Analysis was not made until 

pr'l-/;3 197.9. 
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DISTRICT COURT OF THE STATE OF OREGON 
for MULTNOMAH COUNTY 

RESPONSE 1 
IAR ://=1-79 
June, 1979 
page 1 of 12 

1021 SOUTHWEST FOURTH AVENUE:, ROOM 232 
PORTLAND, OREGON 97204 • (503) 248.3951 

WESLEY O. CARTER 
Crltllll/\flMU>JI','III\I,lIl 

M E M 0 RAN DUM 

To: 

From: 

Jewel Lansing, CPA 
Multnomah County Auditor 

Wesley D. Carter 
District Court Administrator 

June 5, 1979 

Subj: RESPONSE TO DISTRICT COURT AUDIT REPORT 

,a fGE!VE.~. 

I am attaching the District Court Administration's Formal 
Response to the audit conducted on the Court's parking and 
traffic fee and fine collection systems. 

This response has been reviewed and approved by Presiding 
Judge William C. Beers. 

WDC:d 

Preceding page blank 
-48-

~ 



RESPONSE 1 
IAR #1-79 
June, 1979 
page 2 of 12 COURT ADMINISTRATOR'S RESPONSE 

The District Court of Oregon for Multnomah County appreciates 

the audit task accomplished by Mrs. Jewel Lansing, County 

Auditor, and her staff, at this Court's request. The requested 

, ed functions of the audit covered the Court's ordinance-lmpos 

f d f i e collection systems. The Court parking and traffic ee an n 

't to respond to criticisms noted also appreciates the opportunl y 

Clarl'fl'cation is needed to avoid misconceptions in the audit. 

of t he functional objectives of this and misunderstandings 

Court .. 

l't l'S assumed that the purpose of an audit is At the outset, 

, 1 determl'ne weaknesses in a given system and to to objectlve y 

identify the strengths. It is unfortunate that the scope of 

t to the parking and traffic this audit was limited in large par 

fee and fine collection systems, for those systems comprise 

only one cog in a very large wheel. Considering the objectives 

of the Court system in its entirety and the huge volume of cases 

t 't is readily apparent that the processed anually by this Cour , 1 

Court's system does function well. 

Any report or audit will posit and recommend adoption of a 

broad theoretical basis for ultimate operation. Whether such 

recommendations in practice will provide a productive mode of 

requiring careful attention. Each sqggestion operation is a matter 

needs to be carefully analyzed before any substantial changes can 
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be undertaken. 

RESPONSE 1 
IAR 111-79 
June, 1979 
page 3 of 12 

In conSidering the recommended changes, the necessity of 

securing resources and additional clerical staff has not been 

addressed. Each year, the county has consistently restricted 

additions to the Court's budget. The increasing costs of 

state-mandated expense leaves virtually nothing with which to 

install new systems and sophisticated gear. Clerical functions 

connected with becoming a court of record, a more complex 

traffic code, more complex trial scheduling and the accompanying 

problems of police overtime, and an expanded Gresham Court are 

factors which also have restricted the flexibility of the manage-

ment staff and put the Court into a posture of crisis management. 

The system as a whole shows that the Court has not had sufficient 

management or supervisory personnel to establish the desirable 

control recommended in the audit report. Those goals are in 

harmony with the Court's thinking and Court management has 

already addressed many of the items recommended for improvement. 

For example, a new data processing system for parking tags was 

being developed prior to tbe audit. Prior to implementing this 

system, the Court will carefully analyze it for the types of 

internal controls recommended in the audit. The Court has, and 

continues to desire to, seek tbe services of qualified consUltants 

.to assist with developing new and efficient methods of handling 

its large paper flow $v·;tems. Sufficient staff must be provided 

as well as new equipm~nt. 
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RESPONSE 1 
IAR 1fol-79 
June, 1979 
page 4 of 12 

IN REGARD TO THE ENFORCEMENT OF PARKING CITATIONS, IT IS TO BE 
OBSERVED THAT: 

The Court, during the latter part of 1978, found it necessary 

to restrict its spending. Because the Court is unable to restrict 

its expenditures for the many state mandated services it provides, 

in order to comply with the county's fiscal mandates, the Court 

suspended its practice of mailing courtesy reminder notices to 

citizens with unpaid parking citations, thus saving postage as 

well as computer time costs amounting to an estimated $25,000 per 

year. While the District Court generates more income for the 

county's general fund than any other division in the Department 

of Justice Services, the county approved the lowest percentage 

increase in the District Court's 1979-1980 fiscal year budget 

than any Justice Services division. 

When a vehicle accumulates a designated dollar amount of parking 

citations, the Court issues a warrant for the impoundment of the 

vehicle. In the view of Court management, enforcement of im-

poundment warrants is solely the responsibility of the City of 

Portland. Recognizing, however, that vehicle towing had decreased, 

Court management directed a letter to Chairman Clark late last 

year expressing concern over the lack of enforcement and the 

resultant loss of revenue. While the towing of vehicles remains 

be~ow the level of January, 1978, the actual number of vehicles 

towed increased from 34 in January, 1979, to 75 in April, 1979. 
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RESPONSE 1 
IAR 1fol- 79 
June, 1979 
page 5 of 12 

In an effort to determine the most effective means of collection 

enforcement, the Court administration has contacted several 

jurisdictions throughout the nation. Collection rates, we 

found, vary from a low of 42% in Spokane, Washington, to a high 

of 94% in Charlotte, North Carolina. While there is no one 

absolute method for effective enforcement, it is interesting to 

note that the California jurisdictions contacted enjoy a higher 

collection rate than does Portland. This is attributed to the 

fact that California has a policy whereby vehicle registration 

is withheld from citizens with outstanding parking citations. A 

similar Bill is now before the Oregon Legislature. 

The audit report indicates, and Appendix I shows, that several 

vehicles had accumulated large numbers of parking citations. 

These figures are inaccurate in that the figure listed includes 

outstanding as well as paid citations. 

The Court has now reduced the backlog to a seven day processing 

period. Additionally, all checks are restrictively endorsed 

u~on receipt, and the Court is giving maximum priority to reducing 

the backlog to zero. 

REVENUE FROM NON-METERED PARKING CIT~~TIONS: 

A footnote on page ~ of the audit report indicates that 

Multnomah County is losing up to $70,000 per year in revenue 

because there is no tracking method to determine the amount of 
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RESPONSE 1 
IAR #1-79 
June, 1979 
page 6 of 12 

revenue derived from parking tags issued in non-metered areas 

(under an agreement with the City of Portland, the county is 

required to reimburse the city for direct costs of enforcement 

in non-metered areas, and the city is required to return to 

the county any deficit between these direct costs and actual 

revenues derived from non-metered areas). Effective March 27, 

1979, the parking tag computer system was reprogrammed so that 

monthly reports will now be produced reflecting the number of 

citations issued in non-metered areas, the number paid and the 

revenue derived therefrom. 

CONVICTION REPORTS TO THE MOTOR VEHICLES DIVISION: 

The audit indicates that there were 18 major traffic crime 

convictions which do not appear on the defendants' driving 

records. Of these 18 convictions, seven do not appear on the 

defendants' driving records, four were reduced to a lesser 

charge and the convictions on the lesser charges ~ on the 

defendants' driving records, four were consolid~ted with felony 

cases thus removing these citations from District Court juris­

diction and vesting jurisdiction in the Circuit Court, and 

three convictions are in fact on the driving records as charged 

and convicted. 

Of the seven convictions not appearing on the driving records, 

abstracts on two of the citations were found with the original 

citations. Of the remaining five convictions, the court is 
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RESPONSE 1 
IAR 111-79 
June, 1979 
page 7 of 12 

unable to determine the cause, however since the abstracts are 

not in the Court's possession, the Court assumes that the ab­

stracts were, indeed, sent to the Motor Vehicles Division. 

With respect to those convictions "not found" because the charges 

were reduced, the current data processing system for traffic 

citations does not reflect reduced charges. The system as it 

now exists is basically an indexing system with the function of 

locating original citations based on the defendants' names and 

original charges. Court management and DPA personnel will review 

this part of the system to determine whether ,improvement in this 

area can be achieved. 

The audit report indicates that a si~gle desk should be assigned 

the functions involved with processing conviction information. 

This suggestion was implemented on May 21, 1979, and a control 

mechanism will be developed as soon as possible. 

In attempting to determine whether convictions were on the 

defendants' driving records, the audit report noted that it was 

difficult to locate permanent file citations and that they were 

eventually found in five different locations. In addition to 

the fact that the Court has a Gresham office, various clerks in 

different locations are involved in the processing of citations. 

Considering the volume of citations and the amount of handling 

required, at any given time some citations will always be out of 

file. 
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BUDGET, PERSONNEL AND CASELOAD GROWTH: 

RESPONSE 1 
IAR #1-79 
June, 1979 
page 8 of 12 

While the auditor correctly points out that the number of cases 

filed has remained fairly constant, it must be noted also that 

intervening factors such as becoming a court of record, appeals 

going directly to the Court of Appeals and higher jurisdictional 

limits have causmthe complexity, and hence the adjudicatory 

and processing time, to greatly increase in any given case. 

The audit indicates that the Court's number of budgeted positions 

increased from 75 to 102, or a total of 27 positions, in fiscal 

year 1975-1976. While this figure is accurate, it should be 

remembered that there was a corresponding decrease in the number 

of personnel in the former Division of Courts Process. There 

was no increase in operating costs to Multnomah County as a 

result of these transfers. 

Similarly, the increase from 103 to 108 positions in fiscal year 

1977-1978 was due to a transfer of personnel from the Data 

Processing Authority to the District Court. This transfer m&x-

imized efficiency and record integrity and did not result in any 

additional costs to the county. Therefore, 35 positions added 

to the District Court between 1975 and 1978 are, in fact, 

positions which were already budgeted in other county departments. 

With respect to staffing, the aud~indicates that adding additional 

staff could reduce case backlog but "would not, in itself, improve 
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RESPONSE 1 
IAR {/:l- 79 
June, 1979 
page 9 of 12 

1 ells true that the addition any controls or procedures." Wh'l ·t· 

of staff will not improve control or procedures, such additions 

would provide the management staff w1·th th f elexibility needed 

to address those l·ssues. Du t e 0 severe staff shortage, the 

District Court's management staff t curren ly spends a majority 

of its time addressing day-to-day . operat1onal issues created by 

such a shortage. 

BLANKET DISMISSALS OF CITATIONS: 

The audit report repeatedly raises concern with respect to the 

Court's periodic dismissal of parking and traffic citations. 

With respect to dismissal of parking citations, the audit report 

indicates that there is no data process1'ng reason for such dis-

missals. The Court's liason with the Data Processing Authority 

indicates that in order to reta1'n th ese citations in the system, 

additional blocks of computer space would be required. It is 

undetermined whether any additional revenues derived from re­

taining these citations would compensate for the additional 

operating costs. Attent1'o . d' t n 18 lrec ed to the previous discussion 

regarding revenues generated as they relate to the Court's budget. 

In addition to DPA limitations w1'th respect to retaining these 

parking citations, the original citations themselves would have 

to be retained. Office and file space limitations would prohibit 

the Court from retaining all citations issued. 

With respect to the dismissal of traffic infraction cases, the 
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RESPONSE 1 
IAR 1fo1-79 
June, 1979 
page 10 of 12. 

same computer, space and file limitations apply as with the 

parking citations. A different reason exists for the dismissal 

of traffic crime citations. When a defendant fails to appear 

on a traffic crime citation, the normal procedure is for the 

Court to issue a warrant for the defendant's arrest. This is 

not done with traffic infraction citations. When it becomes 

apparent to the Sheriff's Warrant Section that it is unable to 

serve an arrest warrant, that section returns the warrants to 

the Court with a request that the same be recalled and vacated. 

It appears to the Court that after a designated period of time, 

these warrants become unservable. Hence, the Court h~s adopted 

a "blanket" dismissal policy with respect thereto. 

Along these same lines, the audit report expressed concern over 

the potential for abuse with respect to the "rubber stamp" 

voiding of traffic citations. The rubber stamps no longer are 

in use. 

DISTRICT COURT SECURITY: 

Both the audit report and a separate courthouse secul"i ty study 

expressed concern with security arrangements in District Court 

offices and for the records, files and computer terminals located 

therein. It should be noted that it is the county's respon~ibility 

to maintain building security. Implicit in that responsibility 

is the responsibility to provide adequate resources to make the 

offices secur'e. 
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RESPONSE 1 
IAR 1Fl-79 
June, 1979 
page 11 of 12 

On a number of occasions, the Court has requested that the county 

provide for security measures recommended by the Court. For 

example, the Court requested that special covers be installed to 

protect the videotape equipment in the Court's special videotape 

courtroom. On another occasion, the Court requested that special 

teller-type windows be installed on open counters where bail is 

posted, fines are taken and records are kept, for the safety of 

Court employees who must deal with citizens who are often irate 

and hostile. In both instances, the county returned the requests 

unprocessed saying that ,the county lacked funds for such projects. 

On May 30, 1979, the Court requested that all security problems 

identified in these two reports be corrected. In the meantime, 

Court management will attempt to secure all records, files, funds, 

etc., at the conclusion of each working day. In the past, the 

Court has always maintained strict procedures with respect to 

securing moneys, limiting access to safes, etc. Areas of concern 

identified by the auditor will be reviewed and corrective pro-

cedures implemented as may t,hen be indicated. 

SUPPLEMENTAL AUDIT REPORT: 

While a great deal of the information contained in the supplemental 

report merely repeated findings in the audit report, a few comments 

are in order. 

The supplemental report indicates that there is no reconciliation 

between systems and that there is no documented collection history. 
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This statement is not accurate in that the Court Accounting 

section keeps very precise records of revenue collected and 

disbursed. 

The report indicates that the Court employs no "accounts receivable" 

system. The report points out that there is no way to match. 

revenue generated to tickets issued prior to the end of the 

fiscal year. This is true. The auditor is assuming that the 

Judges will fine identical amounts in all cases -- an erroneous 

assumption. While there are prescribed bail and violations 

bureau fine amounts for the various traffic offenses, the,Court 

cannot determine whether a defendant will choose to appear before 

a Judge and, if so, what fine the Judge may levy if the defendant 

is found guilty. 

The report suggests that mail for the parking tag section be 

segregated for delivery purposes from other courthouse mail. 

This has been accomplished. The District Court has rented a 

post office box for delivery of parking tag mail, and a new 

le,tter opener to expedite processing will be ordered. 
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RESPONSE 2 
IAR {fl-79 
June, 1979 

OISTRI,?T COURT OF THE STATE OF OREGON 
l'~:: for MULTNOMAH COUNTY 

d ' [Jf'fJl\f1TM~NT NUME1Eifl H • COliNTY CnLJI1THDlJSE 

i\ Inn1IANll I1mr;nN [l/,'Il,1 'If,ll:II :',111:111(1.' 
PHILIP T ABRAHAM 

..JI.JOGU 

Ms. Jewell Lansing, CPA 
County Auditor 
Room 412 

June 5, 1979' 

Multnomah County Court House 
Portland, Oregon 97204 

RE: IDternal Audit 
Report #1-79 and 
Report to Management #1-79 

Dear Ms. Lansing: 

, I have re~iewed the above captioned reports and have 
d~scuss7d my v~ews,on them with you personally. This 
letter ~s to compl~ment you on the professionalism you 
have demonstrated in preparing your report and the courtesy 
you,have extended to the judges in asking for their 
rev~ew and comments before your final report. 

T~e M~ltnomah County District Court is the largest court 
oper~t~on ~n the state and as a metropolitan volume court 
has ~ts atten~ant problems. I believe the judges of this 
cour~ ~re ded~cated persons who are deeply concerned with 
prov~d~ng the best court possible for the citizens of this county. 

Your r'e~ort make~ it appar7n~ that we judges must 
become more ~nvolved ~n the adm~n~strative operation of 
court and it certainly is my intention to do so. Your 
recommendation can be used as a basis for going forward 
with necessary improvements. 

PTA:gr 

tru .... ~ly_-'_Y,,~ 

PHIL P T. ABRAHAM 
District Court Judge 
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RESPONSE 3 
IAR #1-79 
Jun 79 

DISTRICT COURT OF THE STATE OF OREGON 
fDr MULTNCMAH CCUNTV 

DEPARTMENT NUMBER 10 • 1021 SOUTYWEST FOURTH AVE 
PORTLAND. OREGON 97204 • [5031 24B·38BB 

.JUDGE 

June 5, 1979 

Ms. Jewel Lansing, CPA 
Multnomah County Auditor 
Room 412, Multnomah County CourthouSe 
Portland, Oregon 97204 

Dear Ms. Lansing: 

I have studied all of your reports and final drafts 
involving the IAR #1-79 and #E-79 audits ahd find that, 
in my opinion, they are well done arid acburate. I have 
not responded in writing before because I had ho criti­
cism to make except for the suggestions made at the 
Judges' meetings. 

I certainly agree with your conclusion that no 
effective study of the District Court can be made with­
out going into the matter of docketing and I trust that 
some progress can be made on that in the near future. 

Thanks for your cooperation and I hope that we can 
now work together to implement some of the findingS of 
the report. 

Sin. c~rel. y, .-S2-~: --.--, -----. C~~···<·> .. ·~ /-,' /'" 

~.. .,.' .r---.;, .? 'c-~ ~., "':'" .' .-.,.,./ -:f!fY:-;.. 
~Cc:'-l:.:: ........ ~.-';.--...:.._ . :;..- /.("~. L'- ---
EDMUND A "..,4pRoAN -'--'---' 
District'je6urt Judge 

t~'" 

EAJ:br 
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• June 5, 1979 

Jewell Lansing, C.P.A. 
Multnomah County Auditor 
Rm. 412, Multnom,ah County Courthouse 
Portland, Oregon 97204 

Re: DISTRICT COURT AUDIT REPORT 

Dear Mrs. Lansing: 

RESPONSE 4 
IAR 1/=1-79 
June, 1979 

DDNAL.D H. LDNDER 

JUnGE 

I have I~ead your final report and I am taking this opportunity 
to make a personal response. I do not purport to speak for all of the 
judges; however, I can say for myself that I think the report was object­
ive and extremely fair. I think your cooperation in giving the judges the 
opportunity to make any corrections and responses is highly commendable. 

With reference to the report itself, I consider it extremely 
helpful in determining the future direction to be taken by the District 
Court. It is my understanding that we have already started to implement 
some of your recommendations. It is my intention, personally, to review 
these implementations and to attempt to see that whatever further changes 
.are required are me:.le as quickly as possible. As long as we have the re­
sponsibility, I for' one do not wish to neglect that responsibility. It 
would seem rather obvious that we recognize that we have problems, that 
those problems be identified (as you have done) and that those problems be 
rectified. Based on your report, I am of the opinion that we need a 
complete system upd,ating. 

DHL:emc 

Thank you again for the opportunity to be heard. 

~rU1Y yours, 

~d<2~ 
DONALD H. LONDER 
District Court Judge 
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RESPONSE 5 
IAR 4/1-79 
June, 1979 
Page 1 of 2 

mULTnomRH COUnTY OREGOn 
~================================================================ 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE SERVICES 
ROOM 809, COUNTY COURTHOUSE 
PORTLAND, OREGON 97204 
(503) 248-3701 

June 5, 1979 

Mrs. Jewell Lansing, Auditor 
Multnomah County, Oregon 
Room 412 Multnomah County Courthouse 
1021 S. W. 4th Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97204 

Dear Jewell: 

COlJNTY COMMISSIONERS 
DON 6,.,;'11<, Cllairman 

')AN MOSEE 
AUCE CORBETT 

DENNIS BUCHANAN 
BARBARA ROBERTS 

I have reviewed drafts of two reports recently issued by your office relating 
to the District Court Traffic Office. I wish to thank you and your staff for 
undertaking this extremely difficult and time-consuming task. I consider the 
report to be of high quality and it h;ll prove to be a useful tool in improving 
the administration of the citation function of the Court. I do not, however, 
consider the deficiencies you have found to be just the Court's problem. They 
are the County's problem. To that end, I am ready and willing to assist the 
Court in every way I can in addressing those deficiencies. 

I Internal Audit Report #1-79 

Recommendation 1: 

At my request, the Board of County Commissioners appropriated $125,000 
specifically to assist the Court in improving its management of the Clerk 
of the Court and citation functions. We are in the process of narrowing 
the focus of that study. Information in this audit will be used to direct 
the consultants to the most productive areas. 

You have noted the Multnomah County Ordinance Number 102 which tran~ferred 
the responsibility for the administration of court records to the District 
Court Administrator. Should the judges determine that it is in the best 
interest of the r.ourt to reassign certain functions to the executive 
branch, I would consider recommending such action by the Board. 

Recomnendation 2: 

In order to clarify the responsibility for enforcement of parking ordinances, 
my office is in the process of renegotiating the agreements with the City of 
Portland regarding that subject. 

I preceding page blank -64-
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Mrs. Jewell Lansing 
June 5, 1979 
Page 2 

RESPONSE 5 
1AR 1f1-79 
June, 1979 
Page 2 of 2 

Further, Senate Bill 936 has been placed on the legislative priority 
list for my office. We will provide the legislature with information 
showing our support for the bill when it receives its next hearing. I 
view it as an improtant tool in the enforcement of parking ordinances. 

Recommendation 3: 

I have requested Sgt. Scott Gratton, the County Security Director, 
to meet with District Court Administrative personnel to suggest and 
expedite the implementation of security measures. 

As the Court develops responses to the recommendation~ contained in 
the report, I will offer my assistance to them in order that they be 
implemented as soon as possible. 

II Report to Management #E-79 

Of the several recommendations contained in the report, Number 8, 
Outside Agency Controls, is pertinent to this office.. I will instruct 
the Division of Public Safety to implement thp ;;uggestion that they 
retain one copy of all uniform traff~c citations issued. 

III Summary 

Both reports point out a need for the executive management of the County 
to join with the management of the Court in a combined effort aimed at 
improving Court administration. Ultimately the public does not make 
such distinctions when the stewardship of such matters is at issue. 
11m confident this report will help us atl meet our mutual responsi­
bilities. 

Sincerely

" 

';fi 
Ibt-t~ 
~ILSON, Director 
Department of Justice Services 

TW/vcg 
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THE CITY OF 

PORTLAND 

OREGON 
DEFT. OF FINANCE 

AND ADMINISTRATION June 5, 1979 
NEIL GOLDSCHMIDT 

MAYOR 

BUREAU OF TRAFFIC 
ENGINEERING 

D.E.BERGSTROM Jewel Lansing, C.P.A. 
CITY TRAFFIC ENGINEER Mul tnomah County Auditor 

420S.W.MAINST. Room 412, Mul tnomah County CourthousE,~ 
PORTLAND. OR. 97204 Portland, OR 97204 503/248·4295 

RE: Final Draft - IAR #1-79 

Dear Ms. LanSing, 

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to review and comment 
on your internal audit report of the Parking and Traffic Col­
lection System of the District Court of Multnomah County. 

One of your primary concerns addressed in the draft is the 
e~f~c~ on the collectior; rate caused by the Parking Patrol 
D1v1s10n no longer tow1ng vehicles with outstanding bail. 
As mentioned in the draft, this action was recommended by 
the City's Bureau of Management and Budget in a study per­
formed on the Parking Patrol Division operations. We are 
attaching an excerpt from this study which recommends that 
the tag warrant process be mOdified. The excerpt questions 
the responsibility (City or County) to enforce the collec'cion 
of unpaid parking citations and suggests that discussions be 
ini tiated betwE,\en the City and County to determine such re­
sponsibility and develop new collection procedures. 

At the time of this study the Parking Patrol Division was 
issuing an approximate average of 1,600 tag warrants per 
year on an average time per occurence of 33.25 minutes for 
a total of 887 hours per year. The study felt that due to 
the lack of an established assignment of the responsibility, 
the 887 hours could be better expended in the performance of 
other Parking Patrol activities (i.e., beat coverage, citation 
issuance, timing, etc.). 

In addition, we did take the advise of Management and Budget 
and initiate informal discussions and offer suggestions to the 
County on possible methods to increase the collection rate 
and discourage the non-payment of parking violations. Many 
of these sugg8stions appear on pages 2l-22*of the final draft 

"'Auditor's note: 1J.'his refers to pages 1? and 18 of finaZ report. 
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Jewel Lansing 
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RESPONSE 6 
IAR 111-79 
June, 1979 
Page 2 of 3 

IAR #1-79. As a further attempt to dicourage the practice of 
non-payment the City of Portland originated legislation (Senate 
Bill 936) which would require the State DMV to withhold regis­
tration renewal to any vehicle with outstanding parking citations. 

We agree with your conclusion that a.serious problem does exist 
and immediate priority should be given to the identification of 
the agency responsible for the oorrection of this problem. Let 
it b~ known that the City of Portland is more than willing to 
work closely with the County in arriving at an ag~eeable solution. 

Sincerely, 

DEB/CJM/as 

attachment 
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EXCERPT FROM 
PARKING PATROL STUDY 

RESPONSE 6 
IAR 4F1-79 
June, 1979 
Page 3 of 3 

January 1976 
(Attachment to Don Bergstrom Letter of June 5, 1979) 

Tow 

Both the tag warrant list update and the stolen vehicle list review have 
been eliminated. In order to remove the constant violator from the 
streets, the deputy should check the tag warrant list when necessary and 
may request information regarding stolen autos from the dispatcher. The 
deputy will cite the car and leave the scene. The practice of deputies' 
radioing in to verify tow completion has befm discontinued. 

Complaint Response 

Complaint's in all beats will be handled by the deputy who is assigned to 
the beat where the complaint has occurred. The Assistant Supervisor 
will be responsible for handling the chronic complaints from citizens in 
all areas of. the City that require a great deal of individual deputy 
time. Additionally, the Assistant Supervisors will provide assistance 
to deputies in resolving complaints at the request of the deputy on the 
beat. 

Tag Warrants 

The entire operation has been intensively reviewed. The investigation 
revealed that while the tag warrant operation as currently performed by 
Parking Patrol Deputies is advantageous in that assists in removing 
constant offenders from the streets, there are distinct disadvantages to 
the present system. It appears that the operation requires a heavy 
commitment of resources in relation to benefit to the City. Further. 
research including cost-benefit analysis may suggest possible alternatives 
that can be discussed with the County. 

Until such time as' discussion with the County and solutions are forth­
coming, the Bureau of Management and Budget recommends that the tag 
warrant operation be modified. The deputies will not update the tag 
warrant list but it will be available to the deputies. Instead, there 
will be one control list kept by the dispatcher. At the discretion of 
the deputy, he or she will radio the dispatcher requesting a tag check. 
If the check is positive, the deputy will relay relevant data to the 
dispatcher who will dispatch a tow truck to the scene. The deputy will 
issue a tow citation and remain at the site until the truck has arrived. 
Other proposed adjustments may be forthcoming at the conclusion of the 
discussions with Multnomah County. Such recommendations will be provided 
to the City Traffic Engineer as an addendum to this report. 
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