WASHINGTON COUNTY |
PUBLIC SAFETY REVIEW COMMITTEE

FINAL REPORT

Sumary

- Introduction

The Washington County Public Safety Review Committee, a task force of county
citizens, elected officials and police officials, was appointed by Washington
County Sheriff Bill Probstfield in October 1985 and charged with respon-

sibility to: :

1. Define the Tevel of police services that should be delivered to all county
residents. - : : '

2. Determine those police services that might be more cost effective1y deli-
vered on a centralized basis. :

S

3. Determine how police services should be funded.

Between November, 1985 and May, 1986, the Committee met 13 times, reviewing
the need for and delivery of the full range of police services in Washington
County, including patrol services, and how to pay for them.

Conclusion

The level of police service provided to residents of Washington County is un-
even, varying from one area of the county to another. In the cities of
Washington County, the level of service ranges from 1.1 to. 2.9 sworn police
officers per 1,000 population, according to the County Auditor's report of
November 1985, In the unincorporated area, the level of service is approxima-
tely .77 sworn police officers per 1,000 population. :

The Committee concludes that it is desirable for every resident of the County
to have available a level of police service, at minimum, of 1.0 sworn police
of ficer per 1,000 population. ‘ :

Residents of the county should have the opportunity to approve additigna]
funding resources that are directed at increasing the level of police services
to at least the minimum of 1.0 sworn police officer per 1,000.
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Recommendations

~ This report provides recommendations on the responsibility for the delivery of
police services in Washington County, onr measures for consideration to reduce
the overall costs of police in Washington County, and on options that may be
exercised by residents of the unincorporated area of Washington County to
obtain an increased level of police services if they desire.

A. Responsibility:

Cities in Washington County should be responsible for delivery of
police services within their boundaries. The County should be

responsible for delivery of police services in the unincorporated

areas-of-the-County:—Specifically; the-Sheriff-should-be-responsible ———
for the protection of all lives and property of Washington County
citizens outside cities, and for providing assistance to police
agencies within cities as mutually agreed.

B. Cost-effective Service

1. To reduce existing and potential duplication, the Washington
County Sheriff's Department, in cooperation with the cities,
should develop a long-range plan for providing a countywide,
-computerized records system, The system would include, at a
minimum, incident and investigative reports and crime analysis,
plus suspect, incidence and vehicle information.

2. Sheriff should provide the following police services to all
County residents:

Swat Team

Forensic Services
Narcotics Investigation
Jail Operations

3. In éddition,'thé Sheriff could be responsible for delivery of
: police training and crime prevention services, to be designed in
cooperation with the cities, .
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4. The Sheriff and other public safety officers in the County

- should pursue more cost-effective and efficient approaches to

conducting major felony investigations, including but not
Timited to: v

Homicide
Armed robbery
Kidnapping
Rape

Fraud

Arson

Child abuse

| 1 S N EONN I B R |
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5. The Committee recognizes that the assumption of increased

responsibility for centralized police services by the Sheriff

. -could reduce the level of patrol services the Department is able

- to provide if no additional funding sources are available.

- ~ However, the Committee believes the Sheriff must maintain patroi
services in the unincorporated area of the County.

C. Funding the Servfce

‘1. Countywide Sheriff services, as identified in this report,
should be funded through the Washington County General Fund.

2. 'Any increase in patrol services provided by the Sheriff in
neighborhoods of residents 1iving in the unincorporated areas of
the County should be funded outside Washington County's General
Fund.

3. Residents of the urban unincorporated areas in Washington County
should give consideration to receiving police services from a
city through annexation or incorporation.

4, Residents of the unincorporated areas of the County should be
allowed to contract for increased patrol services from the
Sheriff's Department. The option should also exist for these

‘residents to receive these services from cities under an
intergovernmental agreement.

5. Washington County should consider these options for funding
increased patrol services, including:

county service district

contract with a private corporation
(e.g., homeowners' assn.)

local improvement district

special service district
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If changes in state law are needed to allow any of these options
to be employed, Washington County should review, in cooperation
with the cities, what changes may be necessary, and complete
this review in time for possible introduction of legislation at
the 1987 regular session of the State Legisiature.

6. Capital outlay and startup costs for a new computerized record-
keeping system, maintained by the Sheriff and serving all County
residents, should be funded through a special countywide levy.
Operating expenses after startup for this system should be
funded through the County's General Fund. Any future major
capital investment related to Sheriff Dept. services offered

D.

countywide should be funded on.a similar basis.

Communications:

Intercommunication between citiés, the County and neighborhoods in

“the County about maintaining and funding an adequate level of police

- service throughout Washington County must be given a high priority.

In addition, expanded and more creative approaches to keep the public
informed about police services provided in Washington County should
be developed by the County in cooperation with the cities.

A new standing mechanism to evaluate on-going progress to reach these
goals should be established. » '



WASHINGTON COUNTY
PUBLIC SAFETY REVIEW COMMITTEE

FINAL REPORT

I. Background

The Washington County Public Safety Review Committee (PSRC) was

~appointed by Sheriff Bill Probstfield in October, 1985, and charged

° Defining the‘1eve1»Of service that should bé\delivered to all
county residents,

tively delivered on a centralized basis.

° Determining how law enforcement services should be funded.

" The list of appointees appears in Attachment A,

Committee members were selected to ensure balanced representation of
Washington County residents and to include local law enforcement

Through May 13, 1986, the Committee held 13 meetings, ten with

‘benefit of an outside facilitator, and three with members only
" ‘discussing the issues. . (Attachment B 1lists meetings of the

A.
wWith:
expertise,
-B.
Committee.)
C.

The agendas of initial meetings of the committee in November,

December and early January included background presentations:

° County Auditor Alan Percell, Survey of police services in
‘Washington County. ‘ .

° County Assistant Administrator Charles Cameron, Washington
County General Fund support for law enforcement,

° Sheriff Probstfield, consolidation of law enforcement services
by the Sheriff.

° David Lawrence, Urban Services Manager, City of Portland,
expanded delivery of law enforcement services by cities
following annexation.

° Percell, establishment of a service district for special
assessment of residents to receive law enforcement services.

¢ . Dr. Charies Tracy, Portlénd State University, and Larry Conrad,

Urban Services Manager, City of Beaverton, PSU report on ser-
vices funding in Washington County, and summary of Beaverton

urban services study.

Determiming those police Service: s**tﬁatwfgﬁ*ﬁe* more costeffec-
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Following these initial meetings through January 7, 1986, the Committee
completed a mission statement for its work, and reached some tentative

conclusions about level of law enforcement service, responsibilities for
delivery of service, :and funding. See Attachment C for a copy of this

product,

In January and February, the Committee met for further discussion of these
conclusions. From these meetings emerged a consensus worksheet of state-
ments related to the Committee's charge for possible incorporation in its
final report. :

:
c e
U § D)

AL

“statements, and developed i

II.

fé”%inal report,

Conclusions

The first statement developed by the Committee addresses the level of law
enforcement service that the Committee felt it was desirable to deliver to
all county residents. :

Discussion:

A There are four basic components of a criminal justice system: (1)

law enforcement, patrol, investigation and prevention, (2) prosecu-
tion, {3) court system, and (4) corrections. For the system to be
effective it must be in balance. Any weak link can cause ineffec-
tiveness in the rest of the system.

B. Some county law enforcement services, such as the county jail, the
district attorney's office, crime prevention, and the juvenile
department are provided to both city and unincorporated area resi-
dents. The sheriff's patrol focuses on unincorporated areas.
Limited sheriff patrol service is provided inside cities.
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The units of government in Washington County vary substantially in
size, financial resources, public safety service needs. As the
county auditor's review shows, three of twelve cities currently
contract with the Sheriff (Tualatin, Durham, King City), but these
contract agreements will end at mid-year. '

"ﬁine of twelve cities have their own police departments varying in
'size from Beaverton with a $2.8 million police budget and 61 staff,
‘to Banks with $32,500 budget and a half-time police chief.

Most jurisdictions handle calls for assistance by dispatching a uni-

- formed officer. Durham, Gaston, North Plains, and the Sheriff, by

contrast, respond to some non-life-threatening calls by taking a

_'M__te}epheﬁe_me%—er voafarral $£a annthar sanancy
TLiwhy T e U QIO GIiCT A= AAAde S

Eight of the nine non-contract cities indicate frequent information
sharing with the Sheriff on major felony cases. Most of the non-
contract cities indicate they ask the Sheriff to provide a limited

amount of scientific investigation support, and four of the cities

indicate the Sheriff is asked on occasion to transport prisoners and
mental patients.

Hillsboro, North Plains, and Banks ask the Sheriff to assist them

 with the investigation of some felonies.

Studies by the Washington County Auditor and City of Beaverton

‘demonstrate that a substantially higher level of service is provided

in the cities than in the unincorporated area.

- Police budget per capita for 1984-85 was $36.91 per
capita in the unincorporated areas protected by the
Sheriff. In the same year, police budgets for the
cities ranged from $68.12 to $72.84 per capita --
about twice as much.

- - The level of police service provided to residents of
Washington County is uneven, varying from one area of
the county to another. In the cities of Washington
County, the level of service ranges from 1,1 to 2.9
sworn police officers per 1,000 population, according
to the County Auditor's report of November 1985. In the
unincorporated area, the level of service is approximately
.77 sworn police officers per 1,000 population.

- Staff per square mile was .16 in the unincorporated
area, versus 1.5 to 3.9 in-cities.

Although there is no uniform standard for police protection in the
U.S., 80% of all U.S. counties have between 1 and 3 officers per
1,000 residents.
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Washington County has been among the most rapidly growing and rapidly
urbanizing counties in Oregon in the past two decades. Approximately
55% of Washington County's population is unincorporated and approxi-
mately 45% is within a city. About 9% of the unincorporated popula-

tion lives in rural areas outside the regional urban growth boundary.

The County's future population is expected to be incredasingly more
suburban and urban. Population is expected to grow between 47.7% and
65.9% during the next twenty years for a year 2005 population in

.excess of 400,000.

Popu]ation projections suggest that future growth will not be spread
evenly, Higher than normal employment and population growth is pro-

——jected for Tualatin, Tigard, Forest Grove, and-the-SunsetCorridor -

Law enforcement requirements increase as density increases. It is
commonly viewed that there is a difference between a “rural" level of
service and an "urban® level of service. Density, for example, is a
key factor in the rate of criminal activity. It follows that Public
Safety and Justice Services will experience increased demand beyond
that anticipated by simple population growth.

The urban areas of the county are ciearly delineated by the year 2000

regional urban growth boundary. Within the urban growth boundary the
cities of Durham and King City have no surrounding unincorporated
areas. . The Cities of Sherwood, Gaston, Tualatin, Hillsboro, North
Plains, Cornelius and Forest Grove can be expected to annex their
ad jacent unincorporated areas within the urban growth boundary because
city sewer water and sewer services will be necessary for urban devel-
opment, A

Upon annexation, those cities will provide a full range 6? municipal
services, including an urban level of police protection. The areas
between Hillsboro and Beaverton, north of Beaverton, and between

Beaverton, Portland and Tigard have sewer, water, parks, and fire
protection available at an urban level. It is these areas where the

Tong-term urban level police protection probiem is located.
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Statement:

With this background, the Committee first developed a conclusion sta-
tement about the floor, or minimum level, of service each resident of
Washington County should receive.

The Committee's discussions focused frequently on the provision of
law enforcement services in the unincorporated areas of Washington
County. From a consensus that the present level of service is inde-
quate, especially in the urbanized, unincorporated areas, and unlike-
ly to improve under the current method of funding from the General
Fund, the committee wrote language that would describe its view that
it is desirable that expanded service be available to these
residents.

" The intent of this statement is that residents of the unincorporated

iFea wouTdact on the option for increased service if —they feit—the

police services they were receiving were not adequate to meet their
needs:

The level of police service provided to residents of Washington
County is uneven, varying from one area of the county to another,
Tn the cities of Washington County, the level of service ranges from
T.T to 2.9 sworn police officers per 1,000 population, according to
the County Auditor's report of November 1985, In the unincorporated
area, the tevel of service is approximately .// sworn police officers
per 1,000 population. .

The Committee concludes that it is desirable for every resident of
The County to have available a level of police service, at minimum,

- of 1.0 sworn police officer per 1,000 popu]ation.

. Residents of the county should have the opportunity to approve addi-

Tional funding resources that are directed at increasing the level

of police services to at Teast the minimum of 1.0 sworn police

officer per 1,000,

I1I. Recommendations

Based on this conclusion about level of service, the Committee then pro-
_ceeded to draft recommendations on responsibility, cost-effectiveness, and
" funding for future delivery of police services in Washington County.

A_

Responsibility

Looking at the mix of public law enforcement agencies providing pro-

tection in Washington County, the Committee stated its view of which
agencies or jurisdictions should be responsible to ensure that police
services are provided in the various areas of the County.

The Committee also addressed directly the responsibility of the
Sheriff, the chief law enforcement officer of the County, for

police services in Washington County.
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Statement:

‘ B L]

Cities in Hashwngton County should be responsible for delivery of
police services within their bounaar1es. The County should be
responsible for delivery of police services in the unincorporated

-areas of the County. Specifically, the Sheriff should be responsible

for the protection of all lives and property of Washington County
citizens outside cities, and for providing assistance to police agen-
cies within cities as mutually agreed.

Cost-effective service.

Discussion:

The- Committee reviewed the current set of law-enforcement and-other - -

Justice services provided in Washington County. There is dup11cat1on
of service within the delivery system. That duplication emerges in
record keeping systems, administration, commun1cat1ons investigative
services and training act1v1t1es. '

Serv1ces that could be prov1ded by the Sher1ff to all res:dents
either on a centralized basis or in cooperation with cities were exa-
mined. The purpose of this review was to determine the potential for
more cost-effective law enforcement throughout the County. As seen
in Attachment D, the Sheriff presented, through his assistant Sherre
Calouri, his views of how centralizing, or consolidating, services

“might increase cost-effective delivery,

The Committee identified activities and services that represented
potential areas for improved cost effectiveness, based on changes in
responsibility as to which Jur1sd1ct10n delivers these services.

- Delivery of police, or patrol, services was not included in these

proposed rearrangements, leaving that function to be “handled as
described in Section I.

Statements:

The proposed changes in approach are:

To reduce existing and potent1al duplication, the Washington County
Sheriff's Department, in cooperation with the cities, should deve-
Jop _a long-range p]an for providing a countyw1de, computerwzed
records system which would include, at a minimum, incident and
investigative reports and crime analysns,L plus suspect, incidence

~and vehicle information.
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The Committee identified those services that should be delivered
directly by the Sheriff on a centralized basis to all residents of
the County:
2. The Sheriff should provide the following services to all County
residents:
- SWAT Team
- Forensic Services
- Narcotics Investigation
- Jail Operations
The Committee identified other services that might be -delivered
centrally by the Sheriff once a design on how those services were to
‘be _delivered was_approved by the citjes:
3. In addition, .the Sheriff could be responsible for delivery of
- Training and crime prevention services, to be designed in cooperation
‘with the c¢ities. ‘
The Committee also recognized potential for improvement in the deli-
very of services related to major felony investigations. It did not
proposed an approach, but urged further exploration by the County and
the cities: :
4, - The Sheriff and other public safety officers in the County should
‘ pursué more- cost-effective and efficient approaches to conducting
major teljony 1investigations, including but not Timited to:
-~ Homicide .
- Armed robbery
-  Kidnapping
- Rape
- Fraud
- Arson
- Child abuse
- Burglary
Reviewing the potential impact of the changes proposed in the recom-
“-mendations above, the Committee added:
5. The Committee recognizes that the assumption of increased respon-

sibiTity for centralized Jaw enfor-cement services by the Sheriff
could reduce the level of patrol services the Department is able to

provide, if no additional tunding sources are available, However,

the Committee believes the Sheriff must maintain patrol services in

the unincorporated area of the County.
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C. Funding
Discussion:

The Committee then discussed ways and means of funding its service
proposals. Background information on funding included these
observations: .

““”“‘“V““ExpenditurES“forfﬂawrenfnrcement_service3”1n~ﬂashingtonweounty~~‘»~—
: .- have not been growing as rapidly as population growth. The

. Sheriff's budget has been relatively stable over -the Jlast
several years. Court decisions however have required that

additional resources be allocated to the jail resulting in a
shifting of funds from patrol services to jail services.
Manpower for patrolling is reduced by about 1/3 its late 1970s
level. :

The Auditor's report of October 1985 showed the true cost of
contract services, and indicated that the cities contracting for
services were not paying the full cost of the services received.
The county subsidizes the three contract cities by almost $.5
million, according to the report.

The County's view on law enforcement funding was summarized by

Charles Cameron.

L-4

31%, or $10.3 million of the general fund, supports public safety
and justice services (Sheriff, corrections, DA, juvenile).

43% of the Sheriff's budget is allocated to police, or patrol,
services and investigations; 27% to services (civil, records,
communications); 26% to jail services; 3% to administration.

County can't take funds out of other limited resources to add

- support to the Sheriff's department.
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° The County has for many years been unsuccessful in passing a tax
base. (The current $4.25 million tax base was adopted in 1916.)
Ongoing uncertainty over budgets has been a long pattern in

Washington County, making it difficult to plan ahead and develop
_ strong programs. ~ County reliance on special levies has
" repeatedly caused Tlayoff notices to employees, including
"sheriff's deputies. The pattern locally and nationally has been
declining revenues at all levels of government. These trends
“are expected to continue, ' :

cities.

[

expires in 1987. The police officers association initiated in
$22.4 million serial levy voted on at the March 25, 1986 special
election. This was defeated.

. Included in the Cpmmittee‘s discussion was a consideration that there
. may be geographic differences between the source of funding and where
various services are used in the County. County and city officials

have raised the issue of "double taxation® or *urban subsidy".

Specifically, city officials ask whether city residents who pay for.

city police service subsidize residents who live in unincorporated
areas and receive law enforcement services paid for by all taxpayers
in the county. ‘

The information that is available does indicate an imbalance in law
enforcement funding in favor of the unincorporated areas; however,
there is a similar imbalance in other services in favor of the

The choices for residents of unincorporated areas to obtain increased

law enforcement services were varied., Not all choices might be

acceptable, some members indicated, expressing concern that some
residents living in the urban unincorporated area may not be ready to

" be annexed. One or two members of the committee felt that the level

of service now provided by some cities may be beyond what's desired:
by these residents. : : .

The exfstfngwbﬁérating’1evy“fvr“Wasthgtbn”CDUnty*s*generai"fund*“””
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~ Statements:
The first two statements developed by the Committee relate to who should
pay: '
1. Countywide Sheriff services ,as identified in this report, should

- be funded through the Washington County General Fund.

2.

‘Aqy increase in patrol services prdvided by the Sheriff in neigh-

Dorhoods of residents 1iving in the unincorporated areas of the

5 County should be funded outside Nasbington County's General Fund.

Next came statements on how increased services might be funded:

— =37 Residents of the urban unincorporated areas in Washington—County— —~

- 'should give consideration to receiving police services from a city

through annexation or incorporation.

Residents of the unincorporated areas of the County should be allowed
to contract for increased patrol services from the Sheriff's

. Department. 1he option should aiso exist for these residents to

Teceive these services from cities under an_intergovernmental
agreement. »

"‘Nashington County‘should'consider these optibns for funding.increased
patrol services,including:

County service district

Contract with a private corporation
. (e.g., homeowner's assoc.)

Local improvement district

Special service district

Based on a presentation by Washington County Counsel John Junkin, in
which he cited law and his views on what options may or may not be
legally viable at present, the Comittee added:

. If changes in state law are needed to allow any of these options to

be employed, Washington County should review, in cooperation with the

cities, what changes may be necessary, and complete this review 1n

time for possible introduction of tvegislation at the 1987 regular

session of the State Legislature.
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Referring back to their proposal for developing a countywide, com-
puterized records system, the members of the Committee agreed this
was a priority need, and should be addressed in the near future. It

- ‘also agreed that funding of this and other capital improvements to

support Sheriff Department services should be handied as follows:

Capital outlay and startup costs for a new computerized record-

keeping system, maintained by the Sheriff and serying all County

residents, should be funded through a special countywide levy.

‘Operating expenses after startup for this system should be funded

through the County's General Fund, Any future major capital invest-

ment related to Sheriff Dept. services offered countywide should be

funded on a similar basis.
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D.

Communications

Discussion:

The Committee members felt that the reason for concerns and confusion
about the level and funding of law enforcement services in Washington

"~ County is because most County residents lack basic information.

Given the need for possible future changes in how law enforcement
services are to be delivered and funded, the Committee felt it is
especially critical that information channels be expanded and

_cooperative efforts to resolve problems be assured:

Statement:

" Intercommunication between cities, the County and neighborhoods in

the County about maintaining and funding an adequate level of police
service throughout Washington County must be given a high priority.
In addition, expanded and more creative approaches to keep the public
Tnformed about law enforcement services provided in Washington County
should be developed by the County in cooperation with the cities.

A new standing mechanism to evaluate oﬁ-going progress to reach these

goals should be establiished.
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ph - 644-6737
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9970 SW Greenburg Rd.

Tigard, OR 97223

ph - 639-7756
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P. 0. Box 5666

Aloha, OR 97006

ph - 242-5624

Wes Myllenbeck, Chairman
Board of County Comm1ss1oners
150 N, First

Hillsboro, OR 97124

ph - 648-8681
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Portland, OR 97209
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Mike Soloman, City Manager
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1924 Council

Forest Grove, OR 97116
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Luanne Thielke, Mayor

. City of Tualatin
18880 SW Martinazzi Ave.
Tualatin, OR 97062

- ph - 692-1195

Mary Tobias, Mayor; acting Chair of the Committee
City of Sherwood

435 Roy Rd.

Sherwood, OR 97140

ph - 645-114]

Dr. Charles Tracy

Portland State University
Administration of Justice Dept.
P. 0. Box 751

Portland, OR 97207

ph - 229-4014

Jan Wegener

Oak Hills Homeowners Assoc.
15535 NW Norwich Circle
Beaverton, OR 97006

ph - 645-8559

Denise Won

Boundary Commission
320 SW Stark, Suite 530
Portland, OR 97204

ph - 229-5307




ATTACHMENT B

WASHINGTON COUNTY
PUBLIC SAFETY REVIEW COMMITTEE

‘Meeting Schedule

November 5, 1985 ‘Open Meeting

‘November 19 Committee Discussion:
Is There a Problem with Public
Safety in Washington County?

December 3 - Presentations:
How Much Law Enforcement Do We Need?

December 17 Presentations:
' Which Agencies Should Protect
Us in the Future?

January 7, 1986 Presentations: -
_ How Should Law Enforcement Be Funded?

~ January 14 General Committee Discussion of Issues
January 28 | General Committee Discussion of Issues
February 11 General Committee Discussion of Issues
March 11 Review of Committee Recommendations

April 2 | Review of Committee Recommendations

April 14 Review of Draft of Committee‘s Final Report
April 28 : Review of Final Report

May 13 ' Review of Final Report; Approval of

Draft Language
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AGENDA =~ o ~ -
WASHINGTON COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

Agenda Category Publ fC H'earj [13¢]

Agandi Titte _Formation of Enhanced Sher{ff's Patrol Bistrict: Adopt Feasibility
' ) ‘ Report and Initfate Formation

_va° be pres,e,nfed byChaﬂ es_Cameron, County Adminjstrator '

SUMMARY (Attach Supporting Documénts if Necessary) |
A key:cohpdnent of the County 2000 Program is the formation of an ORS Chapter 457 Service
District as the funding and administrative structure for providing enhanced Sheriff's

patro} in the urban area. As provided by statute, a report has been prepared which
demonstrates the feasibility of this approach, : '

The ‘attached Resolution and Order adopts this feasibility report, imposes a five-year
sunset clause on-the proposed district and directs that the propesal ba forwarded to the
“Portland Metropolitan Area Boundary Commission, :

'Assumihg'a favérabie decision from the Boundary Commission, this matie?lw11i-c0me'back
before the Board for a final hearing and,possibly'setting an election date.

DEPARTMENT'S REQUESTED AGTION:

Conduct public hearing on whether to initiate formation and on feasibility report
conclusions. :

Adopt the Resolution and Order, together with thé feasibility report.
?agfuhj;; %FAA41, NLAJQEEéﬂlhﬁkﬁwj

COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR'S RECOMMENDATION:

You received the feasibility report at your April 7 Horksession exclusive of the following
appendices: Analysis of County Service District Options (January, 1987}, Pre]iminary.
Feasibility Study (December, 1986), Feasibility Data Base (April 1987), Detailed Public
Sufety Cost Estimates, Legal Description of District, Publfc Safety Review Committee
Report, Washington County 2000 Materials, Resolution and Order, H.B. 2907,

"Théy are at théACIérk'sidesk for your review,

| Agenda item Na. 5 G

-

A Date:

if-,189'"”
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FOR WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGOM
In the Matter of Adopting an Order)‘ o o
.and Feasibi1ity Report Declaring ) RESOLUTION AND ORDER
‘Intention of ‘the Board to Initiate) NG, -50-

Formation of an ORS Chanter 451
Service District for Enhanced
-Sher{ff's Patrol for the Urban
" Ared and Forwarding Said Propo-
sal to the Portland Metropoldtan
Area Local Government Boundary
Commission

This‘maixer having come before.the-Board of County
COmﬁissiohers for phbmig hgariﬁg at its regularly scheduled
meeting of‘&pril,21,'19$7} and

It appedfiﬁgrtplthe Bbard that the Board has adopted the
“County 2000 Program" as the policy framework for addressing the
needs of the citizens of Hashington County for governmental
services and to ensure that such services are provided in the
most efficient ‘and effective manner; and

It appearing to the Board that the provision of an adequate
TeVe} of Sheriff s patrol for the urban area is one of the most
pressing needs 1dentif1ed by the citizens of Hashington County to
protect the health welfare and saféty of individuals and
préperty; and

It appearing to the Board that an integral component of the

County 2000 Program is the creation of a service del{ivery

111111111
LT
1

"IN THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISS IONERS.
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COUNTY: COUNSEL , WASHINGTON COUNTY
HILLSBORG, OREGON 6484747
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mechanism which will charge benefitted properties for services 1in
an equitable manner at rates which reflect actual costs. and
maximize ]oca1 citizen input inte the determinatien of an
appropriate service level; and

It appearing to the Board that County staff and consultants

~have conducted éxhaustive studie;, thét the Board is in receipt

:bf a réport entitled “Anglysié of County Service District
Optibns", dated March, 1987, which summarizes said studies and
reqohmends<tﬁe creation of ‘a Cv&nty 451 Service District for
enhanced Sheri?f‘s patrol.as the best structure for meeting those
goals and, further; is in recefpt of 2 specif{c feasibility

analysis dated April, 1987, which addresses and demonstrates the

economic fea§1b11ity of said proposal; and

It appearing to the Board that the County has conducted a
major citizen 1nvoivement process, including town hall meetings,
appearances before 1nterested organizations and extensive media

coverage so as to inform the pubiic and receive input on the

County 2000 Pkograh. culminating in a public hearing on this date

at which testimony was heard and considered; now, therefore, it 1s
RESOLVED AND ORDERED that the Board of County Comnissioners
for Washfngton County hereby declares fts intent to {nitiate the
formation of an ORS Chapter 451 County Service District for the
purpose of provfding enhanced Sherfff's patrol serV1Ces in the

urban portion of Washington County; and it 1s further
////////// ‘
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RESOLVED AND ORDERED that the name of this ORS Chapter 451

District shall be the Hashingtoh County=Enhancéd~$her1ff's Patrol

district and the boundaries and’ purpose of said district shal? be

as set fdrth in the feasibility report dated April 1987, attached

“and by this reference incorporated herein as Exhibit "A" and

further, that the analysis and conelusions of s&fQ repdrt are
#ctepted for the purpose of presentation to the Boundary
Commission; and 1t is further

RESOLYED.AND ORDERED that, subject t0<adbptibn of HB 2907 by
the 64th 0regon~Lég}slat1ve Assem51y. Sa{d district shall
dissolve on fhe close of fiscal year 1992-1993 un1é$s a
détermination of public need fof continued extstence 1s made; and
it is further |

RESOLVED AND ORDERED that the County Administrative Office

'$hall immediately. forward a certified copy of this Order to the

_Portland Metropolitan Area Local Government. Boundary Commission.

Such action shall suspend loéai formation proceedings, as

provided in ORS 199,476, until the decision of the Boundary

.Commission is filed, At that time, the County shall resume the

local process to complete formation, as provided by statute; and
it is further : : .

RESOLVED AND ORDERED that, in the {interim, the Counéy shall
continue its extensive citizen involvement préﬁess on thg’County
2000 .Program; and it 1s further

RESOLVED AND ORDERED that the County Adminfistrative 0ffice
‘and all other departments of the“County shall take such ac¢tions
3




as are necessary to assist the Boundarnyommjsston in its

decisiqh aﬁd to implement the provisions of this Resolution and

L T * N

Order, - 7
‘Dated this 21st day of April, 1987,
5 VOTES AYE -

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
'FOR WASHINGTON COUNTY ‘

L\ OREGOR 6433747

SEL, WASHINGTON COUNTY

HILLSBRORO

COUNTY COUN
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IX. CONSISTENCY WITH BOUNDARY COMMISSION POLICY

_ ‘OChe of the key objectives of the feasibility study s tc
. assess whether the proposed service district is consistent
“with policles and practices of the Portland Metropolitan

Area Local Government Boundary Cemmission. = As discussed
earlier, the Boundary Commission must approve formation of a
county service district.

The proposal for a local urban police service district has
been drafted, in 1large measure, to satisfy Boundary

.Commission requirements. The Washington County 2000 plan,

too, has been specifically designed to be consistent with

_Boundary Commission policy.

‘This section analyzes the feésibility of the proposed
sexrvice district from the Boundary Commission’s perspective.

-Boundary Commissions are established under Oregon law to |
provide ‘a forum for resolving boundary questions in

metropelitan areas. Specific Boundary Commission functions,
outlined in ©RS..199.410: ‘ :

o Provide a method for guiding the creation and
: growth of special districts, o

o Assure adequate quality and qﬁantity of public
services, and the financial integrity of each
local government unit.

o Provide an impartial forum +to resolve local
government jurisdictional questions.

o Ensure that bbundary-determinatiqns'afe consistent -

with local comprehensive planning and that the
timing, phasing, and availability of services be
taken . into. consideration when making a boundary
determination. ‘ '

The Portland Area Boundary Commission has gained
considerable experience, over more than a decade, throughout
the Metropolitan Area, in deciding issues of district
formation, = boundary changes, annexations; and
incorporations. Over this period, the Commission has
evolved a well-defined sget of standards for reviewing
varicus types of service and boundary proposals. These

approach to its decisions under ORS 199.400.

‘policies and standards further clarify the cCommission’s
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From the vantage point of the Boundary Commission, the

o

©

proposed
13-

district has numerous advantages.  In summary, Lhg
¢ 1 1 o A o .
e NT $L=, g < $ ) IR e Ls ¢

Assures 'adequate-lgggiigx oZ police Aaervices-a
significantly better than current service.

Raises the amoupt of services available. -
‘Maintains-*and improves~~the financial integrity

of each affected local government unit. Does not
‘hinder annexation/incorporation, Lowers the

potential County tax burden on city residents,.

leaving taxing capacity for city purposes.
Is consistent with local planning.

Provides a timely solution, ' making enhanced
service available at the earliest possible date,

Benefits of the service district proposal include:

4 1‘-

im na’ 11} b "‘:

" Urban police patrols, together with ‘rural road

maintenance, represent the largest segments of the
so~called - "urban subsidy".  This . term describes
‘the portion of county-wide taxes ¢ ]
-¢ities which is then spent by the County on
services delivered primarily outside the cities.

. The service distriet provides a method . to

‘eliminate this wunfair subsidy by . charging
benefited properties directly for the cost of

urban services.

o 8S Ve

Boundary Commission policy emphasizes that urban
services are most logically delivered by full
service cities. The Washington County 2000 plan
clearly identifies countywide services to be
provided by the County, while  calling for
municipal services to be funded by the ultimate
beneficiaries of the service, or %transferred to
other agencies. :
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Washington County has asked the Oregon Legislature
to establish a "sunset" provision £for county
sexrvice districts, giving the County and Boundary
Comnission a way to guarantee the district does
not become a permanent fixture.

At present, there is no alternative service

provider ready to serve the affected area. Later,
transition. agreements with cities in the urban
areas will "'be in .place to ensure close

.coordination that smooths the transition to other

options as they become available. : :

Washington County has involved the County’s cities
in the design of the district and has gained their
backing.

The district prevents illogical boundaries:

The single urban police district proposed has been
configured to maximize the opportunity for the
orderly transitioning of police service to cities
‘within a five year period. No new illogical
boundaries are established which could hinder
service efficiency under either the interim or
eventual arrangements, ‘

Adequate quality and quantity of services are
bBrovided:

As analyzed earlier in this report, the proposed

- district will deliver moré services and higher

quality services - than are currently available.
Patrol staffing will double., Emergency response
time will drop. Police will respond to calls
which today may go unanswered. A potential crisis
identified by the Public Safety Review Committee
will be averted. '

The financial integrity of each governmental unit
is _assured: ‘

The district’s majorvobjéctive~is to provide badly
needed additional funding. These new revenues are

to he in the form of increased property taxes to
be paid by district residents and businesses.
Only the County is affected ~~ there are no other

immediate financial impacts on other
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,6Qmprehg§sive planning:

-4 G

jurisdictions. Over the five year interim pariod,

the service district offers a mechanism to assist
nearby cities in stabilizing <their financial

. integrity through possible future annexations or

incorporations,

‘The district will also Help ‘te prevent ahy long

term blight which might occur in the interim
period, thereby safeguarding. the cities from
possible long term liabilities which could be
inherited wupon annexation or incorporations. In
addition, city taxpayers will no longer bs asked
to support (through their county taxes) municipal
level policing in the unincorporated areas.

Oregon planning law requires cxtles ‘to plan for
future servicas in and around their bounddries.

‘Washington County and the Boundary  Commission have

mutually encouraged the cities to agree on future

- service boundaries which cover the County’s entire

uhincorporated urban area.

When the cities have completed this task, and
their future boundaries coincide, the future
service patterns within the County will be known.
The ‘cities and the County will then be able to
plan jo6intly to assure that adequate services,
reasonably priced are delivered throughout the
urban area. : ‘ ' '

Q—Qlw ] :

lThe Boundary Commission has stressed a. policy that

all = urban designated areas should eventually
become part of a full service city. The proposed
district is specifically designed as an interim
method to fund minimum law enforcement services
while residents examine their future service
opElons such as becoming part of a full service
city.
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X. SCHEDULE FOR IMPLEMENTATION

‘The County has targeted FY 1988-89 as the startup year for
the police service district. ' This schedule is designed to
achieve that  objective while leéaving adequate time for
- Yeview by the Bourdary cCommission and for voter involvenment
as many as two times prior to ultimate operation of the
~ District. ~ Théa potential nead for two separate votes
requires that the County work closely with the Boundary
Commission to meet the Commission’s information needs,
thereby reducing that portion of the schedule from the
‘statutory limit of 120 days to approximately 90 days, while
stilk leaving ample time for Boundary Commission public
 Processes.. ,

COUNTY SERVICE DISTRICTS
" TIME SCHEDULE

~Initial County 2000 Community Presentations Féb.ze/Mar.S,
12, 19, 1987

-Board Discussion of County Service District Mar 24, 1987
(CSD) Options :

—Board Receives CSD Economic Feasibility - Apr 7, 1587
Studies - o o /

—~Board Submits CSD Proposals to Boundary . Apr 14, 1987
Commission '

—Boundary Commission Files Approval with Jul 15,>19874
Board : -
~Board Hearing on CSD %ormation'(Calls for _Aug 6, 1987
Election 1f 100 signatures received) ' '
~File Ballot Title - Aug 12, 1987

~Election Date (District Formation) Sept 15, 1987

-Election Date (District Funding) : “Nov 3, 1987

-Law Enforcement District Begins  July 1} 1988
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APPENDICES ' ‘

‘White Paper (january report to board) :
Préliminary Feasibllity study (decenmber)
Washington County Urban Services Database
Detailed Cost Estimates - from shariffs report
Legal Description of bistrict. -

Public Safety Review Committee Flnal Report
Washington County 2000 Materials e
Resolution and Order - - - o

H.B. 2907 '

Appendices are at the Clerk's desk for your review.




