
Introduction 
  
The corrections grand jury was selected and impaneled on October 20, 2008.   The grand 
jury consists of three men and four women, ranging in age from early twenties to 
retirement age, with varying careers and backgrounds.  None of the members of the grand 
jury had any actual experience or particular knowledge about law enforcement especially 
about the operation of jails.  As a consequence, we believe that we approached our task of 
examining the “condition and management” of the jails with few pre-conceived notions 
about the system. We hope that we were able to examine and objectively analyze the 
huge amount of testimony and evidence that was presented to us.  The corrections grand 
jury met for a total of 25 days, and heard the testimony of 134 witnesses, many of whom 
appeared before us more than once.  To familiarize ourselves with the issues involved in 
the jail system, we read the reports of the 2006 and 2007 corrections grand juries, and the 
special 2006 report of the Multnomah County District Attorney’s office regarding the 
jails.  Numerous other documents were presented to us, including contracts, labor and 
arbitration decisions, and jail plans and reports. 
 
The report that follows is, by necessity, a compilation of issues that we feel need to be 
addressed.  By its nature, we believe that such a grand jury report is useful only if it 
details issues that cause us concern and which need to be resolved.  However, the fact 
that we intend to focus this report on such issues should not be interpreted as a criticism 
of the corrections system in general, but merely as a suggestion of how problems, some 
of which are significant, might be rectified.   
 
Our overwhelming opinion of the Multnomah County corrections system is that it is 
generally well run by intelligent and dedicated officers whose commitment to the safety 
of the institutions and care of its inmates is unquestionable.  We found the staff of the 
Multnomah County Sheriff’s Office Corrections Division to be professional, helpful, and 
articulate.  We found this staff to be emerging from a period of institutional dysfunction 
produced, from all evidence presented, by a serious lack of effective leadership at the 
highest level of the organization and from the resultant public scrutiny and criticism over 
the past several years.  If there is one consistent theme presented by all the testimony, it is 
that the current Sheriff has quietly and respectfully reasserted the steady leadership 
necessary to resolve the problems in the jail system.  The task is not a simple one, and in 
some instances, where an entire workforce culture needs to be changed, we cannot expect 
drastic changes overnight. We are convinced from the testimony we heard that the new 
Sheriff is dedicated and uniquely positioned to accomplish that task. 
 
An example of this new leadership can be seen on the flashpoint issue of sick leave 
abuse.  This is perhaps the one issue that, because it is so easily recognizable to the 
public, became emblematic of corrections system management problems.  The testimony 
reveals that sick leave abuse, and the massive overtime expenditures it produces, 
inevitably occurs in large jail systems that do little or nothing to manage the issue.  This 
certainly has increasingly been the case in this county’s jail system.  However, once the 
problem was finally recognized by the Sheriff’s Office command staff and a plan 
instituted to address the issue, the results have been remarkable.  Sick leave usage is 
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down by 20% in 2008 throughout the corrections division. This decrease is the result of a 
newly formulated management program that incorporates a leave usage software program 
developed by the Sheriff’s Office itself, which tracks employees’ leave.  The system has 
been so effective that Multnomah County Chair Ted Wheeler has indicated that he wants 
to use it throughout the county workforce. 
 
As this report moves to issues of concern, we want to emphasize that most of what 
happens in the jail system appears to be done professionally and effectively.  Like the 
issue of sick leave abuse, however, there are significant problem areas that we have 
observed and will detail.  We hope that the Sheriff’s Office will examine them and 
address them with the same diligence that it has so recently done with other matters.  

 
Classification 

 
One of the areas of most acute concern to the corrections grand jury is the issue of the 
inmate classification system in our jails.  Inmate classification systems are critical to the 
smooth and safe functioning of any jail system; especially in systems like our own where 
the vast majority of inmates are housed in direct contact with other prisoners and staff in 
dormitory settings or shared jail cells.  Identifying which inmates pose a risk to others in 
such living arrangements is essential to securing a safe jail environment. 
 
In the mid-1990s, the Multnomah County jail system moved away from its “objective” 
jail classification system. That system assigned quantified scores for particular behaviors 
to determine the risk presented by each inmate in the jails. This allowed for housing 
assignments that reflected a quantified assessment of the inmates’ actual risk in a 
particular jail housing situation.  This objective classification system was replaced by a 
system that relied upon the individual judgment of corrections officers assigned to a 
classification unit. 
 
This system has been a failure and was the major contributing factor to a 2005 MCDC 
homicide, the only inmate homicide in the history of the currently operating county jails. 
A March 2008 study of this classification system by the federal government’s National 
Institute of Corrections (NIC) concluded as much, and recommended a return to an 
objective classification system1.  Not only does the current system affect jail safety, but 
the NIC study has now put the county on notice of its inadequacy.  Not only is the system 
dangerous, but the jail management staff has been put on notice of that fact by the 
preeminent authority on jail issues in the nation.  The implications for county liability in 
the case of a jail injury or death are enormous. 
 Because the jail is currently operating what was termed by several witnesses as a 
“legally negligent” classification system, we urge the Sheriff to move with all possible 
                                                 
1 While double bunking has been an issue at MCDC since 1996, an effective objective classification system 
would allow single bunking where needed at MCDC, but also permit double bunking where inmates can be 
safely and economically housed there. In general, testimony from MCSO deputies has been that double 
bunking presents inmate safety concerns, yet we heard testimony to the opposite. Double bunking inmates 
may be actually safer because it reduces the risk of suicides, which cause more jail deaths than homicides. 
This point was highlighted on December 17, 2008 when an MCDC inmate, housed in a single cell, 
committed suicide by hanging himself with a sheet.  
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haste to change the system back to an objective classification system as recommended by 
the NIC.  We know that the Sheriff’s Office has a plan in place to do so.  We urge that 
this happen immediately.  

 
Work Release 

One of the most important immediate issues that the county and the Sheriff must address 
is the re-establishment of a work release/restitution center. For many years the Sheriff 
had two good alternative incarceration programs: the work release/restitution center and 
the Multnomah County Correctional Facility (MCCF). In addition, the Department of 
Community Justice (DCJ) had a forest project that allowed sentenced defendants the 
opportunity to work in the woods during the week. These programs and beds were the 
least expensive in the criminal justice system. Because of reduced budgets, the Sheriff 
and DCJ chose to cut these programs. Unfortunately, once they were gone, it would be a 
Herculean task to site a comparable program. 

We heard testimony from the courts, the defense bar, prosecution, corrections deputies 
and command staff that the decision to cut these programs has had a detrimental effect on 
our overall corrections system. With the lack of alternatives, courts now must decide 
between jail and no jail. The defense and prosecution are restricted in their ability to 
negotiate cases for low risk inmates. Additionally, the people who run the jails have a 
limited ability to give low risk inmates with good behavior rewards for good conduct. 
Simply stated, as the 2007 corrections grand jury pointed out: "In a behavior based 
prisoner management model, it is essential to have structured incentives" such as work 
release. 

We heard that there were two possibilities for opening a new work release facility, one in 
the old location at the Martha Washington Hotel and the other at MCDC.  It is unclear 
whether the Martha Washington Hotel site is still a valid option at this point.  If it is 
possible, however, it is a good option.  

The second alternative we heard was to open one of the floors at the Multnomah County 
Detention Facility with a separate elevator for work release inmates only.  This could be 
done at a relatively low capital cost; the process to obtain a modified site permit would be 
quick, the cost of running the facility would be much less than running a floor at a 
maximum security center.  Additionally, the residents in the program could be released 
from the facility and be at the center of the TriMet hub, thereby making it much easier for 
inmates to get to work on public transportation.  We believe that this MCDC work release 
alternative was the better option of the two. 

We have been told that the primary problem of opening any work release center is 
money. However, depending upon how the Sheriff's Office configures the program, these 
could be the cheapest beds in the system.  

We believe that one of the top priorities of both the county and the Sheriff's Office should 
be to establish a transition program such as a work release/restitution center. Such a 
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center would help defendants find jobs, require clients to pay the county some of the 
costs of temporary incarceration, and help victims to collect restitution for criminal 
conduct.  

Wapato 

We do not wish to simply repeat what past corrections grand juries have stated and 
reiterated about the importance of opening Wapato, our $58 million, state-of-the-art, 
empty jail. Year after year, nothing seems to be done, and budget restraints always seem 
to be the reason.  

As more time passes, Wapato is proving to be a greater and greater embarrassment to 
Multnomah County. Each year that passes makes Wapato seem less of a practical 
investment and more like a bad business decision, with no fiscal responsibility in sight 
for its on-going maintenance costs.  It is projected that there will be budget cuts of 10% 
to 15% across the board in Multnomah County in the coming year; thereby causing many 
to think that opening Wapato in the foreseeable future is a pipe dream. 

With the current over-riding opinion of many witnesses that Wapato will not be opened 
or used in 2009, we think it is imperative that a plan be made for using Wapato that will, 
at the very least, pay for its annual maintenance fee of $300,000, or $25,000 per month.  
We believe that our leaders need to be "thinking outside the box" on this issue. Not using 
Wapato because of budget constraints is one issue. Allowing its maintenance costs to 
bleed the pocket books of citizens is quite another.  

In light of the fact that no workable idea has been employed to open Wapato for over four 
years, we strongly suggest that the Sheriff's Office and the Board of Commissioners 
engage the public by offering a monetary amount or some other reward for any idea that 
is employed and proven to raise the $25,000 monthly maintenance cost. We realize it 
may take some humility to ask the public for ideas to use Wapato to raise money to cover 
the cost of its maintenance.   

We conclude that projected budget cuts are not valid reasons or excuses to allow the mere 
maintenance of an empty jail to cost the taxpayers $25,000 a month. Over $1,250,000 has 
already been spent on the maintenance of Wapato with absolutely nothing to show for it. 
Leaving matters as they are, the costs will continue to grow year by year, and Wapato 
will continue to be a drain on Multnomah County’s annual budget. As time goes by, these 
costs will only increase. 

Fifty-eight million dollars is a major investment in any project. Allowing Wapato to 
remain unused seems to reflect a tragic lack of foresight. Allowing the mere maintenance 
of it to take almost $1,000 daily from the county coffers while it is not being used seems 
fiscally irresponsible.  

 4



Perhaps the practical consequences of the passage of Measure 57, which will increase the 
penalties for some repeat property offenders, will provide ways to use Wapato making its 
maintenance meaningful and justified. Until then Wapato will remain the new, expensive 
car parked in the garage for four years and serviced monthly for an exorbitant fee, all the 
while serving no useful purpose and with no practical plan or money to justify its 
existence.  

If our leaders cannot, or will not come up with a solution that will pay for Wapato's 
upkeep, we believe that the public needs to become involved in the solution process.  
However, we want to make it clear that a plan that will cost the county more money and 
result in fewer beds for Multnomah County inmates is simply unacceptable.  
Unconventional ideas, such as renting specific areas of Wapato for laser-tag groups, Boy 
Scout events, fund-raisers or martial arts training, to more conventional ideas such as 
warehouse storage or office space leasing may very well be what our leaders need to 
consider stopping this monthly waste of tax dollars. 

We strongly believe that the issue of the on-going maintenance fee of $25,000 per month 
should not be an issue with which the 2009 corrections grand jury needs to deal.   

Evaluations and Promotions 
 

We are dismayed that the Sheriff’s Office has not been conducting regular performance 
evaluations.  Many deputies told us that the only time they have ever been evaluated was 
during their probationary period.  There should be annual evaluations of all corrections 
officers and command staff.  The method of evaluation should be put together by the 
Sheriff and his command staff.  The Sheriff’s Office should look nationally at what other 
departments do in their evaluation processes and find what the best practices are.  The 
evaluations should be done on or about the anniversary of the employee’s hire date.  We 
believe that whatever system of evaluation is implemented, the Sheriff should review it 
after a year or two to determine whether it is being used in a meaningful and productive 
way. 

 
Promotions have not been based on job performance.  We think job performance should 
be the single most important element in determining promotion.  Other factors such as 
test results should be considered, but past job performance should be the most important.   
 
Sheriff Skipper told us that he will initiate annual evaluations in 2009.  We commend him 
for his efforts and believe that his commitment will lead to better promotional and 
staffing decisions within the Sheriff’s Office. 

TXs and 12 Hour Shifts 

We heard a great deal of testimony about a practice that occurs in the jail between 
corrections deputies called shift exchanges or TXs. TXs allow one deputy to exchange 
shifts with another deputy. This allows a deputy who wishes to get off on a particular day 
or shift to take another deputy's shift in exchange for the one he or she wants off. The 
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deputy who was originally obligated to take the shift continues to be responsible for 
ensuring that someone is present to fill the post. 

The good thing about TXs is that they allow new hires and less senior deputies to get 
time off that they normally could not bid for, albeit in small amounts sometimes. The 
Sheriff has agreed in principle that a deputy can take up to 104 TXs a year, which is 
probably adequate for the problems that the lack of getting summers, weekends and other 
"valued time" off creates. The problem with giving that many TXs is that it creates a 
logistical problem for the command staff because they never have the same personnel for 
assignments. It also allows some deputies to manipulate the system so that they are gone 
for long periods of time. When they do work, they are working continuously, fighting 
fatigue and not responding as quickly as someone who is well rested. This constitutes a 
significant safety issue for inmates and staff. For reasons of safety we strongly believe 
that no corrections employee should ever work two consecutive 16-hour days. 

The 2007 corrections grand jury listed as one of its highest priorities changing the 
vacation bidding system to enable less senior deputies to have vacation time in the 
summer months and to reconfigure the seniority system to promote leadership. We agree 
with their assessment and believe that the Sheriff should look at ways to make the 
bidding system fair for everyone, not just the people with the most seniority. We believe 
that seniority must be respected and given some preference, but it should not drive the 
train. 

For the reasons listed in both the 2006 and 2007 Corrections Grand Jury reports, we agree 
that the Sheriff must again look at the bidding system. It is important for recruiting and 
maintaining the home life of many of the deputies. We think the Sheriff should look to 
see how other jurisdictions are addressing this problem and strive to find a better system. 

We heard that in Ada County Idaho corrections officers work 12 hour shifts within the 
juvenile facility. In order to be as fair as they could with the staff, Ada County staggers 
the weeks so that everyone has a least one weekend off every two weeks. During the first 
week a corrections officer works Monday, Tuesday, Friday, Saturday and Sunday. The 
next week the officer works on Wednesday and Thursday. At first there was resistance to 
the change, but now we are told that most officers like it. 

We were told that within the next several years there is a realistic chance that a majority 
of corrections deputies will want some kind of change. We believe that the Sheriff must 
look at various solutions that work in other places to ensure that time off and how it is 
allotted is fair to everyone. The Ada County model is just one of many that the Sheriff 
and the union should seriously look at.  

 
Civilian Staffing 

 
Civilian staff is as important and valuable to the corrections system as sworn staff.  Many 
civilian staff testified that they are treated as “second class citizens” by sworn officers.  

 6



They pointed out that they have many of the same responsibilities as sworn staff, but are 
paid much less.  Over the years, many of their jobs have been absorbed by deputies.  

 
We find that within the culture of our jails, corrections deputies sometimes have the 
attitude that they perform better at all tasks within the jails and are the most capable.  We 
question that assumption.  In order for the jail to function most efficiently, everyone 
needs to believe that they are valuable members of the team. That is not the feeling 
among the people we heard testify.  We believe civilian staff must be treated with equal 
respect. It is incumbent upon the Sheriff and his command staff to address this problem. 

 
Lieutenants and sergeants are spending significant amounts of time doing work that 
civilians could do just as well.  This includes finding deputies for overtime work, 
processing time sheets, and a host of administrative paperwork that could be done by a 
civilian. Over the years, civilian supervisors have been replaced unnecessarily by sworn 
staff.  This has resulted in highly paid officers doing work that lesser paid civilians could 
and have done. 
 
The judicious use of civilian staff and supervisors could save substantial amounts of 
money for the county.  We heard that during the last budget the Sheriff did put in for 
additional civilian staffing, but the Board of County Commissioners rejected the request.  
At some point, the Sheriff may have to hire additional civilian staff out of his budget in 
order to save money and provide more time for his managers and sergeants to do the jobs 
that they are paid to do.  This might mean fewer managers or deputies, but it has the 
potential to make the organization much more efficient and cost effective. 

Mental Illness 

One of the biggest frustrations of this and past corrections grand juries has been the 
number of people with severe mental illnesses who are incarcerated. Years ago, the State 
of Oregon abandoned its responsibility to take care of these vulnerable people and local 
resources have never been adequate to meet the demand. Consequently when someone 
with a severe mental illness commits a minor crime, the police in most cases have the 
difficult choice of leaving a troubled and potentially dangerous person in the community 
or taking the person to jail. 

Currently, our jail refuses to book people with serious injuries. If the jail extended that 
exclusion to people with severe mental illness, it would create a crisis in our community. 
There would simply be no place to put most of the seriously mentally ill defendants 
because of the lack of resources. At least in the jail they have adequate supervision, better 
medical attention, food and a place to sleep.  

In our tour of the jail we observed the inter-disciplinary team and we thought that they 
were conscientious, thoughtful and compassionate. The professionalism of the team 
assists each client drawing from the observations of deputies, medical staff, and 
counselors. It is a true team effort and exemplifies the best aspects of direct supervision. 
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We believe that our jails do a good job with the mentally ill population, but jail is not the 
right place to put them in most cases. We are not talking about people who commit the 
most serious offenses; we are talking about people who repeatedly violate minor laws. 

Within any community there is a certain portion of the population with mental illness 
who need prolonged supervision and housing. It appears that both our state and local 
officials have ignored that principle and in so doing have doomed many of these men and 
women to jail by default, rather than dealing with them in a more civil and sometimes 
less expensive manner. 

Sergeants and Command Staff 
 

We have heard testimony across the entire spectrum of deputies that some lieutenants and 
captains are “out of touch” with line officers.  Many witnesses testified that some 
sergeants, lieutenants, and captains do not manage well and have never been held 
accountable.  In particular, rules have not been fairly and uniformly enforced. 

 
Many line officers and sergeants do not understand what their lieutenants do. Several 
testified that their lieutenants are “not around.”  There is also a belief among most of the 
deputies and civilian staff that we interviewed that there are “too many lieutenants.” 

 
Things may, however, be changing under Sheriff Skipper.  The overwhelming majority 
of witnesses we heard said they were hopeful and confident that things would improve 
under Sheriff Skipper. 

 
Pretrial Release of Charged Defendants 

 
A significant component of any county jail system is the pretrial release procedure. The 
release of a charged defendant on his or her own recognizance or under the supervision of 
a court-approved agency reduces the need for jail space to house defendants who, 
although charged with a criminal offense, may represent minimal risk to re-offend while 
on release and will be likely to appear in court. With limited jail resources, it is vital to 
have a system in place that will effectively allow the release of low-risk offenders.  To be 
effective, this system must be designed to not release defendants who present a danger of 
committing new crimes and defendants who will fail to appear for court.  While no such 
system could ever be foolproof, there are significant concerns with the system in place in 
Multnomah County. 
 
For defendants on unsupervised release on their own recognizance, based on a risk 
assessment scoring system tabulated by Department of Community Justice (DCJ) 
recognizance officers, we heard testimony that a recent validation study found that 42% 
of those released failed by committing new crimes (23%) or by failing to appear for court 
(19%).  Given what we have heard, such a failure rate, by itself, would seem to be an 
indicator that the program is not operating successfully. 
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Additionally, supervised pretrial release in Multnomah County was a topic of substantial 
testimony. Supervised release programs are generally reserved for more significant 
offenders than recognizance programs.  The success or failure of an offender on 
supervised release may have significant consequences for the community and for crime 
victims, many of whom may be domestic violence victims. 
 
Until 2005, two supervised pretrial release programs existed in this county; one run by 
the DCJ designed to supervise low-level offenders, and the other run by the Sheriff’s 
Office, designed for more serious and violent offenders.  In 2005, the Sheriff’s program 
was eliminated by county government officials, and the task of supervising serious 
offenders on pretrial release was turned over to DCJ2.  The testimony demonstrated that 
from the outset there were significant problems with the manner in which DCJ supervised 
serious defendants on pretrial release.  These problems revolved around the intensity with 
which these offenders were supervised in the field and the fact that DCJ supervision was 
more report-based than field-based.  While the testimony demonstrated that DCJ officials 
had been receptive to discussions designed to alter this approach, other testimony 
revealed that significant deficiencies still exist with DCJ pretrial supervision.  
Specifically, we heard testimony that a DCJ release supervisor recently authorized the 
placement of a domestic violence assault defendant back in the home of the victim and 
child witnesses. Decisions such as these are inexplicable and until definitively resolved 
will raise questions of confidence among other entities in the justice system. 
 
The Sheriff’s Office release program, Close Street Supervision, was recently re-instituted 
by a state labor relations board ruling.  This program, as it existed before being disbanded 
in 2005, placed an emphasis on close field supervision of defendants. The program was 
engaged in active and continuing contacts with these subjects and their references at their 
residence and employment.  It is clear from all sides that, while there were disagreements 
from time to time with the decisions of the program during its 25 years of operation, there 
was general satisfaction with the results from all parties in the justice system. 
 
No matter what future decisions are made about pretrial release in this county, we feel 
that common sense dictates that if defendants who are charged with serious crimes are to 
be released on pretrial supervision; their supervision must include victim notification and 
input and intensive field monitoring such as that practiced by Close Street Supervision.  

 
Juvenile Services 

 
We heard from several witnesses within the county that our juvenile detention center is 
one of the best in the country.  They told us that people from around the country come 
here to see how our system works. 

 

                                                 
2 The decision was apparently a controversial one and one that we choose not to comment on in this report.  
It is necessary to understand, however, that the decision has now been overturned and the Sheriff’s program 
reinstated, resulting in two separate, and in some ways competing, programs supervising serious offenders 
on pretrial release.  
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It came to our attention that Crime Victims United did a comprehensive report on the 
management, philosophy and policies of the juvenile system. We have considered the 
Crime Victims United report and DCJ Juvenile Services’ response. The issues raised by 
CVU are important.  We understand the dispute as one between two strongly held 
philosophical beliefs about how the community should deal with juvenile offenders.  
Because we were introduced to the topic late in our term and because of the complexity 
of the issues, we do not have the depth of understanding to make any meaningful 
assessment. We know that the two sides are engaged in negotiations and we hope they 
can reach a mutually satisfactory resolution.  If they cannot, we suggest that the 2009 
corrections grand jury examine the matter. If next year’s corrections grand jury does 
examine the issue, it should be done early in their term and it is important that experts be 
contacted.  The corrections grand jury should bring in the various parties to see what 
progress has been made. It is also important that any examination into this area should 
closely look at all numbers, scientific data and opinions given on best practices. 

Communication 

The corrections grand jury heard testimony regarding the inability of the Sheriff’s and 
District Attorney's offices to share data with other criminal justice agencies in 
Multnomah County and the surrounding jurisdictions. Those agencies include the state 
courts, Portland Police Bureau, Gresham Police Department, Multnomah County 
Sheriff's Office, District Attorney's Office, Department of Community Justice, 
Multnomah County Public Defender and the Oregon State Police.  In one instance, the 
jail continued to give two inmates antipsychotic medications long after the State Hospital 
concluded that both defendants had been feigning mental illness. The jail failed to find 
out what happened after the people were returned to its custody.  We heard that various 
agencies do not share information with one another and that sometimes within the same 
agency information is not shared. 

In the current technological environment, data sharing with as many as ten independent 
data systems is spotty at best and incredibly complex to achieve. No real-time data is 
shared among the systems and most transfers of information occur by paper, telephone or 
facsimile. While significant amounts of data are retained by the individual systems, the 
exchange of data remains cumbersome, inefficient and outdated.  

We heard testimony that in the current technology environment, the arrest of an offender 
can cause the offender's data to be entered no fewer than seven times in the separate 
systems, creating opportunities for lost and inaccurate data as well as the inefficiency of 
this redundant data entry. Integrated criminal justice data systems reduce or eliminate 
these issues by creating a real-time single point of entry system. 

Throughout the country, hundreds of jurisdictions have been able to reallocate scarce 
resources by integrating their criminal justice communications systems. The State of 
Oregon and Multnomah County understand that they are behind in this area and have 
commissioned a feasibility study to identify specific needs and establish a Regional 
Justice Network (RJNET).  
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While we heard testimony that purchasing and implementing such a system would cost 
$10.9 million over the first five years, we feel that this is an issue of public safety as well 
as efficiency. Access to real-time, accurate information on offenders is crucial not only 
for the safe and efficient operation of the jail, booking and classification systems, but also 
for the criminal justice system as a whole.  

We recommend continued efforts to secure funding for the implementation of RJNET 
and ask whether some improvements in the sharing of data could be made even without 
funding resources. 

Conditions of Facilities 
 

The corrections grand jury toured six correctional facilities within Multnomah County.  
They were: the Columbia River Correctional Institute, a state prison housing 
approximately 600 state prisoners; the Donald E. Long Juvenile Detention Facility 
(currently staffed for 80 beds); and four adult jails run by the Sheriff’s Office,  the 
downtown Multnomah County Detention Center (502 inmates); the Inverness Jail on NE 
122nd Avenue (1,037 inmates), the Courthouse Jail (approximately 80 inmates are held 
during the day for court appearances only), and the Wapato Jail (no inmates currently). 

 
With the exception of the Courthouse Jail, all of the facilities appeared clean and well 
run.  The Courthouse Jail is used for temporary detention only for short periods while 
defendants are waiting for court appearances.  It is 94 years old and appears to be worn 
and in need of maintenance, like much of the courthouse itself.  All of the remaining 
facilities were constructed within the last 25 years and reflect modern approaches to jail 
and prison construction and housing. 
 
The conditions of the jail and prison system are regulated by state statute and there is no 
evidence of any violations of these legal standards. 
 

Conclusion 
 

In conclusion, the citizens of Multnomah County who were chosen for the 2008 
corrections grand jury would like to express our gratitude and appreciation to the 
employees and staff of the corrections facilities who work diligently to provide public 
safety and support our judicial system. It has changed how we look at our criminal justice 
system and we wish that every citizen could see and hear what we saw and heard. 
Specifically we realize how challenging change can be both in implementation and 
monetarily in these times of budget cuts. We have faith in the leadership and knowledge 
of our newly appointed Sheriff Skipper, the County Commissioners and the dedicated 
staff to seriously pursue and correct the issues outlined in this report.  
 
 
 
Dated and signed this 18th day of December 2008. 
 

 11



___________________________________ 
Kenneth Pallack – Foreperson 
 
___________________________________ 
Vickie Coghill – Alternative Foreperson 
 
___________________________________ 
Barbara Semlick – Clerk 
 
___________________________________ 
Jason Bakke 
 
___________________________________ 
Pam Fowler 
 
___________________________________ 
Joyce Hartung 
 
___________________________________ 
Vic Jones 
 
 
 

2008 Correction Grand Jury Witnesses 
 

1. Rai Adgers 
2. Barrett Taylor 
3. Thomas Jacobs 
4. Tressa Kovachevich 
5. Rebecca Child 
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28. Frank Hernandez 
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41. Thomas Cleary 
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 12



88. Maria Perezalmonte-
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93. Gary Simmons 49. Faasaoina Talalemotu 
94. Steve Gilliam 50. David Nemkevich 
95. Muhammed Ra’oof 51. Raun Forrest 
96. Todd Taylor 52. Blaise Harkins 
97. Jeffrey Smith 53. Mark Holmes 
98. Phil Anderchuk 54. Deborah Caton 
99. David Keith 55. Jerry French 
100. Jon Haase 56. Robert Griffith 
101. Shawn Skeels 57. Douglas Davidson 
102. Joyce Hall 58. Jason Lowe 
103. Viv Feldman 59. Richard McElhaney 
104. Molly McDade-Hood 60. Linda Yankee 
105. Eric Feldman 61. Barbara Seiler 
106. Lorene Fallon 62. Byron Moore 
107. Ron Bishop 63. Bobbi Luna 
108. Scott Taylor 64. Catherine Moyer 
109. Liv Jenssen 65. Tina Breiten 
110. Susan Lambert-Gates 66. Jeannie Chesney 
111. Jennifer Alice Ott 67. Randall McPherson 
112. Robert William Camp 68. Joyce Hall 
113. Gayle Burrow 69. Rachel Getman 
114. Amy Holmes-Hehn 70. Eugene Haddock 
115. Lisa Naito 71. Dennis Bryant 
116. Caroline Hasler 72. Curtis Morrison 
117. Lonnie Roberts 73. Sjhon Williamson 
118. Thomas Mac 74. Steve Pina 
119. Rod Underhill 75. Bob Miller 
120. Peter Anthony Ozanne 76. Charissa Zebede 
121. Ted Wheeler 77. Susan Boyle 
122. Gary Meabe 78. Robin Shults 
123. Judge Jean Maurer 79. Thomas Baker 
124. John Connors 80. Scott Mitchell 
125. Stephanie Engelsman 81. Herbert McGraw 
126. Norm Frink 82. Eddie Miller 
127. Donald Scott Marcy 83. Stephen Long 
128. Sandra Kaufmann 84. Alexander Potts 
129. Bryan Lally                                                   

 
85. James Wiswell 
86. Shirley Behurst 
87. Jaclyn Bell 
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