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CIR Process

How does it work?
Where has it been implemented?




Citizens' Initiative Review: ﬂm 75 ?”Médz

For each measure on the ballot, a
panel of 20 randomly selected
and demographically diverse

voters 1z ossembled.

Measure

.
20x

Owver the multi-day review, the
panel hears directly from cam-
paigns for and against the measure
and calls upen policy experts.

PRO CON

The panel drafts a Citizens’ State-
ment highlighting the most impor-
tant findings. The statement is pro-
vided to voters as a foct-bazed
resource at election time.

Citizens’
Statement
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Voters'’
Pamphlet

Oregon General Election
November 2, 2010
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Kate Brown

Oregon Secretary of State

This Voters” Pamphlet is provided for assistance
in casting your vota by mail ballot.

Measures | Measure 73 Citizens” Review Statement 53

Citizens' Review Statement

This Citizens” Staternant, authorized by the 2008 State Legisl aturs, was developed by an independent panel of 24 Oregon votars
who chose to participate in the Citizens” Initiative Review process. The panelists were randomly s=lected from registersd voters in
Ciragaon and bal anced to fairly reflect the state’s voting population based upon location of residence, age, gender, party affiliation,
education, ethnicity, and likelihood of woting. Cwer a period of five days the panel heard from initiative proponents, oppon ents,
and background witnesses. The panslists deliberated the measure and issued this statsrment This statement has not been editad,
altared, or approved by the Secratary of State.

The opinions expressad in this statement are those of the members of a citizen panel and were developed through the citizen
review process. They are MOT official opinions or positions endorsed by the State of Oragon or any gowvernment agency. & citizen
pan=l is not a judge of the constitutionality or l=gality of any ballot messure, and any staternents about such matters are not
binding on a court of law.

Citizen Statement of a Majority of the Panel Citizen Statement Opposed to the Measure
Key Findings - The following are statements about the POSITION TAKENM BY 21 OF 24 PAMELISTS
rmeasure and the number of panalists who agree with sach

statemeant; ‘We, 21 members of the Citizens’ Initiative Review, oppose
Ballat Maasura 73 for the following reasons:

M 72 shifts the balancs of power in court proceeding s,

giving the prosscution additional leverage in plea bargain-
ing and limiting the judge’s discretion in sentencin g indi-
widual zases. (21 agres)

Fassed in 1994, Measure 11 (ORS 137.700) provides manda-
tory minimum sentencing of 70-300 months for the major
falony sex crimes defined in Measure 73. (24 agres)

Mandatory minimum sentencing has not proven a signifi-
cant deterrent to future DU or sex crimes. (21 agree)

An unintended conssquance of M732 is that juveniles aged
15 to 17 are subject to 25 year mandatory minimum ssn-
tences (20 agrea)

Oregon spends over 10.9°%% of its general funds on comee-
tions —a greater percentage than any other state.
(19 agres)

WL revi ewT3.org

Shared Agreement Statement

Fublic policy impacts all ciizens—we have had the oppor-
tunity to closely review material not readily available to
voters—and have tried to examine both sides of this measure
in an unbiased manner.

ww.review73.arg

= Longer mandatory sentencing has lithe or no effect az a
deterrent and has not been proven to increase publie safety.
Furthermore mandatory sentences are already in effect
under Measure 11.

Measure 73 takes discretion and power away from judges
giving leverage to the prosscution. People charged under
this maasura may be forced to plea bargain whather they
are guilty ornot, depriving them of their right to trial by
jury.

Maasure 73 requires projectad expenditures of $238 million

over the next 10 years which must come from cuts in othar
programs or new taxes.

This initiative l2ads to unintended consequences. Sexting falls
under the definition of explicit material. Mo one convieted for
falory s=x offenses would receive the opportunity for treat-
mant

www.review73.org
Citizen Statement in Favor of the Measure
FOSITION TAKENM BY 2 OF 24 PAMELISTS

Wie, 3 mambers of the Citizens’ Initiative Review, support
Ballot Measure 73 for the following reasons:

* Thisis a public safety measure.

= This measure will take minimum mandatory sentencas
(70-100 months] on four major sex crimes to mandatory
300 mornths (25 years).

This measure changas a third conviction DU fram a misds-
rmeanor to 3 Class C falony.

Measure 73 specifically targets only repeat serious s
offenders and repsat ithind conviction) intoxd cated drivers.

Statistics support that mandatory ssntencing is effective on
recluction of violent crime rate.

+ Measure 73 will cost only 15 of 1% of the Gensral Fund.

Surmrmary: Measure 73 is carafully targeted at repeat violent
sax offenders and third time DU convictions. If passed it
wiould make all Oragonians safer.

www.review73.org




2010 Pilot Process

S8 CITIZUNN INETIATIVE IV

Cirizens’
INITIATIVE
REVIEW




Legislative Passage: HB 2634

House Vote - May 23, 2011 Senate Vote-June 1, 2011

Yes (36) No (22) Yes (22)
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CIR Processes & Pilots

[ Has both initiatives and referendums
Initiative constitutional amendments only

B Referendums only

B Has neither initiatives nor referendums




Effects

How does it impact participants?
How does it impact the public?




Panelists’ Assessment of Having Learned Enough

Measure 73 Measure 74

O Probably

Yes
M Definitely

Yes




Panelists’ Position Before and After Deliberation
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Panelists’ Self-Reported Attitude & Behavior Change

CIR,2010  CIR, 2011
(N = 38) (N = 37)

Attitudinal Changes
Internal Efficacy
Deliberative Faith
External Efficacy

Collective ldentitv

Note. Figures in table represent net changes to participants’ attitudes and behaviors. Significance was found using binomial
nonparametric tests, p < .05.

+ = At least one individual measures of change is positive and significant; +/- = Mixed results; 0 = No effects; NA = Not measured in
this study



Breadth of CIR Exposure

1/3 of Y. of OR
readers voters

got new were
87% of 2/3 of VP argumentg alded

Oregonians users read
used the CIR page
Voters’
Pamphlet
before
voting




Effects of Awareness and Use on Efficacy

Internal Efficacy (W 2) External Efficacy (W 2)
B (SE) Beta B (SE) Beta
Constant 1.015 (.100) ** 426 (.109)**
Controls
Age -.001 (.001)* -.064 .003 (.001)** .062
Gender -.026 (.031) -.022 .034 (.033) .022
Education .018 (.012) .044 .034 (.013)** .062
Income .003 (.004) .020 -.002 (.004) -.010
Party .007 (.007) .025 -.017 (.009) 1 -.047
Political interest 147 (.022)**  .208 -.030 (.022) -.033
Political knowledge .049 (.012)** 112 .011 (.014) .019
Internal efficacy (W1) 473 (.028)** 485
External efficacy (W1) 714 (.024)** 744
Predictors
Aware of CIR .036 (.034) .031 118 (.037)** 076
Read CIR Statements 118 (.042)** .081 -.003 (.046) -.002
R? 466 .628

Note. Numbers in table are unstandardized coefficients found using simple regression. Numbers in parenthesis are standard error.
* . k%
p <.05; **p < .01.






