
 

 
 

Governor’s Re-entry Council, Steering Committee 
   Minutes – Meeting # 9 – January 7, 2009 

 
 

 
 

 
 
Steering Committee Members Attending: Walt Beglau, Cindy D. Booth, Martin Burrows, Mark Cadotte, Ron Chase, Faye Fagel, Ginger Martin, Tom 
McClellan, Pegge McGuire, Jerry Moore, Fariborz Pakseresht, Mark Royal, Ross Shepard, Patrick Vance  
 
Guests: Gary Kempker, Paul Solomon  
 

Item Discussion Action 

Welcome and Introductions 
 

  

Review of Minutes from the 
November 5, 2008 Meeting 

 Copies were distributed for 
review at a later date. Members 
are asked to send 
corrections/revisions to Denise 
Taylor. 

Measure 57: Impact on 
Releases and Re-entry 

Ms. Martin provided an update on M 57 impacts based on what we know right now, which will 
evolve through the legislative session and the rule making process. (DOC Briefing Paper 
attached) The current estimate on prisons is an increase of 1500 inmates by 2012 with 1200 
men and 300 women. We expect a disproportionate increase of women to be incarcerated 
under this law. While the number of women is small, the percentage of women is larger than 
the percentage of men because women tend to be convicted of the repeat property crimes 
affected by the measure, such as identity theft. The Governor’s budget has the DOC funded 
at $57 million for the increase in population, which is about half what the department 
estimated the fiscal impact would be. DOC has begun looking at where beds can be added 
without increasing staffing. There will be an initial decrease in the community corrections 
caseload because most of the affected offenders were getting probation sentences and will 
now be going to prison. They will eventually come out and the caseload and funding attached 
to that will even out, but for the first few years there is a reduction in community corrections 
caseload and funding.  
 
During the crafting of the M 57 initiative, there was discussion of $40 million being funded for 
treatment of those affected by the law. The Governor’s Recommended Budget has $20 
million for M 57 treatment. Of that $5 million is earmarked for in-prison programs and $15 
million for all community functions that are funded under M 57: treatment, enhanced 
supervision and jail sanctions. There are a number of legislators who remain committed to the 
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$40 million figure and she believes the discussion has just begun on this issue. Mr. Solomon 
asked how DOC was going to accommodate the added treatment beds. Ms. Martin said DOC 
is somewhat limited by the physical locations of most of our treatment programs. We know 
you cannot do meaningful residential treatment in a large general population. Self-contained 
treatment modules are the most effective. The majority of our prisons were not built to 
accommodate treatment programs. When our next prison is built, it will be designed to house 
residential treatment, but until that prison is open we are working to find space that will work. 
We are also concerned about the availability of qualified professionals to hire in remote areas 
where we have prisons.  
 
Mr. Chase asked how the community funding will be dispersed. Ms. Martin said we don’t 
know that yet. The rule writing is ongoing. The language in the law identifies the entities that 
must be involved in writing the administrative rule, which specifies how the law is carried out. 
The long-established Community Corrections Commission with the addition of a 
representative of a treatment provider and a public defender meets the criteria for this group 
and has begun working on the OAR. The group’s last meeting was cancelled because of the 
weather and the next meeting is scheduled for late January, so by the next steering 
committee meeting, there should be more information available. How the funding will be 
distributed is the major issue to be decided. In the Governor’s Recommended Budget all of 
the funding is in the DOC budget. This could change as the budget process moves through 
the legislative process. The statute identifies “drug addicted offenders” as those on whom the 
funding can be spent, not only those sentenced under M 57. The statute is written to address 
enhanced treatment, enhanced supervision and consequences for not following through (jail 
sanctions). The rule will be written to accept only one application for funds per county. 
 
Ms. Martin said that her initial “unofficial” calculation shows an increase of 1,000 releases per 
year; an increase of 25% as the impact of M 57 in addition to the “normal” increase in prison 
population. Judges and District Attorneys can plea bargain and impact the numbers in other 
ways. Ms. Martin said the largest number of releases will be the first biennium and by the 
third biennia the numbers will even out. Mr. Shepard said it will also depend in each county’s 
population. Ms. McGuire said that her agency (Department of Housing and Community 
Services) is reducing spending now and have to plan for reductions in the next biennium, 
which would be spent helping people facing homelessness and equates to 8,100 people who 
will not be getting services. The decrease in housing has not been factored into the impact of 
M 57. Ms. Martin said the decrease in drug and alcohol treatment funding is also not 
included. Mr. Chase added that mental health services are not either. The current budget 
crisis is far reaching. 

• Technical Assistance 
Activities 

• a. Recommendations for 

Ms. Martin said Gary Kempker is here from the Center for Effective Public Policy (CEPP) and 
has been working with the four workgroups this week and they have a number of topics they 
want to talk with the committee about based on some of the observations Gary has made and 
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improving workgroup 
charters 

• b. Role of Steering 
Committee in developing 
charters 

• c. Characteristics of a 
good work plan 

• d. Developing protocols 
for work plans and 
meeting records 

as the result of some of the discussions about what we think might move our work forward 
more efficiently. Mr. Kempker said he has a few things that have changed since he was here 
earlier this year. As background, he explained that the CEPP has worked with the Oregon 
Department of Corrections a couple of times in recent years to help with the topic of re-entry. 
Most of the work CEPP does is funded through Department of Justice agencies, such as the 
National Institute of Corrections, Bureau of Justice Assistance or some combination of the 
two. In recent years, the JEHT Foundation, which is a private foundation with interest in 
equity, justice and education issues, has become very interested in working on re-entry. On 
several occasions and in several states where CEPP had previously worked, JEHT made 
some of their resources available to assist with areas of need where the DOJ grants weren’t 
available. That is the case with this work in Oregon. Some time ago, there was a request from 
the Oregon DOC to provide some assistance particularly around “process” and CEPP was 
able to secure funds from the JEHT Foundation for that purpose. The bad news is that the 
JEHT Foundation was heavily invested in the Bernard Madoff group and the JEHT 
Foundation has had to close its doors. The bottom line is that any funds that have been 
deposited with CEPP for work approved by JEHT are to be used for that purpose, but there 
will not be any additional grants. This is a great loss to the US because the JEHT Foundation 
had been a tremendous resource for corrections agencies to accomplish good work over a 
number of years.  
 
Primarily, the request to CEPP from Oregon is to provide assistance to the Governor’s Re-
entry Council, the Steering Committee and the workgroups around process not content. 
CEPP can’t tell you what to do, but we can improve the process. Mr. Kempker said he is sure 
we can improve communication between the workgroups, between the Steering Committee 
and the Council. When CEPP conducted their review of the workgroups, there were a couple 
of obvious changes needed. When the workgroup charters were written, the direction from 
the Council was to look at the “low-hanging fruit” and the work was directed at what can be 
accomplished by January 2009. The priorities of the charters need to be rewritten; however, 
since there is so much subject expertise in each of the workgroups, there may be real value 
in bringing input from those groups to the steering committee before you rewrite the charters. 
He suggests the steering committee delay any decisions until each of the workgroups has a 
chance to provide recommendations to the steering committee on what the workgroups think 
they should be working. Each workgroup should clarify why they exist. Some of the 
workgroup charters are clearer than others in terms of exactly what the expectations of the 
steering committee are for each workgroup. In meeting with the workgroups this week, a 
couple of the workgroups were able to establish a detailed vision or mission as to why the 
group meets. This should help drive their development of priorities to the steering committee. 
In some cases, the language is very close to what was in the original charter. In some, the 
language is more defined and it is clear that their goal is to develop ideas and bring them to 
this committee for approval. All the convenors of the workgroups are members of the steering 
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committee and can speak for their group during discussion of the recommendations.  
 
Another key component of what CEPP suggested around process is to separate out the roles 
of the convenors/chairs, facilitators and record keepers. In the states where we have been 
most effective, they have facilitators who work with the chairs and with a certain amount of 
training, they are able to move through agenda items and very systematically develop the 
work that needs to be done. CEPP has been providing that assistance. At the next visit, 
during the first week in February, facilitator training will be provided, so when CEPP is 
finished here, the in-house facilitators remain to continue the work. The other thing Mr. 
Kempker made available to the workgroups is a combination agenda and minutes form that 
encapsulates the work being done. He provided copies to the members. He also distributed 
an article written by two people from CEPP titled, The Role of Facilitators and Staff in 
Supporting Collaborative Teams.(attached) Mr. Kempker also distributed a form that he 
recommends be used by the steering committee and the workgroups (attached). This 
example shows how it was used by a group in Arkansas working on sex offender 
management. It identifies, by goal, exactly what the objectives are, which agency or 
department is responsible, who the individual is, what the action steps are, the deadline or 
timeline and it has a space for comments. He recommends the steering committee adopt a 
version of this form to track the work of the committee and the four workgroups. Earlier in the 
week, Mr. Kempker met with Max Williams DOC Director and Chairman of the Re-entry 
Council and Mr. Williams agreed that Mr. Kempker’s suggestions of establishing common 
protocols and reporting as the approach to doing this work is a consistent with his view. Mr. 
Kempker said that although he has focused his efforts to this point on assisting the 
workgroups, he can also work with the steering committee. Since the steering committee has 
been in existence for a year, things may have changed and it is always more productive to 
have a clear vision, established ground rules and priorities.  
 
Mr. Kempker spoke about the workgroups and their progress. Two of the workgroups have 
clarified their mission with a statement that clearly states why they exist. They have also 
developed priorities and will rank the priorities for presentation and adoption by the steering 
committee at the next meeting and incorporate into each charter.  
 
Ms. Martin asked the committee to speak to the standardized format suggestion. After a brief 
discussion, it was decided that the workgroups adopt the suggested format. Ms. Martin said 
she was convinced the format would help with her reports to the Re-entry Council. Mr. 
Kempker confirmed that the documents should not be static, but reflecting the ongoing work 
of the workgroups. Ms. Martin said today the committee can take a few steps forward with the 
report-out of the workgroups and work on some of the standardized protocols that we want to 
use for communication with the workgroups and the council. 
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Mark Royal suggested that the statewide Transition Network work be included in the scope of 
the Re-entry Council and the steering committee. Ms. Martin reminded the committee about 
the purpose and make-up of the Transition Network. The Transition Network is working on 
the day-to-day planning and work of transition at the local level. The Council’s priorities are to 
remove barriers statewide: through legislation, issues between state agencies, state law, 
state agency policy and rule that prevent re-entry from being as difficult as it is currently. 
Many improvements, to re-entry are really local initiatives, for instance, working with 
employers to improve their receptivity to hiring felons is not necessarily a state issue and 
most likely could be addressed more effectively at the local level. There are a number of 
improvements that are centered in the community. The Council will need to identify in what 
way will they support and promote local activities that might improve re-entry. What is the role 
of the state-level group in the local initiative? The Council then must clearly own the issues 
and barriers that are coming to the forefront from the workgroups that are really state agency 
policy, practice or law. We have an opportunity during this legislative session to address 
those issues.  
 
Mr. Royal said he believes it would be extremely helpful to have a regular report to the 
Steering Committee from the Transition Network and also including representatives from the 
Transition Network in the upcoming facilitator training provided by CEPP. Ms. Martin 
suggested that Heidi Steward, who is a member of the Transition Network and the Steering 
Committee, could be called upon to provide the report at each Steering Committee meeting. 

• Review of Workgroup 
Priorities and Charters 

• Housing: 

Pegge McGuire said based on their discussion with Gary Kempker, they have a request for a 
charter amendment. Handout (attached). The workgroup is hoping to have action on the 
request at this meeting. Ron Chase was asked by Max Williams to talk about the template the 
workgroup prepared around transitional housing and share that with the steering committee 
and Ron Chase is going to talk about that (attached). What he provided is a plan for 
transitional housing for larger counties. Mr. Chase said that very early in the discussions, they 
realized that the issues faced by the larger counties and the smaller counties are different. 
Larger counties are identified as those with 100 or more releases per year and there are 7 
identified. This is the first of what they hope will be four proposals addressing housing. There 
will be a plan for counties with fewer than 100 releases per year; a plan for providing 
technical assistance for transitional housing programs for counties without the experience or 
resources needed and although our technical charge is transitional and re-entry issues, there 
are housing issues for offenders subsequent to their transition that are different than the 
issues facing people coming straight out of prison. The people we are talking about are 
indigent immediately out of prison. Two or three months later, it is a different situation with the 
barriers now being institutional, not financial; criminal background checks, credit checks, etc. 
This is where there may be some legislative or OAR revisions that could be recommended. 
Covered issues are required services, recommended services, outcome measurements, 
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eligibility requirements, estimate of costs, and a recommendation for a pilot project for the 
coming fiscal year.  
 
Mr. Shepard said the plan is in large measure congruent with what the one-stop workgroup is 
talking about and trying to achieve. Mr. Chase said some of the pieces could be 
accomplished by transitional housing or by a one stop center. Mr. Royal asked about the 
indication that the transitional housing cannot be a work release center, you mean not a 
correctional setting. Mr. Chase said, yes. 
 
Ms. Martin asked if this recommendation was considered by the workgroup to be the most 
effective way to increase housing locally and the answer was, yes. Ms. McGuire said that the 
group discussed many of the possible options and came to the informed conclusion that this 
recommendation is the best option. The workgroup also discussed how other housing 
situations would work with this model. Ms. McGuire said one of their original charter directives 
was to look at all the different housing options and determine which ones were having the 
most successes and what did they have in common. What is recommended is a compilation 
of the most successful practices with the best outcomes and the common elements are 
identified. That really is what the template shows and why some items are optional, some are 
required. Ms. McGuire said, I believe we have done what we were directed to do. Mr. Chase 
added that this recommendation addresses 50% of the releases. 
 
The steering committee recommends to the Council that a new charter be written with the 
priorities listed in the Housing Workgroup Report. 
 
Ms. Martin asked the steering committee to review the new charter and suggest any changes. 
Walt Beglau said in looking over the members of the workgroup, he feels that the list is the 
dream team for housing and feels completely incapable of challenging the recommendations 
of this workgroup. Ms Martin confirmed that Mr. Chase and Ms. McGuire are the only two 
housing experts in the room, but she does want to give the committee the opportunity to 
comment. Mr. Royal asked if the recommendations for the larger and smaller counties could 
be reworded to eliminate the number of releases per year because there are counties that 
could use the recommendation with a slightly smaller number of releases. Mr. Chase said the 
number is completely arbitrary, so yes, that can be done. Ms. McGuire also explained the 
need for a technical expertise group, which would be available to go to a community that said 
they would really like to do this, but have no idea where to begin. 
 
Mark Cadotte said the cost of this housing plan is so much less than incarceration. In 
Douglas County, the cost of housing 1.6 people in jail is the same as providing transitional 
housing for 50 people. Mr. Chase said he believes that in Lane County, the cost of jail is 
double that of Douglas County.  
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Ms. Martin asked if there were any reservations about forwarding the recommendation to the 
Council and there were none.  

• Employment: Mr. Burrows distributed a copy of their recommended amended charter (attached). He said 
the workgroup developed a new vision statement and focused on statewide action. The new 
goals have not been prioritized. Retention is an important element of their new goals. There is 
an emphasis on institutional and systemic barriers and perceptions. A timeline was added so 
as to avoid an open-ended goal. Many of the goals have been covered in past reports and 
aren’t being reported again. Work Source Centers are also an idea that could be created in 
concert with the one stop. It was valuable to go back and review with Gary Kempker. Ms. 
Martin summarized that when the goals and strategies are prioritized, the charter will be 
updated accordingly. Mr. Beglau asked if the current job market played a role in revisiting 
your strategy and vision. Mr. Burrows said, no because by the time the plan is implemented, 
the job market may be better. Ms. Martin said that while she was observing the workgroup’s 
meeting with Mr. Kempker, it was clear that the workgroup was working toward creating an 
even playing field for offenders and reducing the barriers.  
 
Ms. McGuire said her agency has a low-income weatherization program and they cannot 
keep people in that program because they are hired by outside contractors. She suggested 
creating a pilot program in the institutions around training and certification for an emerging 
technology and when released the participants are readily employable. Cindy Booth said the 
workgroup talked about fast-tracking the soft skills training to help even the playing field when 
released. Mr. Burrows said establishing the certification of skills while incarcerated will 
enhance employability on release.  
 
Mr. Chase said he appreciates the attention being paid to developing the employment 
retention skills. He added that one of the institutional barriers that cause people to lose their 
job is being required to meet with their parole officer in the afternoon or attend a treatment 
program that is only offered in the afternoon. 

 

• Continuity of Care: Mr. Vance distributed the revised charter (attached) that was created during the workgroup 
meeting that was held just the day before and thanked Cindy Booth for preparing it so quickly. 
This workgroup is made up of a large number of professionals from many health care and 
mental health fields, as well as community corrections and policy experts.  
 
Mr. Vance went through each goal and explained some of the challenges, legal barriers and 
logistical barriers facing offenders at release. The workgroup will meet again before the 
steering committee meets in February and work on solutions to the goals in the new charter. 
Mr. Chase said that in regard to transitional housing, most programs are unable and 
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unqualified to serve mentally ill or severe health issues. Mr. Vance said the workgroup is 
aware of this and do not expect transitional housing programs to fill that role. The workgroup 
is determined to come up with solutions to these challenges. 

• One Stop: Ms. Martin asked to speak about the direction recommended for this workgroup from the Re-
entry Council before Mr. Shepard reports. The one stop workgroup has completed their 
assigned tasks and the Council was asked if they wanted to disband this workgroup or 
provide them with a new assignment. The Council decided that the workgroup now work at 
finding existing multi-service sites throughout Oregon that provide many of the services we 
determined should be in a re-entry service site and investigate how we can partner with the 
agencies to create an Oregon model by building on what is already established. Mr. 
Kempker said the workgroup meeting was spent defining the vision and mission and why 
they exist for the steering committee to approve. The charter can be written quickly after the 
approval. Mr. Shepard said the existing sites in Oregon are in Multnomah County, Marion 
County and, potentially, Eugene in Lane County. Ms. Martin offered that Jackson County is 
working with DHS on a project that is being discussed as a multi-service site. She said we 
should be looking beyond a correctional focus and for sites where multiple services are 
located. DOC will continue to provide support for the workgroup.  

 

Next Steps Ms. Martin said we have been meeting on the first Wednesday of the month and asked if the 
committee would like to continue on this schedule. Although a couple of conflicts exist for 
members, it was decided to continue the schedule.  
 
Ms. Martin will take the recommendation from the Housing Workgroup to the Re-entry 
Council meeting on February 25, 2009. 
 
New charter for Housing Workgroup to be written. 
 
Ms. Martin would like the committee to do some work on the Second Chance Act funding and 
see if we can develop some recommendations for how Oregon should apply for those funds. 
This was requested by the Re-entry Council at their last meeting. 
 
The committee should decide what term will be used for “former inmates.” 

 

Next Meeting The next meeting will be February 4, 2009.  
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