
MULTNOMAH COUNTY OREGON 

 DETENTION REFORM INITIATIVE 
 

Juvenile Justice Council (JJC) 
March 10, 2008 (Monday) 

12:00 pm – 1:30 pm 
  Juvenile Justice Complex - large conference room 

1401 NE 68th Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97213 

 

MEETING MINUTES   
           Council Members: 

Kathy Brennan Lisa Fithian-Barrett Linda Hughes Julie McFarlane Carla Piluso Jim Stegmiller Heather Updike Donna Henderson 
Loren Calkins Joanne Fuller Rick Jensen Keith Meisenheimer Lolenzo Poe Diane Stuart Nan Waller Ed Hamann 
Tom Cleary Carolyn Graf Dave Knofler Thach Nguyen Charlene Rhyne Susan Svetkey Michael Ware  
Tracey Cordes Rob Halverson David Koch Louise Palmer Tom Ryan Scott Taylor Carol Wessinger  
Tina Edge Debbie Hansen Paula Kurshner Dana Pearman Wayne Scott Katherine Tennyson Sara Westbrook  
William H. Feyerherm Carol Herzog Michael Loy Christine Pedersen Brett Smith Rod Underhill Merri Wyatt  

 
Guests: 
Kelly Dedel, Director of One in 37 Research, Inc. 

AGENDA TOPIC: NOTES: PLAN OF ACTION  
CONTACT INFORMATION 

Welcome & Introductions 
 
Judge Waller 

Judge Waller welcomed everyone and participants introduced 
themselves.  She stated that the RAI validation was completed 
through a consensus of all stakeholders and it was important that it 
be supported by the RAI policy.  It is also critical that all parties 
understood and supported the decisions that were made. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Judge Waller 

Family Court Judge 
1021 SW 4th Avenue 

Portland, OR 97204-1123 
Interoffice 101/362  

(503) 988-3038 
(503) 988-3425 fax 

nan.waller@ojd.state.or.us 
 

or contact her assistant, Gloria Martin at: 
'Gloria.J.MARTI@ojd.state.or.us'

 
Review of the RAI validation & data from its 
implementation  
 
 
Rob Halverson / Kelly Dedel 
 

Rob reviewed data from the first four months of using the validated 
detention Risk Assessment Instrument.  Results are preliminary, but 
encouraging.  Though based on small numbers, outcomes for released 
youth are better under the new RAI.  This includes an 8% reduction in 
recidivism, and warrant rates holding steady.  Decision results show 
an evening out of the detention rate for African American youth so 

If you have questions or need more information, 
contact: 

 
Rob Halverson, Supervisor 

BIST Team 
Juvenile Service Division  



AGENDA TOPIC: NOTES: PLAN OF ACTION  
CONTACT INFORMATION 

Handouts attached that it more closely resembles that of other demographic groups.  
Overrides are better-documented under the new RAI and its 
accompanying draft policy.   
 
Rob also introduced a policy approach to dealing with serious 
behaviors using a traffic light metaphor.  This follows the thinking that 
there are some behaviors that are automatic red lights:  the score is 
not considered because the behavior is so serious.  Other behaviors 
are serious enough for a yellow light – that is they merit a 
discretionary override if certain criteria are present.  If no red or 
yellow light concerns exist, we have a green light to go by the score. 
 
Kelly reviewed the purpose and major findings of the RAI validation 
study, including the fact that the score for the current offense on the 
old RAI was found to predict in the wrong direction (e.g. the more 
severe the offense, the less likely the youth was to reoffend or FTA if 
released).  She stressed the importance of considering the youth’s 
current behavior in making detention decisions, but also the 
importance of doing that in a way that allows the score to be as 
powerful as possible for guiding decision making.  Options for dealing 
with the youth’s current offense include policy overrides, a matrix or 
grid, and decision trees. 
 
Kelly complimented the council on how this process was worked out 
and discussed.  Judge Waller supported that statement and 
highlighted the importance of finding agreement between the 
stakeholders on this issue. 
 
 

1401 NE 68th Street 
Portland, OR 97213 

(503) 988-4603 
Robert.p.halverson@co.multnomah.or.us 

 
Kelly Dedel, Director 

One in 37 Research, Inc. 
408 NW 12th Ave. No. 512 

Portland, OR 97209. 
(503) 235-4053 

kdj@onein37.com  

 
 

 

Detention Screening and Preliminary 
Hearing Recommendation Policy (including 
RAI override criteria) 
 
 
 
 
Rob Halverson / Tom Cleary 
 
Handouts attached 

Rob described the Juvenile Justice Council Executive Subcommittee’s 
recent efforts to better define how to address the youth’s current 
behavior through policy.  That work has centered on mapping the 
current offense categories from the previous version of the RAI to 
policy decisions – either automatic decisions, or discretionary override 
decisions if certain criteria are present.   
 
The council reviewed the mapping both for detention intake decisions 
and preliminary hearing recommendations.  The mapping is still in 
draft form.  Tom Cleary is hopeful that the approach will be accepted 
by his office, though there are still some particulars to work out.  Once 
all stakeholders agree on the mapping, it will be incorporated into the 
Detention Screening Decisions and Preliminary Hearing 

If you have questions or need more information, 
contact: 

 
Rob Halverson, Supervisor 

BIST Team 
Juvenile Service Division  

1401 NE 68th Street 
Portland, OR 97213 

(503) 988-4603 
Robert.p.halverson@co.multnomah.or.us 

 
Tom Cleary 

District Attorney 

mailto:kdj@onein37.com


AGENDA TOPIC: NOTES: PLAN OF ACTION  
CONTACT INFORMATION 

Recommendations Policy. 
 
Feedback from the Council on the mapping was positive, particularly 
regarding the clarity of the mapping for decision making. 

1401 NE 68th Street 
Portland, OR 97213 

(503) 988-3460 
david.m.koch@co.multnomah.or.us 

 
Human Trafficking 
 
MSCO Deputy Bickford 

MSCO Deputy Bickford was not in attendance so Judge Waller gave 
an overview of this issue.  She stated that FBI, state, and federal 
agencies developed a taskforce to look at juvenile prostitution which 
is currently not a "holdable" offense.  They would like to invoke a 
36-hour detain measure to allow time to troubleshoot resources and 
potential placement for these youth the majority of which are high 
need and risk.  Some of the options mentioned were placement in 
RAD and 6 month treatment, Rosemount, etc.  DHS, OYA and 
Reception Center also working with this population.  The task force 
would also like to identify the "johns". 
 
Judge Waller asks the council for their suggestions on what can be 
done to assist with accessing services for these youth to help break 
the hold on their addictive lifestyle. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

If you have questions or suggestions for the 
task force, please contact: 

 
Judge Waller 

Family Court Judge 
1021 SW 4th Avenue 

Portland, OR 97204-1123 
Interoffice 101/362  

(503) 988-3038 
(503) 988-3425 fax 

nan.waller@ojd.state.or.us 
 
 

General topic 
 
Model Court of Excellence Workgroup 
Update - Julie McFarlane 
 
Handouts attached 

Julie McFarlane gave an update on the Model Court of Excellence 
workgroup - next meeting March 31st.  They will be talking about 
the Victim Rights issue and invite everyone to join them.  They 
have not yet received a response on their proposal for 1 Judge - 1 
Family.  They need to develop the memorandum of understanding 
and set a target date for implementation.   

 

If you would like more information on the 
Model Court of Excellence subcommittee, 
contact: 

Julie McFarlane 
Supervising Attorney 

Juvenile Rights Project, Inc. 
401 NE 19th Avenue, Suite 200 

 Portland, OR 98232 
phone (503) 232-2540 ext. 227 

fax (503) 231-4767 
Julie@jrplaw.org 

 
 



AGENDA TOPIC: NOTES: PLAN OF ACTION  
CONTACT INFORMATION 

If you are not receiving email notifications, 
agendas, or minutes and would like to - 
please contact: 

 
Tina Edge 

JSD Treatment & Specialized Services 
Juvenile Service Division  

1401 NE 68th Street 
Portland, OR 97213 

(503) 988-3083 
tina.a.edge@co.multnomah.or.us 

 
 

Facilitator: David Koch     Note taker: Tina Edge 
 

Next meeting … 
 

April 21, 2008 Monday 
12:00noon - 1:30pm 

Juvenile Justice Complex 
Large conference room 

1401 NE 68th Avenue   Portland, OR 97213 
 

** Meetings normally take place 3rd Monday of every month 12:00noon - 1:30pm**  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Mapping the Instant Offense and Victim Protection to Automatic, Override, and Scored Decisions 
 

Automatic Decision:  The behavior is so serious that there’s nothing to think about – the decision is automatic. 
Override Decision:  The behavior is serious enough that override criteria should be considered in making the decision. 
Scored Decision:  The youth passes the policy test and we can rely on the validated assessment score to indicate the best placement option 

 

MOST SERIOUS INSTANT OFFENSE  
 

OR 
 

WHAT WE’RE PROTECTING THE VICTIM FROM               

DETENTION SCREENING 
 
Policy Mapping 

Criteria for Overrides  
 
(Access to the threatened 
person is prerequisite) 

What is necessary to protect the 
community? 
 
What is Reasonable Victim 
Protection?   

Intentional homicide (aggravated murder, murder) 1 

Attempted Murder or Class A Felonies involving violence or 
use or threatened use of a weapon (including Rape I, 
Sodomy I, and Unlawful Sexual Penetration I involving 
forcible compulsion) 

1 

Class B Felonies involving violence or use or threatened use 
of a weapon 

1 

Rape I, Sodomy I, Sexual Penetration I not involving forcible 
compulsion 

1 or 2 (more discussion 
needed) 

Class C Felony involving violence or use or threatened use 
of a weapon 2 (more discussion needed) 

All other Class A and B Felonies 2 

All other Class C Felonies 4 

Misdemeanor involving violence, or possession, use or 
threatened use of a weapon 5 

All other Misdemeanors 5 

Probation/Parole Violation  

Other, e.g., status offense (MIP, runaway, curfew, etc.)  

 
A. Youth makes stated threats 
against the victim or another 
person 
 
B. The youth’s behavioral 
patterns indicate similar 
behavior is likely to happen 
again  
 
C. The victim states a credible, 
serious concern about what the 
youth might do to her/him 
 
D. The youth’s behavior is 
volatile, impulsive, unstable 
 
E.  Youth’s behavior can’t be 
controlled by an adult/ 
placement 
 
F. No Safety Plan possible 

 
1.  Automatic Detention 
 
 
 
2.  Override to Detain 
 
 
 
3.  Automatic Added Conditions 
 
 
 
4.  Override to Add Conditions 
 
 
 
5.  Go by the Score 
 
 
 

 



 
Mapping the Instant Offense and Victim Protection to Automatic, Override, and Scored Decisions 
 

Automatic Decision:  The behavior is so serious that there’s nothing to think about – the decision is automatic. 
Override Decision:  The behavior is serious enough that override criteria should be considered in making the decision. 
Scored Decision:  The youth passes the policy test and we can rely on the validated assessment score to indicate the best placement option 

 

MOST SERIOUS INSTANT OFFENSE  
 

OR 
 

WHAT WE’RE PROTECTING THE VICTIM FROM               

PRELIM RECOMMENDATION 
 
Policy Mapping 

Criteria for Overrides  
 
(Access to the endangered 
person is prerequisite) 

What is necessary to protect the 
community? 
 
What is Reasonable Victim 
Protection?   

Intentional homicide (aggravated murder, murder)  

Attempted Murder or Class A Felonies involving violence or 
use or threatened use of a weapon (including Rape I, 
Sodomy I, and Unlawful Sexual Penetration I involving 
forcible compulsion) 

 

Class B Felonies involving violence or use or threatened use 
of a weapon  

Rape I, Sodomy I, Sexual Penetration I not involving forcible 
compulsion  

Class C Felony involving violence or use or threatened use 
of a weapon  

All other Class A and B Felonies  

All other Class C Felonies  

Misdemeanor involving violence, or possession, use or 
threatened use of a weapon  

All other Misdemeanors  

Probation/Parole Violation  

Other, e.g., status offense (MIP, runaway, curfew, etc.)  

 
A. Youth makes stated threats 
against the victim or another 
person 
 
B. The youth’s behavioral 
patterns indicate similar 
behavior is likely to happen 
again  
 
C. The victim states a credible, 
serious concern about what the 
youth might do to her/him 
 
D. The youth’s behavior is 
volatile, impulsive, unstable 
 
E.  Youth’s behavior can’t be 
controlled by an adult/ 
placement 
 
F. No Safety Plan is possible 

 
1.  Automatic Detention 
 
 
 
2.  Override to Detain 
 
 
 
3.  Automatic Added Conditions 
 
 
 
4.  Override to Add Conditions 
 
 
 
5.  Go by the Score 
 
 
 



 
 

Addressing Victim Protection 
 
ORS 419C.145  (1)  A youth may be held or placed in detention before adjudication on the merits if one or more of the following circumstances exists: 
 
(g) The youth is required to be held or placed in detention for the reasonable protection of the victim. 
 
 
We need to determine what we are protecting the victim from and what is reasonable protection.  Mapping youth behaviors against the victim to Automatic, Override and Scored 
decisions may help us set the standards for upholding the new law.   
 
What Behaviors We Are Protecting 
the Victim From Policy Mapping Criteria for Overrides (Access to the Victim is 

prerequisite) What is Reasonable Protection? 

Murder 
 

Assault/Robbery 
 

Menacing 
 

Felony Property Crimes 
 

Misdemeanor Property Crimes 
 

Harassment 
 

Contact 
 

 
A. Youth makes stated threats against the victim 
or another person 
 
B. The youth’s behavioral patterns indicate 
similar behavior is likely to happen again  
 
C. The victim states a credible, serious concern 
about what the youth might do to her/him 
 
D. The youth’s behavior is volatile, impulsive, 
unstable 
 
E.  Youth’s behavior can’t be controlled by an 
adult/ placement 
 
F. No Safety Plan is possible 

 
1.  Automatic Detention 
 
 
 
2.  Override to Detain 
 
 
 
3.  Automatic Added Conditions 
 
 
 
4.  Override to Add Conditions 
 
 
 
5.  Go by the Score 
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