
Community Involvement and the Multnomah County Home Rule Charter:   

What is the historical context?  
 

When voters supported the 1984 charter amendment on citizen involvement, they were not 

starting from scratch.  The charter measure was preceded by years of work by community 

activists and county staff.  A task force, a committee and a congress were funded by the county 

to address these issues.  Their work influenced the development of the charter measure and their 

perspectives shed light on the system that was envisioned.  The minutes of the Charter Review 

Committee and its Citizen Involvement Subcommittee show the development of the language 

that endures today.  The story begins 46 years ago. 

 

Community involvement in the 1970’s 

In December of 1972 the Board of County Commissioners passed Ordinance 64 that restructured 

county government, creating many of the departments that continue to this day.  The modern era 

of community involvement in Multnomah County Government began with the passage of 

Section 7 of Ordinance 64 that provided:  “Citizen advisory committees are hereby established 

for each department herein created, and the Board, and shall be constituted as provided by the 

county charter.”  Review of department budgets became one of the functions of these 

committees. 

Two years later the county expanded community involvement by hiring four quadrant managers 

to “bring volunteers more effectively into the decision-making processes.”  Each manager was 

responsible for working with residents and neighborhood/community organizations in one 

quadrant of the county.  In 1979, Commission Chair Don Clark presented his budget plans 

individually to the four Quadrant Advisory Boards before he presented an Executive Budget to 

the County Commissioners.  

Community involvement at the county expanded.  According to the Oregonian, in 1980, the 

county had 29 permanent boards, commissions and standing committees with 318 individuals 

attending meetings at least once a month.  Reporter Kathy Durbin wrote:  “Take Multnomah 

County’s QUABs and CABs, add an EDAC and stir in a handful of ad hoc task forces  What do 

you get?”   The answer was a “Task Force on Citizen Involvement” (TFCI) proposed by County 

Executive Don Clark to bring together members of those committees, with others from 

neighborhood and community groups in order to study and recommend improvements to the 

system. 

 

The Task Force on Citizen Involvement 

The 15-member task force was appointed in March 1980 and met weekly for six months.  They 

circulated 400 questionnaires to members of boards and commissions, interviewed “20 persons 

with knowledge of and experience in citizen involvement” and sponsored four public hearings. 

They gathered information on other models of participation from Portland, San Diego and 

Birmingham.  They produced a 21-page report (plus appendices) with a very specific plan for 

community involvement. 

 



These are the key recommendations from their November 12, 1980 report: 

Organizational Structure 

The Task Force recommends a system that supports neighborhood associations, creates 

community area boards, and reaffirms department advisory boards by the passage of a county 

ordinance 

Neighborhood Associations 

Neighborhood associations will be the foundation of the program.  Each will directly advise 

County officials on concerns within the neighborhood boundaries.  Where no neighborhood 

association exists, the County will encourage citizens to form one.  To be recognized by the 

County the neighborhood association must meet basic requirements. 

Community Area Boards 

To advise the County on matters of interest to larger communities, Multnomah County will 

provide funds to support seven Community Area Boards: five in the Portland area, one in mid-

county and one to include Gresham, Troutdale, Wood Village, and East County.  Membership on 

these boards will include 50 percent representation from neighborhoods and 50 percent appointed 

at-large.  These boards will report to the County Executive and Board of County Commissioners 

semi-annually. 

Central Office 

One Counnty-wide coordinator with a secretary will negotiate and administer contracts with 

community based non-profit corporations to maintain the citizen participation system, develop 

technical and training programs, and provide a link between the neighborhoods and County 

government. 

Contract for Services 

Multnomah County will establish a contract for services with a community-based non-profit 

corporation in each of the seven areas to: 

 Establish and maintain an area office, 

 Establish and provide staff to a community area Board, and 

 Provide assistance regarding County concerns to neighborhood associations and maintain 

communications between the County and its citizens, supplementing the County’s 

statutory obligations. 

Department Advisory Boards 

Multnomah County will establish and maintain Department Advisory Boards (DABS) to advise 

the department directors on issues of budget, policy and operations….. 

The report goes on to describe a budget with a special allocation for unincorporated areas and a 

transition fund.  The full cost of the program exceeded $200,000 

Multnomah County was in a budget crisis and the program was not implemented. In late 

November of 1980, facing budget cuts, the Board cut two of the four quadrant coordinators and 

planned to reassign the other two. 

 

The Ad Hoc Committee on Citizen Involvement 

Late in 1981, Paul Thalhofer (who had served on the Task Force) and Maggie Pendleton (from 

the staff of County Executive Don Clark) formed the Ad Hoc Committee on Citizen 

Involvement.  Acknowledging the County’s deep budget problems they proposed a “modest but 

potentially effective plan”.  They asked for $64,000 on a one-time-only basis for one Program 



Development Specialist and a half time Community Information Assistant who would be part of 

the county’s Intergovernmental Relations Department. 

They listed four major functions: 

1. Organize community groups and assist existing citizen organizations throughout the 

County, including but not limited to the nine community groups in East County originally 

formed as Community Planning Groups. 

2. Provide technical assistance to develop other financial support for program. 

3. Act as liaison with other organizations and with departments, the Executive, and Board of 

County Commissioners offices. 

4. Prepare and conduct workshops and informational meetings on issues of interest to the 

community and the County. 

They called for the creation of a “Program Evaluation Committee” that would: 

1. Suggest program direction, conduct periodic evaluations to identify strengths and 

weaknesses in the program; 

2. Identify methods for broad public input in program evaluation. 

3. Develop the priorities of the annual citizen involvement work program; 

4. Direct the development of the program budget in accordance with work program 

priorities 

They recommended a group of at least 20 to include: 

 10 representatives of unincorporated area community groups 

 5 representatives of city neighborhood associations 

 5 members at large 

 

Their efforts were successful. The Board of County Commissioners appropriated $60,000 and on 

September 2nd 1982, they passed Ordinance 338 creating the Citizen Involvement Steering 

Committee.  It was to “develop, monitor and evaluate the County’s Citizen Involvement 

program” and “be functionally attached the first year to the Department of Intergovernmental 

Affairs.” 

It was to be 25 people with  

12 representatives of community planning groups in the unincorporated area 

5 representative of City of Portland neighborhood associations 

5 representatives of East County Cities 

3 members at large. 

It was to select its own chairperson and meet at least once every two months. 

120 people applied for the new position of “Coordinator of Neighborhood Organizations.”  A 

group of citizens interviewed finalists and Department of Intergovernmental Relations Director 

Tanya Collier made the final selection; choosing Jean Gordon, former crime prevention 

coordinator for the City of Portland. 

 

 



The Citizen Involvement Steering Committee (1982-83) 

At their first meeting in October 1982, the Committee failed to organize because of a tie vote for 

Chair.  Paul Thalhofer and Bob Nelson each received 6 votes.  Thalhofer was later elected.   

The Committee had a hard time agreeing on its purpose.  While the Committee had countywide 

representation, half of the seats were reserved for the mid-County neighborhoods that were 

facing annexation.    

In addition to considering the future of mid-County, the Committee opposed the siting of a 

landfill on the Wildwood site in Northwest Multnomah County, and supported the Blue Lake 

residents who were concerned that City of Portland wells would take their water. 

Sustaining participation in the Committee was a problem.   Although the Committee was to have 

25 members, attendance was well below that.  The twelve who attended the November 1983 

meeting agreed to cancel their December meeting and hoped that 4 to 6 new members might be 

appointed. 

 

Preparations for the Citizens Congress 

When Caroline Miller ran for County Commission in 1980 she emphasized the need for 

community involvement and pledged to convene a Citizens Congress that would provide a 

process for citizens to have a say in county government.   

Through Miller’s advocacy, the Board of County Commissioners passed Ordinance 389 on 

August 25, 1983 “establishing a Steering Committee to facilitate and coordinate the development 

of a Citizen’s Congress for Multnomah County.”  The identified purpose was “to provide for 

improved communication between Multnomah County and its citizens regarding the 

development of a mission statement for Multnomah County Government.”   

The focus on mission was emphasized later in the ordinance:  “The Committee shall organize the 

Congress to focus solely on functional issues regarding the Mission of County Government. 

Structural considerations shall remain strictly under the Charter Review Committee.” 

The ordinance specified representation on the steering committee from 32 organizations or 

constituencies plus 5 at-large seats.  The list was diverse in many ways.  It included Chambers of 

Congress and labor organizations, the Democratic Party and the Republican Party, conservative 

groups like the Oregon Taxpayers Union and progressive groups like Oregon Fair Share.  Five 

groups that primarily represented communities of color were included.  The Portland Town 

Council, a gay rights group, was included and this led Commissioner Gordon Shadburne to cast 

the lone vote against the Ordinance. 

By February 3, the Steering Committee had arrived at a plan for the Congress.  Thirteen 

meetings would be held in March distributed across the County by state legislative districts with 

a maximum of 30 delegates elected at each meeting.  At least 210 delegates would be selected at 

large chosen by lot from those who applied to the Steering Committee.  Organizers expected 600 

delegate in total.  The opening session would be held April 7 to draft resolutions and the closing 

session two weeks later to vote on resolutions. They agreed to ask the Board of County 

Commissioners on February 16 to provide $8,100 to fund the convention. 



The Board tried to push the dates back to May 5 and May 19.   Steering Committee chair John 

Fisher objected, noting that the dates were adopted on a 13-3 vote.   A compromise was reached 

and the dates of April 28 and May 19 were set.  Delegate selection meetings were planned for the 

week of March 12 and the deadline for at-large applications was April 14. 

Participation at the delegate selection meetings fell far below expectations.  None of the 

meetings produced 30 delegates.  The meeting in inner Southeast Portland produced 22, the 

largest number.  The meeting in Gresham produced 4 delegates, the smallest number. 

By the end of March, 155 delegates had been chosen and steering committee members planned 

to set up tables at shopping centers and Fred Meyer stores to recruit more. 

On April 24, they reported that there were 350 delegates registered and Robert Nelson, Congress 

Chairman pro-tem said additional delegates could register at the door. 

  

Charter Review Background 

The timing and process for selection of the 1984 Charter Review Committee was approved by 

voters as one of six charter review measures presented by the 1978 Charter Review Committee.  

The six-year interval for Charter Review continues today.  Also approved in 1978 was a change 

in county administrative authority from the Board Chair to an elected County Executive. 

In between the two Charter Review Committees, the structure of the county was fundamentally 

changed by charter amendments brought to the ballot by citizens’ initiative.  In 1982 voters 

supported measures that required election of a County Clerk, District Court Clerk and County 

Assessor.  It introduced term limits, prohibited use of a paid county lobbyist and made filing for 

another office the same as resignation. 

Several of the changes from 1982 had not worked out well.  For example, when the State of 

Oregon assumed responsibility for the court system, the county’s District Court Clerk had a job 

with no duties.  Thus the scope of work for the 1984 Committee was quite broad. 

 

Charter Review Hearing on Citizen Involvement 

Rev. Frank Shields chaired the Committee and was assisted by Vice-Chair Ann Porter, two staff 

and an attorney. They set an ambitious agenda for public hearings and discussions.   

On February 8 1984, the Committee convened in a Multnomah ESD conference room to hear 

public testimony on their draft provision regarding citizen involvement:  “That the County shall 

provide a Citizen Involvement Coordinator who shall be the county’s liaison to neighborhood 

associations and other citizen organizations.”.   

Jeff Lightfoot testified that a mandate for citizen involvement must be in the charter and that it 

needs to allow citizens to review county decisions before they are enacted.  He said that the 

$54,000 spent by the county that year on citizen involvement wasn’t enough and that the charter 

needs to assure that adequate resources are allocated.  (Lightfoot is identified in the minutes as: 

“Chairperson of the Parkrose Community Group, member of the CI Steering Committee and of 



the Citizen’s Congress and chair of a subcommittee with the Steering Committee on a program 

for CI.”) 

Steven McCarrel, President of Southeast Uplift Advisory Board testified that the most crucial 

element of community involvement is communication and that technical assistance is also 

important.  He suggested that a detailed charter amendment would confuse the voters and the 

county simply needed to provide a mechanism and that citizen pressure would be sufficient to 

insure the ongoing funding of citizen involvement.  He said that the work of departmental budget 

advisory boards and of a citizen involvement committee is not overlapping.  The budget process 

is specific and time-limited.  Citizen involvement is ongoing.  There still should be coordination 

and communication he noted. 

Christine Nightcap from West Hills and Island Neighbors said that citizen involvement is 

incredibly crucial because the county is the only governmental representation that citizens have. 

In written testimony, Douglas Hartmann, Chair of the Powellhurst/Gilbert Neighborhood 

Association (in unincorporated Multnomah County) praised the work of the county’s citizen 

involvement coordinator and asked that it be continued.  The coordinator provided his 

organization “with the expertise and help to triple our average attendance, maintain a wider 

perspective on issues, and generally provide a firm base from which we can function.”   “The 

Citizen Involvement Program has provided an effective structure from which our organization 

can get new information and provides a means for communicating with other governmental 

bodies,” he continued.  “If we can continue to build on what has been layed out to date, I think 

that we can complete a design of a system that will enhance the democratic process.” 

In the work session that followed Committee member Tanya Collier moved “that the county 

shall provide for an independent formal citizen involvement process that mandates direct 

communication between the citizens and the government body.” 

The committee then discussed the problems of specifying funding, the conflict between 

independence and staffing by county employees and the conflict between the complexity of a 

structure and the need for brevity in a charter amendment.   

Committee Member Paul Thalhofer noted that more thought was needed and that the upcoming 

Citizens Congress might produce some useful ideas on the topic. He was concerned they might 

not be timely for the charter process.  Ann Porter noted that the Congress was scheduled for 

April 7 and April 21.  (Note that these days were later changed) 

Collier made a substitute motion “that the county shall implement a program to provide for an 

independent, formal citizen involvement structure that mandates direct communication between 

the citizens and the governing body.”   Thalhofer urged creation of a sub-committee to do more 

work.  Collier’s revised motion was approved unanimously and she was named to the 

subcommittee along with Thalhofer, Porter and Penny Kennedy. 

 

Charter Review Subcommittee on Citizen Involvement 

The Subcommittee on Citizen Involvement held its first meeting on February 22 at the Ford 

Building with Penny Kennedy chairing.  They started with Collier’s motion as approved by the 



whole committee two weeks earlier.  Kennedy noted that specific monetary amounts and staffing 

levels should not be included in the Charter.  Jean Gordon, the county staff person assigned to 

citizen involvement, said that specificity was essential.   

The subcommittee reviewed City of Portland Ordinance 140905, Multnomah County Ordinance 

No. 338 and discussed the concept of independence. Gordon noted the City of Portland’s Office 

of Neighborhood Associations contracts with five private, non-profit (umbrella) organizations to 

provide technical assistance and support services to Portland neighborhoods. Thalhofer argued 

that contracting was the only way to have independence and that there should be contracts with 

private, nonprofit organizations to develop, monitor, and evaluate a citizen involvement 

program.  Gordon said the county could capitalize on existing resources available throughout the 

cities.  The county provides county-wide services and the cities are involved in neighborhood 

issues, she observed. 

The subcommittee agreed to meet again on February 25. 

Ann Porter was absent from the February 25 meeting at Blue Lake Park but Charter Committee 

member John Vogl joined the discussion. 

Collier proposed a framework for Citizen Involvement similar to the auditor’s office: 

The office of Citizen Participation is hereby established and this office shall  

1. Have a budget. 

2. Maintain two-way communications between the Board of County Commissioners 

and the citizens, and 

3. Report to the board all policy decisions made and request that the board respond in 

writing stating the actions taken in a timely manner. 

 

Vogl called for a clear structure and minimal funding.  The less money coming from the county 

the less domination, he suggested.  He said there should be one county citizen involvement 

coordinator who would assist the neighborhood associations in finding out about important 

county issues before the board made a decision.   

Thalhofer stressed that citizens involvement must not be vulnerable to budgetary constraints 

imposed by a politician who is angry at a group for an action that group has taken. 

Collier suggested that a step toward independence would be to set up citizen involvement so that 

the structure allows for the citizens to hire and fire the staff person.  They briefly discussed the 

fact that the citizen involvement staff person hired by the steering committee, now works for the 

county executive. 

Vogl suggested the charter should provide an outline of how citizen involvement is to work and 

then let the board choose.  Kennedy said there has been a lot of citizen involvement but without a 

central locus that might give it some clout.  Thalhofer noted that the upcoming Citizen Congress 

would be broad based with an opportunity to hear from 600 people who represented the entire 

county.  The impact of the Citizens Congress was briefly discussed. 



Robert Castagna, the Program Manager staffing the Charter Committee observed that writing 

citizen involvement into the charter could create an atmosphere of good will, cooperation and 

communication between citizens and elected officials. 

The Subcommittee reached consensus that the citizen involvement structure should not be 

written into the Charter. 

Collier moved and Thalhofer seconded: 

1.  The Office of Citizen Involvement is hereby established.  The Office of Citizen 

Involvement shall develop and maintain citizen involvement programs and 

procedures designed for the purpose of facilitating direct communication between 

the citizens and the board of county commissioners. 

2. The Citizen Involvement Office shall have an annual budget. 

3. A citizens committee shall be established by ordinance 

4. The structure of the citizen involvement process shall be established by ordinance. 

5. The citizens committee shall have the authority to hire and fire its own staff. 

 

The motion passed unanimously and the subcommittee agreed to submit its report to the full 

Committee on March 7. 

Charter Committee met March 7 at the Portland Building. Tanya Collier and Penny Kennedy 

were absent.  Report from the Subcommittee on Citizen Involvement was first on the agenda.  

John Vogl said that the Subcommittee’s main concern was that citizen involvement should not be 

county-controlled (i.e., county-funded and the county’s making appointments.)  He said the 

subcommittee had decided to wait until after the Citizens’ Congress before it would submit all its 

recommendations.  Castagna was concerned that the Citizens’ Congresses’ timeline was late 

May and the Committee would have already held hearings on draft language. 

They decided that Porter and Castagna would meet with the Citizens’ Congress Steering 

Committee to see if there was anything the Charter Committee should consider.  

Citizens Congress Meets 

Although accounts of turnout differed, the Oregonian reported that 230 delegates showed up at 

Cleveland High School on April 28 for the first day of the Citizens Congress.  The first two 

hours were spent in disputes over procedure.  Acting Chair Robert Nelson angered the delegates, 

and Joseph Vorboril was elected permanent chairman. 

115 people showed up for the second session on May 19.  Attendance dropped in the afternoon. 

The Congress passed two resolutions related to community involvement.  One advocated that the 

Citizens Congress be an annual event because “Citizens involvement is essential to the process 

of developing satisfactory responsive action at all levels of government”   

A second resolution laid out a comprehensive plan: 

1. Multnomah County should recognize and support existing citizen organizations formed on 

geographic basis to fully and openly educate, communicate, organize and express community 

opinion; and 



2. Multnomah County should support citizen desires to such additional community organizations; 

and 

3. Multnomah County should appropriate a portion of its existing budget now spent for public 

communication for the purpose of contracting with recognized non-profit community 

organizations for City of Portland services (but not duplicating such services provided by 

municipalities); and 

4. The citizenry of each community should be guaranteed by the Charter of each community 

organization their absolute rights to control their community organization in the performance of 

its citizen participation services; and 

5. The community organizations citizen participation services should include but not be limited to 

the following: 

a. Notifications of developing public policies, of public hearings, and of all other major 

governmental activities affecting their communities; 

b. Organization of community meetings and other functions to spread information and exchange 

views; 

c. Provision of research support for exploration of problems or solutions identified by citizens;  

d. The expression of the community’s viewpoints (both majority and dissenting views) on all 

public issues; and 

6. In its activities to develop, determine and implement public policy in all areas of concerns, 

including but not limited to land use, transportation, public utilities, public safety and budget, 

Multnomah County should foster effective citizen participation by: 

a. Notifying affected community organizations well in advance; 

b. Providing affected community organizations the resources needed to fully inform their 

communities; 

c. GIVING THE RESULTING RECOMMENDATIONS FROM THE COMMUNITY 

ORGANIZATIONS THE MOST SERIOUS AND OPEN CONSIDERATION. 

 

Charter Review Committee completes its work 

In late May, the Committee again considered the report of the subcommittee from their February 

25 meeting.  It was accepted by a unanimous vote. 

Thalhofer expressed concerns about independence of citizen involvement.  Collier noted that 

items 1 – 5 are meant to describe independence.  She said the word “independent” was not 

included because the sub-committee could not define it.  Thalhofer suggested another Saturday 

work session to determine the meaning of “independent”. 

Collier said the power to hire and fire staff made citizen involvement independent.  Thalhofer 

said it did not.  Jeff Lightfoot suggested “The Office of Citizen Involvement shall be sovereign,” 

meaning having no legal superior. 

Porter said the Committee could not guarantee that commissioners would recognize citizen 

involvement, they could only hope for good will. Vogl said the Committee should recommend 

that commissioners hold frequent evening hearings in the neighborhoods. 

In June the Committee adopted final language: 

Findings 

The Committee finds: 

1.  The Charter is silent regarding a citizen involvement program in Multnomah County 



2. The citizen involvement program in Multnomah County has taken a variety of forms in 

recent years including quadrant advisory boards and a citizen involvement task force. 

3. The county’s citizen involvement program has lapsed in the past when funds were not 

appropriated to continue the program. 

Conclusions 

The Committee concludes 

1.  An ongoing citizen involvement program is important to enhance direct communication 

between the citizens and their board of county commissioners. 

2. An Office of Citizen Involvement should be established by the Charter 

3. The board of county commissioners should establish by ordinance a citizen’s committee 

and the structure of citizen involvement 

4. The citizen involvement program should be funded sufficiently on an annual basis for the 

operation of the office and the committee. 

 

Recommendations 

The Committee recommends the following Ballot Measure for a Charter Amendment to the 

people and to the Board of County Commissioners; 

 

The Charter should be amended to add the following new section, effective January 1, 1985. 

CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT 

a. The Office of Citizen Involvement is hereby established.  The Office of Citizen 

Involvement shall develop and maintain citizen involvement programs and procedures 

designed for the purpose of facilitating direct communication between the citizens and the 

board of county commissioners. 

b. A citizen’s committee and the structure of the citizen involvement process shall be 

established by ordinance. 

c. The board of county commissioners shall appropriate sufficient funds for the operation of 

the office and the committee. 

d. The citizens’ committee shall have the authority to hire and fire its staff. 

 

On the ballot, the language was as follows: 

TITLE: 

Multnomah County Charter Review Committee’s recommendations about citizen involvement. 

 

QUESTION: 

Shall the county charter require establishment of an office of citizen involvement 

 

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE: 

If this measure is approved the county charter will be amended to establish an office of citizen 

involvement, which will be charged with facilitating direct communication between the citizens 

and the board of county commissioners.  The board of county commissioners will establish a 

citizens’ committee and a citizen involvement process.   The board will be required to appropriate 

funds for operation of the office of citizen involvement and the citizens’ committee.  The citizens’ 

committee will have the authority to hire and fire its staff. 

 



In the end, the 1984 Charter Review Committee proposed 18 individual measures to county 

voters.  In their proposals, administrative authority shifted back to the County Board Chair and 

the position of County Executive was eliminated.  They also proposed removing requirements to 

elect a County Clerk, a District Court Clerk and a County Assessor. 

 

The City Club’s Concern 

A Portland City Club Committee reviewed the 18 measures.  Their report (accepted by the 

membership) recommended a yes vote on 17 measures.  They recommended a no vote on the 

citizen involvement measure. 

Their reasoning was that elected officials and their staff have a responsibility to communicate 

with their constituents. Adding another layer would increase costs without increasing 

communication.  They were concerned that establishing an “official” citizen involvement 

component could be “inconsistent with maximization of actual citizen involvement. They 

suggested the county use existing resources to better coordinate existing citizen’s advisory 

boards and task forces. 

 

Citizen Involvement Steering Committee 1984 

On August 22, 1984, the Citizen Involvement Steering Committee held a “very important 

meeting” to advance the second draft of their proposed ordinance for a county-wide Citizen 

Involvement Program.  They proposed: 

A Citizen Involvement Program is hereby established.  It shall consist of three parts:  1. Fiscal 

support to the community organizations. 2.  The establishment of standing Department Advisory 

Boards. 3. The continuance of the Citizen Involvement Steering Committee to assist community 

organizations and Department Advisory Boards in communicating with citizens; to serve as a 

two-way communication link between the citizens and Multnomah County government; and to 

develop, monitor and evaluate the county Citizen Involvement Program. 

 

The County Executive’s proposal on budget advisory committees 

In February, County Executive Dennis Buchannan testified before the Charter Review 

Committee that he believed that Portland’s neighborhood association model should be the basis 

for citizen involvement across the county and that the number of department advisory boards 

should be expanded.  In August he produced a draft ordinance regarding the latter. 

The ordinance sought to replace Section 7 of Ordinance 64 mandating “department and Board 

citizen advisory committees and establishing budget advisory committee; defining their scope of 

work and relationship to county department, the County Executive and the Board of County 

Commissioners. 

The text called for involvement of budget advisory committees to begin at “early stages of 

department budget planning” and to continue through budget adoption.  The County Executive 

was to convene a joint meeting of all budget advisory committees prior to completion of the 

executive budget “ to hear and consider their collective input” and to meet with them again after 

the presentation of the Executive’s budget for an explanation of “how competing objectives were 



balanced.”  The Board of County Commissioners was charged with providing “each budget 

advisory committee with specific opportunity to present viewpoints prior to budget adoption. 

The Board was moving toward joint consideration of the two proposed ordinances in September 

of 1984 but decided to postpone that discussion pending the outcome of the charter vote. 

 

The voters speak 

Measure 25 on citizen involvement passed on November 6, 1984 receiving 57% of the vote. 

More than 20% of ballots left Measure 25 blank. 
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