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'|PART A - PROJECT DATA |

1. PROJEZCT TITLE_Rocky Butte Jail Improvement:

2. TYPZ OF APPLICATION (check one) X Initial ‘Revision  Contin.

3. APPLICANT AGENCY Columbia Region Association of Governments

4. MADDRESS 6400 S.W. Canyon Court, Portlend, Oregon 97221

9755 N.E. Hsncock.Drive, Portland, Oregon 97220

Juﬁe‘zo, 1976

5. LOCATION OF PROJECT

6. PROJESCT DURATION From: July 1, 1975 To:

7. PRCGRAM AREA (see instructions) P.L. 93%-=8%, Section 451

8. DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT (Cescribe in detail on ATTACHMENT I).

e}
<]
C

JDGET (see instructions--provide itemization as called for on
ATTACHMENT 2) -

0. mTOT2L ESTIMATED COSTS (Including non-federal share)

! i
ISOURCE OF FUNDS FY_75-76 FY FY__ |
i e Amount | §& Amount | % | Amount |
| ) . ;
) t
FEDERAL 90 | 500,850 :
] {
lsTATE |

{

| =
LOCAL GOVERNMENT | 101 55,650

o (.

g
|
%
E
%
|
S
i

L. J

{1. SPECIFY HOW NON-FEDERAL SHARE WILL BE PRCVIDED: Multnomsh County .
L -

will supply hard cash matching funds.

TOTAL J 556,500

2. PROJEZCT DIRECTOR

Name__Lt. John A. Brown ‘Title Chief of Corrections
Acdress_ 222 S.W. Pine Street  -Tel. No. (50%) 248-5116

§ p RPN SN | Nva, e AN 0'7?0/-;
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FINANCIAL OFFICE R (w;th responsxbxllty £or subgrant)

’.—J
L
[}

Name Don Narty g , = Tltleuenlor Acconnuenu

Address 6400 8.1, Cenyon Court Tel}-No} '097-2210

Portland, Of&ﬂon Q7°21

=%
I

} PART B - LAW ENFORCEMENT EXPENDITURE DATA |

e

" The participating jurisdiction(s) ox agency(s) empendéd or budgeted
for law- ew;orcenent programs'and activities the followxng amounts
for the fiscal years as indicated below:

Actual Expenditures .. ' . Current
Participating past three years ~ Budget
Jurisdiction or Agency FY FY - FY FY

Multnomah County - - 4.4?652,904i6,4o9,625_6,603,996 7,718,97%
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2. This application consists of the foliowing attachments in addi-
tion to this form:

Attachment 1l: Description of Project

Attachment 2: Project Budget o ,

Attachment 3: Significance of Project in District Program
ttachment 4: Significance of Project in State Program

3. SUBMITTED BY:.

Columbia Region Association of Governments
Name of applicant agency

Lawrence Rice _ , Executive Director
Name of agency official Title
Signature of agency ofricial = Date

T — A
{[PART D - APPROVAL AND CONCURRENCE |

The undersigned represent on behalf of the participating jurisdiction(s)
or agency(s) that:

a. The applicant agency identified above has been designated by
them as the agency to apply for and receive grant funds, and
to administer and implement the attached project. -

b. The participating jurisdiction or agency will have available
and will expend or provide to the applicant agency, as needed,
adequate resources to meet its share o! the matching funds
required for the project as specified in Title I, Paxrt C, of
the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968.

Jurisdiction or Agency Signature & Title Date

Multnomah County, Oregon

Cheirmen, Board of
Commissioners




ATTACHMENT 1.

PART A - ITEM 8. DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

(a) The Problem

In 1967, the President's Commigsion on Law Enforcement and Admin-
istration of Justice published the reou;ts of a comprehensive survey
of nation-wide correctional operations.” This overall plctu“e of
American corrections showed, among other things, that the word "cor-
rections," used to characterize the terminal phases of our criminal
justice apparatus, is largely a misnomer: "For a great many offenders
. « . corrections does not correct. Indeed, experts are increasingly
coming to feel that the conditions under nhlch many offenders are
handled, particularly in institutions, are often a positive detriment
to rehabllltatlon.”c,

+ While’ acxnowleaglng the conflict and uncertainty among profes-—
sionals and the public alike, surrounding the theories behind and

~the goals of corrections, the Commission did scem to make a case for
rehebllltatlon_when it asserted that, "A major goal of corrections
is to meke the community safer by preventingAthe offender's return
to crime upon his release".” Given this acknowledgement of the need
for rehabilitation, the Commission went on to make an argument for
community-based corrections and to recommend: "Correctional authori-
ties should develop more extensive community programs providing speciel,
intensive treatment as an altegnatlve to institutionalization for botnh
Juvenile and adult offenders.

: Despite the Commission's opinion that institutions tend to both
physically and psychologically isolate offenders from society znd
that institutional commitments can cause more problems than they
solve, it certainly did not propose the abolition of our nation's
prisons and Jjails. The Commission stated, "Ciearly, there is a need
to incarcerate those criminals gho are dangerous until they no longer
are & threat to the community." Further, end in a positive vein,
the Commission stated that the special jail environment can allow
opportunities for rehabilitative treatment which cannot be duplicated
in the community. The Commission concluded, "For meny offenders,
1nst1butlongllza+1on can be en extremely valuabie prelude to community
treatment." :

Last fall, some six years after the President's Commission's
report was Dubllshed the National Advisory Commission on Crﬂmvnul
Justice Standards qnd Goals (WA@) reaffirmed many .of the former'
recommendations on corrections.’ The emphasis of this report was on
rehabilitstion, rather than simple detention or punishment, and on
community-based programs rather than 1nst1tutlonullzetlon. For
example, Standards 2.9'(Remub111tatlon Prog grams) and 11.% (Social
Environment of Institutions) both addressed the goal of rehabllltatlon,
one suggesting that offenders' ‘right to rehabilitation be fulfilled,
the other recommending that offenders be stimulated to change *h01r
behavior and participate in reintegrative progrems. TFurther, Stan-
dards, 7.1-7.4 and 16.14 made it clear that the NAC desires to see an
emphasis on planning to facilitate the development of community-based
corrections programs, whether at the state or local level.

—



ATTACHMENT 1 (Continued)

Not unlike the President's Commission, however, the NAC explicitly
recognized thet institutions are here to stay. Many of its recommendea-
tions, primarily in Chapters 2 (Rights of Offendersﬁ, 9 (Local Adult
Institutions), and 11 (Major Institutions), dealt directly with state
prisons end loceal jails. . The overwhelming emphasis of these sug-
gestions was on more humane treatment of inmates in custody and signi-
ficant improvements in their custodial living conditions.

The American Bar Association Project on Standards for Criminal
Justicc also addressed, at leas§ indirectly, the corrections component
of the criminal Jjustice system. As part of its recommendations on
sentencing, the ABA demonstrated support for the concepts of rehabi-
litation (Standard 2.2 General Principles: Judicial Discretion snd
Stendard 2.6 Special Facilities) and community-based corrections
(Stendard 2.4 Partial Confinement), but at the same time made it
clear that institutionalization will remain a major sentencing alterna-
tive (Standard 2.5 Total Confinement and Standard 2.1 General Princi--
ples: Statutory Structure).

A survey of the correctionsal situation in Multnomah County demon-
strates that, measured by the aforementioned national standards and
gosls, we are in substantial compliance with the spirit of th@se
suggestions, - if not with all of the specific recommendations. In
this county, '"corrections" is primarily the responsiBility of the
Depertment of Human Services, Corrections Division. That this
orgenization is committed to the goal of rehsbilitation is clear in
policy stences, as well as in all of its many corrections plans and
programns. Additionally, a decided emphasis on rehabilitation can be
discerned from sentencing patterns of the Circuit and District Court

Judges in this county.

Similarly, among County corrections administrators and planners
and the judiciary alike, there is apparent a preoccupation with finding,
developing and utilizing alternatives to incarceration. Programs
such as the District Court's Alternative Community Service Program
(coordinated by County Probation and Parole) are typical of the in-
creasing trend of community involvement in Multnomah County corrections.

In spite of adherence to the concepts of rechabilitation and
community-based corrections, the County still must operate two high
security detention facilities: = an intake and holding facility in
the County Courthouse and a "pretrial/sentence jail" located at.

Rocky Butte. The Butte houses federal, state, and county prisoners
(maximunm capacity =3%50) and, despite gradual reductions in its average
daily population over the last 18 months, there is absolutely no
chance that this institution can be phased out. Thus, Rocky Butte
Jail renains an integral part of the overall Multnomah County correc-
tions schene. _

The problém we face, the one which serves as the basis for this

grant request, is that Rocky Butte Jail is physically and programmati-
cally unsuited for our present and future ccrrectional demands and

-



ATTACIMENT 1 (Comtinued)

needs. This facility was built in the early 1940's,during an era when
the emphasis was on institutional incarceration- insfead of community
treatment and when the goals of simple detention and punishment took
precedence over reha 0111tat;qn. . Although we feel Rocky Butte, wnich
has been renovated in part, ~ is one of the best local jails in the
country, it must be further p ﬂ{?lCully remodeled to keep pace with the
current trends in corrections.

Ian short, todey Rocky Butte Jail is not Dny51ca¢ly consistent
with the broaa correctional goals of rehabilitation and community
reintegretion. Our Jjail admlnlstrators believe that these related
processes must boglu,vary early in the cuqtody of the offender and
thet, of coursc, our Jjails are integral to those processes However,
et Rocky Butte it is extremely difficult %o hrov1de c1ther the the
of living conditions and treatment or the tybe of programs which will

ontribute to these board correctional goals. This fact is partially -
due to the transitory nature of the Buttels inmate population, but
mostly due Yo physical inadequacies of the plant.

For example, the inmate living quartprs &t Rocky Butte Jail could
not fairly be calied inhumane, but it is hardly an atmosphere which is
"onduolve to attitudinel chenge. A visit to the fac111ty leaves one
with an ilmpression of drebness, uncleanliness, and lack of privacy.
Jolorless steel and concrete design vredominates, giving even a
casval visitor a feeling of hopelessness and depression. It is easy
to understand how an inmate's attitude could degenerate LA such a
setting.

Besides the living conditions themselves, the Jjail design furnishes
reletively little opportunity for an individual approach to inmates'
needs. For instance, though an average daily inmate population is
comnoscc of an extremely m1dc variety of. Dersona71ty types, reprcsenting

arious degrees of criminality (including several who are not criminals
at 21l1), tne physical plant forces corrections officials to treat all
inmstes alike. Enlightened inmate segregation and classification
plens cennot be implemented in this jail situation. This random mix-
ing of inmates only adds to their attitudinsl problems.

4£3ditionally, despite eagerness on the part of the Rocky Butte
Jail administration to develop and implement programs. dedicated to
positive attitude and behavior modification, the physical setting in
fact prevents such a programmetic approach. Because adequate faci-
lities do not exist, Rocky Butte renains a mere detention facility,
one in which inmates cannot make constructive use of their time.

In conclusion, by meking certain physical plant modificeations we
feel we can 51gn1flccnuly improve Rocky Butte Jail. Despite the fact
that it will remain a Dr“—trlpl/sentenco detention fecility into the
foreseeable future, we expect to create a setting which will contribute,
to the long range goals of rehabilitation and communlty reﬂntevretlon.L/
/e owe as much to oh@»ln&ate population and, perhaps more 1mportantly,
to the tax paying community which we ultimately serve.

LG



RETACHMENT 1 (Com inued)

o) Goals and Objectives

N
O

The goal of this project is a jail facility which is consistent
with the duel correctional goals of rehabilitation and eventual com-
*’nlty reintegration, ss Wcll as public safety. Specific objectives
znd eccomplishments sought are as follows:

I. To improve inmate living quarters/conditions.
a. To encourage DOSltlve attltudlnal adjustment on the

part of the inmates.
. To encourage positive auultudlnal adjustment . on the
part of the correctional staff.

II. To provvde staff with ooporuunlty to take a more 1nd1v1dual
epproach to inmates' needs.
a. To allow development of en¢1ghtenbd inmate segregation
and classification systems. ‘
b. To enhance positive attitudinal adjustment on the part
of both inmates and staff.

ITII. To.provide staff with opportunity to develop and implement
progrems in support of inmate needs.

a. To allow for implementation of a pre-release counseling
capability.

b. To allow for improved inmate recreational opportunities.

c. To allow for improved educational and religious program-
ming.

IV. To provide for retention of high jail security capability.
s To retain adequate capacity for inmate incarceration.
b. To retain secure setting for inmates, staff and public
alike.

(¢) Project Activities

I. Remodel existing open bay "D Dormitory" (main floor,
south wing). ’
a. Create four separate cells, plus a dormitory control
center. .-
b. Reduce inmate capacity for that dormitory from 85
to 74.

II. Renodel basement of south wing.
a. Create one large inmate recreation room. -
b. Create one combination’classroom4chapel’

III. - Renovate upper floor of west w1ng by constructing private
area for Jjsil counseling.

It is anticipated that work will be undertaken 81multaneously
on these three separste projects. Attached is a "work schedule chart"
showing the amount of time necessary to complete cach task.

-G
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e ATTACHMENT 1 (Continued)

e { o Pttt e
v

(&) Proiect Man Gﬁcmeﬁt

The Project Manager.will be Chief of Corrections, Multnomah County

Division of P4blic ngefy,?John A. Brown.. He will be responsible for
on-scene project 01rchlon, held accountable for project success or

fezilure, and will rcpowt iy .furn Yo County Sheriff, Louis P. Rinehart.

L’

(e) N/a e '
(f) /4 A | o |

() Perticipatine Aa=ncies‘ ol .

‘¢QQ [Tultnomah uOuntJ Division of PMbllc Safety will- bo
meteh fana o o ‘ : ‘ : .

<h> --i« GCt uvaT Jru ion ‘ ) o . ' § . ' |

l» ., N
The constfu0ulon end remoaellnw work which characterizes this .
crant request will most likely take DlaCL-Curinﬂ’the first six months
of the grant yesr. . During that period, only- matuers of' procurement
and conotfuctlon completlon deadlines will be of evaluation interest.
Upon completion of the prowect we plan tTo evaluate the impact of the
oqws1c 1 Jjail improvements upon Jjail administration. Because we have
ated a set of goals and obwectiveo which include such phrases as
”rehebil ation, N eommunit ty reintegration,” "attitudinal change,"

the eveluation w1ll consist largely of' subjective judgments.. That is,

vhile it is an easy matter to count the number of assaults on correc-
tions officers, on other inmates, snd the number of Jallbreaﬂs, it is
quite enother matter to objectively measure' +he‘D051t1VQ impactof

responsible
for project ddmlnlstratloﬂ Mnd Multnomah County w111 provide 51l local

phy510dl jall improvements on the inmates Thus, we will have to rely

heavily on opinion surveys of corrections staLf and" the ;nmateu them-
selves. On the other hond to the extent .that we can provide better
facilities for rrcreatlonal rcllglous, and counseling endeavors,
evaluetion can be based on a count of the number of partlclpants in
those programs and the partlclo&nus accomplishments. ! ‘ .

'

(1) ilternative Methods B R ' , i

There is no way we *can raccomplish allr of the physical modifica-
tions we desire ‘at Rocky Butte relying solely on noney from Multnomah
Conty texpayers. If-we are mot able to secure federal money for
this project, modification of "D" Dormitory is out of the oue%tlon.

Cur alternative would be to ;utomnu to secure local funds for construc-

tion in the south angd west wings over the ‘noxt few LlSCHL vears. In
conclusion, failure to'secure federal money‘for this' UroaeCU will,
largely frustrate our desire to aedapt ?ockJ Butte Jail to present and

future correctiohal demsnds. |
I : | |

. . =10~ 5

¢
B

|
|
|

«

M




ATTRCEMENT 1 (Continued)

(§) Lissumption of Costs

This will not be a continuing project. After. the budgeted
federal and local funds are expended in FY 1976, the project will
terninate. No assumption of costs will be necessary.

Jootnotes:

~. Task Force Report: Corrections The President's Commission on
Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice. (U. S. Govern-
ment Printing Office, Washington: 1967).

2. The Challenge of Crime in a Free Society. The President's Com-
mission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice (U. S.
Government, Printing Office, Washington: 1967) :

3. IBID. page 165

4. 1IBID. page 171

5. IBID. page 165

6. IBID. page 172

7. NAC: Corfectioné
8

. »Stenderds Relating to Sentencing Alternatives and Procedures
Lpproved Draft, 1968), pages 43-129.

9. Multnomsh County Assessment of the Criminal Justice System:
Report on Corrections, Department of Justice Services, March 13,

1974.

10. This executive department is responsible for all adult misde-
meanants, Juveniles, and women offenders, as well as all probation
services. '

11. . Jjoint federal-county remodeling project was completed in early
1974, resulting in, emong other things, a new "C Dormitory".
This grant requests funds to recreate "D Dormitory" in the same
fashion. -

12. Ve wholeheartedly support Standard 9.10 (Local facility Evalua-
tion and Planning) of The Corrections Task Force of the National
Advisory Commission, which lists elemeuts to be considered in
evaluating existing or planning new facilities. We also support
the spirit of ‘Standard 11.1 which discourages the building of new
state adult institutions.

-11-
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o ATTICHMENT ] (Continued)

"County and local Jjails are the first contact with the correc-
tional world for most offenders. Most people in jails are await-
ing traii and have not been sentenced or convicted of any crime.
-Some are serving short sentences for minor offenses. The need
for the rignts of inmates to be considered and protected in all
levels of correctional facilities is: evident, but. the situation
in jails is particularly poor. Yet, the initial and often last-
ing impressions toward corrections and our system of criminal
jusvice are formed in these institutions." Marshalling Citizen:
Power to Modernize Corrections (Chamber of Commerce of the United
States: 1972). : :



ATTACHINENT 2

PLRT A - ITEM 9. FIRST YEAR BUDGET DETAIL (Estimate)

{If additional space is nceded, uce BUDGET EXPLANATION padge)

y {
i i N
COST ELEBEMENT PEDERAL ; TATE/LCCAL PROJECT
3 SHARE {  SHUARE TOTAL
; 1
&  SALARIES AND WAGES }
¢ of Monthly
Position time salarv
N
A , i ‘
Sub-Total Salaries is $ $
i
4
EZmployee Benefits @ 8 P $ $
{ -
Total Salaries 5 $ $
§ .
t
b, CONSULTaNTS (Llst by individual i
or tyve) é (
| i
N/ !
Total Consultants s S | $
) t
¢. TRAVEL, TRANSPORTATION, : ! ’
SUBSISTENCE (Itemize) . l

o
Az
U

Total Travel




ATTUACHMENT 2

(Continued)

COST ELEMENT FEDERAL STATE/LOCAL PROJEC
SHARE § SHARE | TOTAL
f !
d. OFFICE SUPPLIES, POSTAGE b | @
PRINTING, BTC. V(It\_uul"e) § "
N/ L.
Total Office Supplies $ $ $
@. TFACILITIES, OFFICE SPACE,
UTILITIZES, bQUI‘PZ‘fE NT RENTAL
(Itemize) f
- |
1) Renovation of "D Dormitory 274,250 | 55,650 270,000
2) Tiodification of third floor 25,000 22,000
%) Ifodification of basement. 175,000 175,000
£ % o 075 7250 ’ Z 0
Total Facilities 'S ¥74, 220 $ 55,650 ¢ 250,000
£. ZEQUIPMENT (Itemize)
!
N/4 |
| |
i |
5 !
Total Equipnent $ $ )
| |
g. INDIRECT COSTS | ; f
2 .
(555 of $530,000) | 26,500 26,500
i
:
|
Total Indirect s 26,500 $ | $ 26,500
‘ i \
TOTAL PROJECT COS8TS §
s 500,850 $ 55,650 $555, 200




ATTACHMENT 2 (continued)

-

BUDGET ZXPLANATICN (use if additional spaco needed)

e, Fscilities, Office Space, Utilities Ecuioment Rental

Inciuded here are Lxccrbts from a letter sent to lMultnomsh
County concerning antic¢oateo construction costs at Rocky Butte Jsil.
Information in this letter served as the b5810 for our grant cost
estimates.

STUART B MOCFFORD
ARCHITECT, A.I.A.

2% Muqnlngton-Street
Oregon City, Oregon Q7045

Iultnomah County, Oregon , 19 June 1974

ir. David D. G'Brien. . :

Justice Planner \ e

Department of Justice Services .- ‘ = L ERETRE :

R 17720 Georgie-Pacific BLLLdWDW ~ - RE: Estimates for future
Portland, O;e gon 97200 e construction, Rocky Butte

uall PorLLand,_Oregon

5 -

: On 20th May, we met.and I revLeze for you the completed snd
future *“ﬁodellnﬁ projects at Rocky Butte Jail 1noofar as I know the
s S «
vuao LL ’ : * .

You asked me to give you my opinion ;sfuo how much money Mult-
o e

nomehn County should rL380uooly oucoct for vsrious contemoloued pro-
Jects at Rocky Butte to co ‘1eace not ourlkcr taan l July 1975.

‘ First addressing the remodullnp of ”D Dorﬁ" along.yhe'llnes
of the now completed re mucellng of e s Dorm”* e :

1. The “C—Dorm”.Contraet as let.to L. }C 2rl. Schiewe,

- .Genersl Contractor, 11 Jortary 1973, for $182,480.78
including Change Orders. rurnlsnlnﬂs-made by Cregon
Prison Industries, $11,028.00. AfCﬂlUCCtur” Fees
(including unginee~iﬂn geev) ¢21 85 00 for & total

x},—.

cost of $21 7Q & P a

i

area was 118'-6" x 43'-2" or.5,115.6 sq.ft.

2. "C-Dorm"
3. £214,797.7 ) IRATAAI
7 aElnflRe D o = $41.99/ sq. ft. say §42.00

4, There sre two pertinent TFeder

al Government Indexes
that I con Sultea., (Dotn are b:

ed on lOO in 19 07/.

g, .“MQOWesale Cost of. ?u11d¢nw Mater 1s", -publlsﬁed
by the Orcgon Buresu of Labor, wflca,1n January,
1973, stood st L?Q 4, X :
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ATTACHVMENT 2 (continued)

b. omposite Cost Index of Bullcwnﬁ Construct 1on”
Duollsheq by the Cregon ucnarpment of Commerce
hiich in January, 10/2, stood at 12L ‘

5. In the 16 months of record 1ncs-January 1973, the
WCBC-BofLl has increased fronm 29 4.to 156. 8 or 27 %, or
en everage increase.of 1l.71 per month.

6. In the 16 months of record since Js nUﬁrV'lq77"the
CCIBC~-DofC has inc%eased from 144 %o loO or 16, or an
sversce increase of ‘1.00 per month. -

-7 COﬁsiCer*ng that there are 71 months fronm Ja nuﬂfj 1077
to July 1975, using the average Jonmnly 1ncr ses. on¢y,
projected forward: » :

CBC-BofL,  %1x1.71/mo=5%,01% increase X
s

a. Using W
542 .00/5q. It,=%64,26/8q. ft. in July, 1975.
,,*19 6 sg. ft. x )6t.c6/sc. fu.': $2285728.46.

b.  Using CCTBG-DofC, 71 % 1. OO/mo.—Jl 007% increase
o x $42.00/sa. ft.=855.02/s¢. ft. in July, 1975.
' 5,115.6 sq.- Tt. x 555.02/8q. £t. = $281.460.71.

8. I .would teke the higher figure end round it off at $%320.,000.00
to complete "D- Dorm" in Jalv 1975. -,Aotually‘the'curves ere
coing up at en ever-increasing rate and if they continue
ut the rate of climb &f the last three months until July,
1975, the amount indicated will be Dowhcre near adequate.

The work will be so exvensive, yow 'will not be able %o
afford it. I wish my crystal ball would let me predict
the situation more accuruteLv A

f‘n

Now looking et the ground LLOOY South.”‘ub,:dnd'vusuanp a
minimum of Security Hardvare. Judglng from recent work in this office,
I would se&y todey this could be altered throvrnout for~ around $28.00. qc £t

annlying averages again for twelve months lr x 1.7 = 20.52 /sq. ft,
$28.00 x 20.5?% = #5.17 = $37.75/sq. ft.  $73.75/84. ft. x 5,115 qc. ft.
= ¢172,5321.25. ‘For the lower floor, South Wlnr round. it ofP gt say
172.000.00. This, of course, is subject to avera@es uOldlﬂ“ good and -
The curves not going throurn the sky.

f. Incéilrect Costs

This calculstion was madé pursuant to LEAA's formal'approval in
Tuly, 1974, of en A-87 Plan for Multnomeh County.  According to that
Plen, there are no.“IndlreCu Costs V included in this grant request.

1 of the "Direct Costs" are capital 1morovcm°nt"‘una serve as the
asis for the Indirect Costs ce 11culation. 1tnouﬁh normelly, cepital

expenditures are to be exempted from The.”Dlroc Costs catcoorJ, To
he feir to all parties, we 0031100 a 5% rate ‘to those Cavlua; expendi-
thres to srrive at zn Indirect. Cost figure.



