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Ofﬂcnal 2002 General Election Voters Pamphlet-——GeneraI Informatlon :

‘the pre- addresse
-envelope.on the. approprsate line. After that just return the ballot

privacy, booths'

office. They
‘they will mail you a replacement ballot,

‘Generally, your

‘office to sign'it. i

Voter Instructlons/IVIeasure Gulde

;VOTE BY lVIAIL v

'As a voter, what do 1 have to do"
“Your ballot packe [
-18th and 14th days before the election: Inside the packet you wil
‘find the ballot, 8 secrecy- envelcpe and-a return envelope, Once

ill ,t,autom |cally be mailed to you between the

you vote the:baliot, place it in the secrecy envelope and seal it in

turn envelope. Be sure you sign the return

either by mail or at a designated drop site.

:What if | am uncomfortable voting my ballot at home?

Prlvacy boGths are. availableé for you to cast your bailot. There are

. fWhat If l make a mlstake or need a new ballot?
If.your ballot is lost, destroyed damaged or-you make a mrstake

| lot before you reahze you made a mtstake, you have cast your
jvote and will not be ellglble fora replacement ballot.

ill, check that your voier. regtstratlon is current Ifitis,

' What if 'have moved'and have neot updated my reglstratlon?
If:you were registered to vote- by October 15 but. now have a |
"different address, call your county elections office for‘instructions
on how to update your reg|strat|on and receive a baIIot

‘Do 1 have to return my ballotby mail?
“You have the ¢
:county elections “office or any desrgnated drop ‘site in the state.
| The times ‘and locations of drop sites are listed in the Voters'

:of mailing 'your ballot or returnlng it to-any

Pamphlet and are also available at your county electlons offlce

‘When must the voted ballot be returned?
- The voted ballot must be received.in any county elections ofllce
Or desigr

ted drop site:by.8:00 p.m.on electlon night. Posimarks

What ifr forget to sngn the return envelope"

sgtions office will either return'it to you for sign-
ing or they will contact you, if possible, to. come to the elections
e return envelope does not get signed before
8:00 p.m.on November 5 the ballot wrll not be counted.

voTERs'W'rrH DISABILITIES

If you are unable to vote your ballot without assistance, because
of a physical disability or because you are unable to read or write,

“contact your county elections official. They will provide two per-
.sons to assist you in. votlng In order to assure the county receives

your voted baliot by Election Day, contact your county elections

-office early to. arrange for assistance. You.may also select some-

one else of your own choice to assist you.
A cassette edition of the Voters' Pamphlet is. available for

:Oregonians who ‘cannot read standard print due-to a visual or

physical disability. To order a cassette of the Voters’' Pamphlet,

‘please contact Independent Living Resources at 503-232-7411. .

MEASURES 19 AND 20 appeared on the
September 17, 2002, Special Election ballot.

MEASURE 18

*Amends Constitution: Allows Certain Tax Districts to .
- Establish Permanent Property Tax Rates and Divide into

' MEASURE 22

| Amends Const|tut|on Requlres Oregon Supreme Court
 Judges and Court of Appeals Judges to Be Elected by

‘(Replatement Teeth); Authorizes Cooperative Dentist:

[ GUIDE TO STATE MEASURES

:MEASURE 14
“Amends Constitution: Flemoves Historical Racial

References in Obsolete Sections of Oregon Constitution,
Article VI (Ongrnal) Artigle XVIli .~

;

'MEASURE 15

Amends Constitution: Authonzes State to Issue General

‘| Obligation Bonds-for Seismic Rehabilitation of Public - -
'Educat|on Buildings (Deftned)
county;electlons offlce and there may be,

| MEASURE 16

“Amends Constitution: Authorizes State to Issue General
1 Obligation Bonds for Seismic Rehabilitation of -

Emergency Services Buildings (;Defined) »

MEASURE 17

/Amends Conistitution: Reduces Minimum Age

Requirement to Serve as State Leglslator From 21 Years
to 18 Years

Tax Zones

MEASURE 21

Amends Constitution: Revises Procedure for Filling~
Judicial Vacancies, Electing Judges Allows Vote for
“None of the Above” .

D|str|ct

MEASURE 23 - .

Creates Health Care Ftnance Plan. for Medically
Necessary Services; Creates Additional lncome Payroll
Taxes ¢ L . ’

MEASURE 24 , )
Allows Licensed Denturlsts to lnstall Partial Dentures

Denturist Business Ventures

'MEASURE 25
“Increases Oregon Minimum Wage to $6.90 in 2003;

Increases for Inflation’in Future Years

MEASURE 26

Amends Constitution: Proh|b|ts Payment, Receipt of
Payment Based on the Number of In|t|at|ve Referendum

+ Petition -Signatures Obtained -

MEASURE 27

" Requires L abeling of Genetically-Engineered Foods (as

Defined) Sold or Distributed in or From QOregon

24

29

39

54

86

94

106

116




Official 2002 General Election Voters’ Pamphlet—General Information

“The explanatory statement is an rmpartral statement. explarnmg .
:|'the measure. Each measure’s explanatory statement is written by |
la commlttee of five members, including two proponents of the |
measure; two opponents of the measure and a_ fifth ‘member
n absentee ballot Volume 2 will |ncIudg (tjhe list of state‘ 28?:(;”?: g );I:tf;]e r::;srt]l)oeurr go)r;(;mttge; tr)?/etmhte)eése(;p ,

statements submrtted by state:candidates,. pohtlcal Explariatory statements ¢an be appeate dmay be changed by |
- |-the Oregon Supreme Court. :

Citizens or-. organrzatlons may “file” arguments i favor of, or
i - in‘“opposition ‘to, measures by purchasrng space for $500 or by
submlttrng a petltron signed by-1,000-voters, Arguments infavor of
N fhﬁ 12 statefw ide rtneasure in th's Voters' Pamphlet you ‘ameasure appear first, followed by arguments in opposition to the |
d the fo lowing information: O measure, and are printed in the order in which they are frled with'
t:trtle, - S e S the, Secretary of State’s office. , i

easures 14 through 18 were referred'

:(2) estrmate of flnancral rmpact L A '.Addition

@) complete text of the PFOPOSGd measure,th T Argument in Support” for each of these measures. Oregon
i4'explanatory statement; and ' N el S ;allows he egrslature to submit, at’ no cost, an argu’y f

5 arguments frled by proponents and opponents of the; -

1.7 Megaure. S |'State since 1903 when Oregon became one of the frrs
: The ba"ot tltle Is drafted by the Attorney General S Oﬁlce It is then! prov|de for the pnntmg and. d]stnbunon of

distributed 1o a. list of interested parties for public comment, After. copy of the Voters’ Pamphlet is 'mailed to
review of any comments mltted,_the ballot title is certified by | state.’ Addmonat copies are available at'the. Si

‘ The certified ballot fitle can be post offices, courthouses and all county election ofﬂc
appealed and: may be changed by the: Oregon Suprere Court;

: ,The estlmate of flnancral‘rmpaot for sach measure is prepared by
‘a committee of state officials including the Secretary of State, the- WEB S |TE
“|'State Treasurer, the - Director. of  the Oregon Department of

Administrative :Services :and: the  Director of the ‘Department of SRR s el i o
‘Revenue. The committes estimates only the difect impact on state Most of the rnformatron contarned,rn thrs Voters Pamphle s also :
and- local governments, based on information presented to the avallable m the Online Voters” Guide .on the World Wide. ;
, commrttee . s.state. or. us/electrons/nov52002/nov52002.

i

kThe State of Oregon pnnts measure arguments and candldate statements asf
; submrtted by the author. The state does not correct punctuatron grammar, syntax -
| errors or inaccurate information. The only changes made are attempts to correct,
. ]spellmg errors |f the word as orrgmally submltted is not in the dlctlonary

',,','Each measure argument appears with the measure that is desrgnated by the
| person submitting the argument, and appears in favor or in opposrt/on as;;
' desrgnated by the submitter. S

TABLE OF CONTENTS
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: COUNTY ELECTIONS OFFICE BY ELECTION DAY, TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 5, 2002

County Electlons Offlces are open on electlon day from 7a. m 108 p m

t’4




' Offrclal 2002 General EIectron Voters Pamphtet——General tnformatton

Voter Reglstratmn Informatmn
: f VOTER REGISTRATION

- Who May Ftegister to Vote ;
.| You may regtster to vote for the November 5 2002 General
o EIectron if: ~ N :

K “You-are a 0|t|zen of the Unlted States, : ;’ R : .
- You erI be at teast 18 years old by November 5 2002 and
You are a resldent of [ o L

| How to Register to Vote N SRR :
'| To register to vote |n,,t vember 5, 2002 electron, your com-
pleted voter regrstra n'ca must be. erther L

AR Postmarked by Oc ober 15 2002

< | mailing
o completed a voter reglstratron card complete a new voter regts—
o tratron card and mail it to your county electrons offrce RN

If you notlfyyour county eIe on§(; office of your change of resi- |
/| dence:address after October 15,2002, .you must request thata |- "

ballot be mailed to you or go'to your county eIectrons offlce toget| =~
your ballo i , L

| Voter regrstratron cards can ‘be obtatned from the Secretary of B

| state's Office, any.county. elections office;: “many, state-agencies, | - ..

. .| and most banks and post offices, and are:also in some telephone | = .
e books dtis aIso avarIabIe on -ling. at the : ecretary of State’s web

Request for 'Voter Reglstratlon Card S
. Please Prmt) o L

Address:;

|zipCoder

: Te|ephone: -

| #of ~form,sk'"requ:ested:‘__ o

MAIL TO: : Office of the Secretary of State
* 'Elections Division - .
74141 State Capitol

: {Salem OR 97310 0722
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; ' m—— —— m— e ———

Senate Jotnt Hesolutlon 7—Referred. to the Electorate of Oregon ‘the salary, and expenses of the County Court by fees, percent-

.by the 2001 Legistature to be voted on at the General Election,.| age, & other equitable taxation, of the busmess dong in said |

-November 5, 2002 ) Court & in‘the office-of the County Clerk.[-] '
‘ ‘ : o | .Sec. 2. Each elector who offers to vote upon-this Constttutuon, ;

shall be asked by-the judges-of election this: questlon :

Do you vote for the*Constitution? Yes, or: No

And also this question:

Do .you vote for Slavery in Oregon’? Yes or No

[And also this question] .

Do you vote for freé Negroes in Oregon’i Yes or No]

And in the poll books shall be columns headed respecttvely

'BPALLOT"TITLE»_ |

“Constitution, Yes.” "Constltutlon No”
[‘Free Negroes, Yes" - ““Free Negroes, No, 1
“Slavery, Yes!” - “Slavery, No" [] .ovr
‘And:the’ names of the electors. shall-be- entered..in the poII
ooks, together with thelr [awnsers] answers to the

Terrltory, or D|str|ct 1i
may be brought into this .. State,: and such: SIaves, -and. their |
descendants. may be held: as slaves:within this. State, and shall -
not be-emancipated without the .consent of their owners”.
- And if a majority of such votes shall be given against:
then the foregoing section. shall .not, but the followmg,sectlons
shall be: dded o the Bill of R|ghts and sha 1

*TEXT OF MEASURE e ; ing i
at the time of the adopilon of this Constitution;, she come, reside,

‘Be It Resolved by the Leglslatlve Assembly ot the State of | or be within this State, or hold any real estate, or make any con-

’ | Oregon: tracts, or maintain any suit therein; and. gislative Assembly |
: “shall provide by penal laws; -for.the removal;. by-public officers, of

- PARAGRAPH 1. | Sections 2, 10 and 14, Article VI (Ongmal) | all such negroes, and mulattoes; and for their effectual exclusion

-and sections 2; 4 and 5; Article. XVl of the Constttutron of the  from the State, and for the punishment of persons who shall bring

State of Oregon, are amended to read: them into the State, or-employ, or harbor them.”}

Sec. 2, The Supreme Court shall. consnst of FourJustlces tobe’| " “sec..5. Untij an enumeration of the [white] inhabitants of the‘
chosen in districts by the ‘electors thereof, who shall be citizens of State shall be made, and the senators and representatives appor- |
| the United States, and who shall have resided in the State at least tioned as directed in the Constitution, the County of Marion shall :

“three years next preceding their election, and after their election have two senators,-and four representatives.[-] ,
-1o reside in their respective districts:[-]The number of Justices, the Linn two senators, ’and four representatives.
Districts may be increased, but:[shall not exceed.five. until the Lane two senators, and three [represtatives] representatives. ,
white population of the. State shall amount to One Hundred | Glackamas and Wasco, one senator jointly, and Clackamas three- |
Thousand, and) shall never exceed seven; and the-boundaries of representatives, and Wasco one representative.-] S
districts may be-changed, but no Change of Districts, shall have | vampill one senator, and two representatives.
the effect to remove a Judge from office, or [requre) requ1re him | pPolk one senator;’ and two representatives,
‘to change his residence without his consent.}-] Benton one senator, ‘and two representatives,
. Sec, 10. [When the white pOpU/atlon of the State Shall amount Multnomah one senator, and two representatwes
to Two Hundred Thousand the] The Legislative Assembly, may.| Washington, Cofumbia, -Clatsop, and Tillamook one senator.,
provide for the election of Supreme, and Circuit Judges, in:distinct | jointly, and Washington one re i nd W ,
classes, one of which classes shall consist of three Justices of the:| and Columbia one representatwe jointly, and Clatsop and '
Supreme Court, who shall not perform Circuit duty, and the other .
class shall consist of the necessary numbesr of Circuit Judges,
.who shall hold full terms without aliotment, and who shall take the
same oath as the Supreme Judgesi]: Josephine one’
Sec. 14. The Counties having less than ten thousand [whlte] Umpqua, Coos and Curry,
inhabitants, shall be [relmbersed] relmbursed whoIIy orin part for1:

CONTINUED B




Official 2002 General Election Voters' Pamphlet—‘Statewide Measures o

Measure No 14

| Court Justices, ‘requiring that Supreme Court and Cir¢uit Judges
" | be elected by the ‘people; and requiring that-counties be reim-

* | Amendment also bans states from enacting or enforcing laws that | k

| Ballot Measure 14 removes the references 1o race in these

-| errgrs. " The measure does not change-the constitution in any

- -one representative, and Coos and Curry one representatlve
|- ,jomtly[]

PARAGRAPH 2, The amendment proposed by this resolu- | .
tlon shall be submitted to the people for their approval or |
rejection at the next regular general election held throughout
thls state . .

. ,NOTE Boldfaced type. |nd|cates new Ianguage [brackets and
1 ltal/c] type mdrcates deletrons or comments :

. ;EXPLANATORY STATEIVIENT

i The Oregon Constltutron adopted before the Crvrl War referred to
-the state’s "white. population,” “white” inhabitants, “free Negroes”
- and “mulatt es These references are obsolete. In some. cases;

amendments have' superseded the references. In other cases, the
| references are in ‘sectrons that no. longer have any force or, effect

B :Ballot Measure 14 removes the references to race. The | measure
-| does not. change the: constltutlon in any other way .

;?zynumerrcal thresholds for expandmg the number of State Supreme o

bursed for. certaln‘court costs, The numerical thresholds are not
tied to the humber of citizens. residing in Oregon, but are lnstead
] :tled to the number of whlte mhabrtants of the state

The Qregon Constrtutron was. ratrfred in 1857, pnor to the Civil
| War. Prior to-adoption of the Oregon’ Constitution, the Oregon
Territory had enacted two African-American exclusion bills (1844
"] and 1849) | that banned' African- Amerrcans from owmng property
-or: restdmg in Oregon

[‘The 14th- Amendment to the Unned States Constrtutron was ]
ratified in-1868. The 14th Amendment. provrdes that anyone born
or naturalized in the . United States is a citizen. The 14th

deny. citizens equal protection or due process of law based on
| race. In 1925, Oregon voters repealed the constitutional provi-
sions relating to the exclusmn of African-Americans. However, the
language relating to'race remains in the Oregon Constitution.

‘I sections of the constitution; and also .corrects some spelling

" | other way, and the orrgmal Ianguage will remaln as part of the
hlstorlcal record :

- Comm tee Members B ;Appointed By: ,
Senator Avel Gordly B President of the Senate
“ ‘Representative Jackie thters " Speaker of the House
- Robert F. Ekstrom - .. 'Secretary of State
Arnold Ismach - " Secretary of State
|+ Dr Darrell Mlllner , f: ‘Members of the Commlttee |

k ( This commmee was appointed 1o prowde an’ lmpartlal ‘explanation of the
“ba/lof measure pursuanf fo OHS 25 1. 215 ) oo

" NO ARGUMENTS, OTHER THAN _
THE LEGISLATIVE ARGUMENT IN SUPPORT, |
' WERE FILED WITH THE SECRETARY OF STATE.

CONTINUED




[ S o Ofﬁcial 2002 Gen‘eral Election Voters’ Pamphlet——StateWide Measures

Measure No 14 Arguments
‘ fLEGISLArIVE ARGUMENT N SUPPORT

The Oregon Constltutlon currently contams racial prowsmns that
+:| are in violation of the United States Constltutlon S equal protectlon .
clause under the 14th Amendment O

J

- The prohrblted Ianguage is contamed in obsolete sections of the
'Oregon Constitution that. have either. been amended or repealed .

| Allowing this prohibited and biased lan Uage to temain is hurtful |+~

-[ as well- as- unconstitutional. It is time:to put an-unenlightened [

‘ ‘perlod of Oregon's hlstory‘ ehlnd us and remove thus language

. from the Consmutron S

SES: harm and pain. to
nity of all Oregonians. -
nt of our racial history
ing ‘and reconciliation
intoa etterfuture for all. This
ve as an Oregon people

‘ ‘,ppointed By
resident. of. the Senate

peaker of the House .
Speaker of the House

s 4 pomted to prov:de the Ieglslatlve
sure pursuant to OHS 25 1. 245 )




Official 2002 -General ;Eylectiona,‘Voter‘s?,‘P‘amphIet#—:StateWide Measures

Senate Joint Resolutlon 21——Referred fo the EIectorate of Oregon ‘bear rates of intere V'S :

| by the 2001 Leg:slature to be voted on at. the General Election, | faith and credit and taxing power of the State of Oregon must

: November 5 2002 s . : . be pledged to the payment of the principal, premium, if any,
S & ~the ~general oblrgatlon bonds however the'

loatorme

lation to carry out the provrslons of this Article.
SECTION 5. This Article supersedes confhctlng prowsmns
of this Consmution . )

: ARAgRAPH 2. The amendment proposed by this resolu-‘
tion ‘shall be submitted to the people for their approval or | .
rejection at the next regular general electlon held throughout | .
fthls state. ;

NOTE Boldfaced type indicates new Ianguage [brackets and o
italic] type |nd|cates deletlons or comments .

| ;TEXT OF MEASURE
Be It Resolve‘ by the Leglslatlve Assembly of the State of o

Oregon

ARAQRAPH The Const(tutlon of the State of Oregon is
“amended by creatlng a new Art|c|e to be known as Artncle Xl- L
such Artucle to rea R . .

Y RTICLE‘XI-L ) ;

‘ SECTION 1. (1) In the er provided by law and notwith-
.| standing the Ilmltahons contained in section 7, Article Xl of
this Constitution, the credit of the State of Oregon may be
loaned and lndebtedness mcurred in an aggregate out-
NE standmg pr|nc|pal ‘amount. not to ‘exceed, at any one time,
-one-fifth of one percent. of the real ‘market value of all
) properly in the state, to provide funds for the planfiing and
.implementation of seismic rehabilitation’ of public education
buildings, including' surveymg and conducting engineering
evaluatlons of the need for seismic rehabilitation. .

(2) Any indebtedness incurred under this section must be
| in the form of general obllgatlon bonds of the State of [
| Oregon containing a direct promise on behalf of the State of

Oregon to pay the- principal, premium, if any, interest and
other amounts: payable with respect to the bonds, in an
aggregate outstandmg principal amount not:to' exceed the
amount authorized ‘in ‘'subsection (1) of this section. The | -
bonds are the direct obligation of the State of Oregon and |-
must be in'a form, run for a period of time, have terms and |
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" NO ARGUMENTS IN OPPOSITION TO THIS BALLOT |
MEASURE WERE FILED WITH THE SECRETARY OF STATE. | |

Se T comwmh




| quake. The day after a quake, experts estimate that at least or

__Ofiicia ;,QOQ?GeneralElectlo'n’\'/ote‘rs? Pfamphllet;StatewtdefMeasures?:“; i

}:’LEGlSLATlVE ARGUNENT I SUPPORT

ART AKE AND R

7~‘:tlmag|ne the terror of not knowmg whether your chrldren are |

aWhen the :big. earthquake hrts, ‘we ‘must be - ‘prepared!:Ten
thousands of university students in our laboratories, auditorit

surviving a'major earthquake "The:Oregon Department of Geology
‘gays it's-not a matter of if,. it's ‘a-matter- of ‘when:: And if your
-| children or. grandchlldren are |n a school durlng an earthquake‘
| will they be safe? : B

g ;U‘ fortunately, the a h lS no-if they e in oneof the thousa ds,
-of ‘buildings - that experts say are vV ‘lnerable to a .major

| third of school buildings will be closed due to extensive damag
‘They estimate such an’ earthquake could-result in'the. death of |
8 000 people and $12~bl|l|on |n property damage 8 ;

"_Measure 5 wrll provlde the money necessary to r,,,nf
ommuntty colleges and unlversmes sothat

A Ballot Measure 15 wrll not*rarse taxes But |t W|ll help nsure’
| the safety of children and:it will help. mlnlmrze the damage when:
i ;our state Suffers a major earthquake S L

i ~ Vote YES on Ballot Measure 15

Commrttee Members L ' Appomted By: '
_ Senator Peter Courtney S ,Presldent of the- Senate
Representative Alan Brown - Speaker of the House -
- Representative. Mark Hass. * - Speaker of the House

: ) {Thrs Joint Legrslat/ve Commrttee was appornted to prowde the /eglslat/ve
: argument in support of rhe ballot measure pursuant to ORS 251.245. )

ARGUMENT lN FAVOR

k ROTECT OUR UNIVERSITY STUDENTS

‘cost more. than $2 billon to. replace the |

';‘But moretmportant than the cost ot_b dingsis

‘lPaul Ftrsser S i
‘President, Oregon State Unlversny

‘Dan Bernstlne o
. President, Portland State Un|verslty

| Phillip D. Crelghton
S r,Presrdent Eastern Oregon Unlverslty

.| Philip W. Conn . R
 President, Western Oregon Unrversnty

VOTE “YES" ON MEASUkFtER15

and classrooms rieed protection. Safeguardmg their lives

| lives of faculty and staff, when a quake ‘as strong as magnitiit
hits, . depends upon makmg our buildings earthq, ake ready.

ouda tragedy by actlng now

Th ) majorlty of the. bu1ldmgs owned by the state governmen
. Orego are.on the campuses of the seven umversmes tw
0

faculty,

sWho use these burldmgs durlng the school year. Recent researo
5 revealed a pattern of big quakes ln Oregon up to Magnrtud

on Measure 15.

Davi Frohnmayer Lo
esident, Umverstty of. Oregon

Elisabeth Zinser - '
Presldent Southern Oregon Un|vers|ty

o :Martha Anne Dow

Presrdent Oregon Institute of Technology

: i *Titles used for ldentltrcatlon purposes only, and do not constltute .
.jan endorsement by the Oregon University System or any of its:]- .
lnstltutlons .

) { This ,infornfation furmfshed by Grattan Kerans. ) "

- (Thls space purchased ‘for $500 In accardance wlth OHS 251 255. ) ‘

: tprotect our: students professors statf and vrs:tors ‘fro
the: devastatton of the' next blg earthquake Jom us m votrng “Ye

The prmttng of this argument does not constltute an

ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the .
accuracy or truth’ of any statement made in the argument

endorse- NE

CONTINLIED ’




- «O,f,fioiat 2002 le'eneral Election Voters‘,PamphletséStatewide'Measur’est

"Ballot Measure 15 amends Oregons Constltutlon to allow The member unlons of-the. Oregon State Buudmg & Constructton .
|:the state to issue bonds to retroflt publtc‘educatlon bulldlngs :Trades Councn urge you to vote “YES" on. Ballot Measure 15.

Some of Oregons most ess ! tial,tacilities :schOols:are oId; and
d | were npt built to. handle: g major earthquake: Ballot Measure 15
| will; provide. the.-money: .necessary:-to- reinforce -and. upgrade
‘ schools communlty colleges and universities :so- that: we can. |
i jmmlmlze the loss of- ltfe and damage ,tha will .come in a hlgh‘

.magnitude’ eartic allot* ]
but rather allow

'to face an earthquake of devastatmg proportlons Rath : Ao
,; | wait and watch the facilities that house, ourklds crumble, we must' -

: ~ln addmon to provndmg a safe learnmg enwronment this addl-_
| tional’ money will ‘provide ‘jobs to 'Oregonians these dlfflcult“ o

“economic times. The more than 30,000 trained, ‘skilled cr:
| and women of the. Oregon State Butldlng & Constr C

‘ ‘Oregomans Vote "YES" on BaIIot Me
: [butldmgs These schooI bunldlngs pos :
| their occupants: children, teachers, staff, f (This information. f”’”’t od by Bot
.| public. -Measure 15 allows the state to. ‘provide " funding “for CO"S«””?”C’” Trades Councll) = - -
- ?elementary schools through colleges to- retrottt these. hazardous . : ‘ ;

| buildings:. o I g

V(V)regon' State t?uildingi_& 1

"+ 'Measure 15 aIIows the state tois general obllgatlon bo‘nds
‘to- provide fundmg to’ retroflt hazardous butldlngs and protect
“|", - ourchildren. - L g b

ne ‘Measure 15 helps the cmzens of Oregon to P
1 - ment ln our chlldren and.our schools

e Measure 15 does not raise taxes

‘ ',f‘Vote‘ “YES” on Ballot Measure 15, Protect ‘our ch||dren and‘ f
_our investment in publtc educatlon tactlltles .

) ,(Thls /nformatlon furnished by Brad Moyes Vice' Pres:dent Structural .
- Englneers Association of Oregon ) B, P

(This fspace purchased for. $500 ln accordance w:th ORS 251,255, ) * (This space purchased for $500 in accordance wlth ORS 251. 255.)

; ; t -} 1" { The printing of this argument does not constltute an endorse-
B ;’ment by the State of Oregon .nor. does the state warrant th ‘| | | ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the
A accuracy or truth of: any statement made in the argument. - B accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument ‘
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Measure No

15 Arguments

ARGUMENT N FAVOR

PROTECT STUDENTS AT
OREGON’S SCHOOLS AND UNIVERSITIES
JOIN US IN SUPPORTING MEASURE 15

\ Experts expect a srgmfrcant earthquake to hit the region sometime
in the near future causrng substantlal damage and, unfortunately,
injuries and death.

Measure 15 will allow earthquake prone Oregon to-prepare for
this ‘unwanted occurrence with:a plan ‘of action to bring school
| and university buildings up.to adequate earthquake standards. In
a major earthquake thousands of our children, students, teachers
| ‘and staff could be-in buildings that may not wrthstand the violent
tremors experts predict.

Even after the significant earthquake, these schools and univers-
ities will be counted on, to serve as gathering places for commu-
nities “hardest-hit. If these important buildings are not able to
withstand the earthquake, then not only-are student lives at risk
-but vrtal communrty assets could also be severely damaged.

“Qregon’s consulting engineers understand the risks if we do not

retrofit at-risk schools. Because many educational facilities across
| Oregon were built prior to the requirement of modern earthquake
building codes, they could suffer tremendous damage when a
significant quake occurs, Measure 15 is a prudent step help brace
"us for earthquakes, predicted to be part of our future.

Oregon’s investment in our schools and universities is too great to
let them collapse into rubble. Ballot Measure 15 will create a
process to identify the buildings with the most critical needs and
focus resources on them. - ;

| We urge you to join us-in voting “YES”on Ballot Measure 15.

" SAVE OUR SCHOOLS, SAVE OUR STUDENTS. -
SAVE OUR COMMUNITY RESOURCES.

(This information furnished by Mike Unger, President, American Council of
Engineering Companies of Oregon.)

(This space purchased for $500 in accardance wlth ORS 251.255.)

{ The 1200 member companies -of the Associated General

ARGUI\/IENT IN FAVOR

ROTECT YOUR INVESTMENT; VOT

Contractors Oregon -Columbia Chapter urge you to protect.
your investment in public educatron facilities and vote YES on
Measure 15. . .

Measure 15 would allow general obligation bonds to be issued for
seismic rehabilitation of K-12, community college and higher
education buildings. The cost of rebuilding and repairing buildings
after small and medium earthquakes puts. a significant strain on
already tight school budgets, and-the-financial impact of a major
earthguake would be astronomical. By investing in -seismic
upgrades now, the public will save millions in reconstruction costs -
“down the road.

Measure 15 is also about safety. A medium-sized: earthquake |
during the middle a school day could put hundreds of children
in a danger zone. If school facilities have not been properly
maintained were not built to the current earthquake standards,
even a small earthquake could create a safety hazard. .

Measure 15-requires the assessment of risk before ‘actual
seismic. rehabilitation programs, begin. This ensures -the ‘most
at-risk facilities receive-attention first, and. helps to ensure.the
responsible, . cost-effective expenditure. of public funds.

The members of the Associated General Contractors urge your
YES vote on Measure 15, Let's protect our rnvestment for years to
come.

(This ‘information furnished ‘by Jessica Harris, .Aesociated General
" Contractors Oregon-Columbia Chapter.)

(This space purchased for $500 In accordance with ORS 251.255.) |

The printing of this argument does not constnute an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the
.accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument,

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-|
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the
accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument.
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— ‘Measure No. 16

Senate Joint Resolution 22—Referred to the Electorate of Oregon
by the 2001 Legislature to be voted on at the General Election,
November 5, 2002.

| BALLOT TITLE

| TEXT OF MEASURE

| Be It Resolved by the Legislative Assembly of the State of
| Oregon:

PARAGRAPH 1. The Constitution  of the State of Oregon is
amended by creating anew Article to be known_as Article XI-L,
such-Article to read:

ARTICLE XiI-L

standing the limitations contained in section 7, Article XI of
this Constitution, the credit of the State of Oregon may be
loaned ‘and indebtedness incurred, in an aggregate out-
standlng principal amount not to exceed, at any one time,
_one-fifth of one percent of the real market value of all prop-
erty in the state, to provrde funds for the planning and rmple-
| mentation of seismic rehabilitation of emergency services

evaluations of the need for seismic rehabilitation.

‘| Oregon containing a direct promise on behalf of the State of
Oregon to pay the principal, premium, if any, interest and
other amounts payable ‘with respect to the bonds, in an

amount authorized in. subsection (1) of this section. The
| bonds are the direct obligation of the State of Oregon and
must be.in a form, run for a-period of time, have terms and

SECTION 1. (1) In the manner prowded by law and notwith-.

| buildings, including surveying and conducting engineering

(2) Any indebtedness incurred under this section must be
in the form of general obligation bonds of the.State of

aggregate ‘outstanding principal amount not to exceed the:

bear rates of interest as may be provided by statute. The full
faith and credit and taxing power of the State of Oregon must
|| be pledged to the payment of the principal, premium, if any,
and interest on the general obligation- bonds; however, the
ad valorem taxing: power of the State of Oregon may not
| be pledged to the payment of the bonds rssued under this
section.

(3) As used in this sectlon.
(a) "Acute |npat|e, C

y” means a llcensed hospi-
dic;i manent facilities
that include inpatient beds, and with.comprehensive medical
services, mcluding physician. services and continuous ‘
nursing services under the supervislon of registered nurses,
to provide dmgnosrs and medical or surglcal treatment pri-
marily for but not limited to acutelyill patients and accident
victims. “Acute inpatient care facility” includes the Oregon
Health and Science Umversrty

(b) “Emetgency services burldlng” means a public bullding
used for fire protection services, a ‘hospital building that |
contains an acute inpatient care facility, a police station, a
sheriff’s office or a similar facility used by a state, county,
district or municipal law enforcement agency. )

SECTION 2, The principal, premium, if-any, interest and
other amounts payable with respect to the general obligation
bonds ‘issued under section 1. of this Article must be
repaid as determined by the Leglslatlve Assembly from the
following sources: i

(1) Amounts appropnated for the purpose by - the
Leglslatrve ‘Assemblyfrom the General Fund, including
taxes; other than ad valorem property taxes, levied to pay the
bonds; .

(2) Amounts allocated for the purpose by the Legislative
Assembly from the proceeds of the State Lottery or from the.
Master Settlement Agreement entered into on November 23,
1998, by the State of Oregon and leading United States
tobacco product manufacturers; and

(3) Amounts appropriated or allocated for the purpose by
the Legislative Assembly from other sources of revenue, -

SECTION 3. General obligation bonds issued under
section 1 of this Article may be refunded with bonds of like
obligation. , .

SECTION 4. The Legislative Assembly may: enact legisla-
tion to carry out the provisions of this Article.

SECTION 5. This Article supersedes conflicting provisions
°| of this Constitution.

__A__BAQ_&I-_\_F_’_I;l_z_ The amendment proposed by this resolu- |
tion shall be submitted to the people for their approval or
| rejection at the next regular general election held throughout
|- this state.

| NOTE: Boldfaced type indicates new Ianguage; [brackets and
jtalic] type indicates deletions or comments.

14 CONTINUED #
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Measure Nn 16

'FEXPLANATORY STATEMENT

Ballot Measure 16 amends the: Oregon ‘Constitution to allow the |
state to issue general ‘obligation bonds to retrofit or reinforée
emergency services buildings to withstand earthquakes. The
aggregate outstanding principal amount of debt incurred. is
capped by the terms. of the measure. The measure requires the
state to pledge its fuII faith and credit to repayment of debt
‘ncurred. The measure directs the Legislative Assembly to repay
the principal, premium, if any, interest and other amounts payable
;| ‘rélated to the bonds from taxes, from lottery proceeds or tobacco
settlement “'moneys _or from ‘other” sources . of revenue. The
Legrslatlve Assembly may .not repay the bonds from property
taxes. The measure authorizes the state to issue general obliga-
tion bonds for refundlng the bonds jssued.

-| The measure; applies. to fire statlons hosprtals pollce statrons
sheriff’s offices or.a similar facility used by a state county, drstrrct
| or munrcrpal law enforcement. agency

The measure authorizes the Legrslatlve Assembly to enact Iegrs-
: ,latron to carry. out the provisions of the measure :

_ C,ommlttee’ Members. S Appomted By:

. Senator Peter Courtney =" President of the Senate

_ Representative Alan Brown © . Speaker of the House .’
Representative-Phil Barnhart - Secretary-of State ..
Representative Tim Knopp - Secretary of ‘State_

Representatrve Janet Carlson Members.of the Commrttee )

(Thrs committee was appornted to pr wde an /mparrlal explanatlon of rhe .
) ballot measure pursuant (] OF!S 251., 15 ) -

N

NO’ ARGUMENTS IN OPPOSITION TO THIS BALLOT"
MEASURE WERE FILED WITH THE SECRETARY OF STATE.

5 ' | " CONTINUED b
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Measure No. 16 Arguments

LEGISLA'I IVE ARGUMENT IN SUPPORT

KES AND OUR FIRE STATIONS
H PITALS LIC ESTATION

It was. just another day in Puget Sound area of Washrngton
“State-on February 28th 2001. Then, at 10:55 a.m. thousands of
‘were jolted by. one of ‘the. largest earthguakes .to strike the
,Pacmc Northwest. . The ground shook and bU|Id|ngs rattled for 40
‘ternfylng seconds ~

: EA

: ~Amazmgly, the. damage was llmlted to Iess than $2 b|l||on dollars
| and only one death (a heart:attack). The 6.8 magnitude of the

: ,earthquake was even larger than the deadly Northridge earth-

~~|.quake.in southern Californiain 1994 WhICh clalmed 57 I|ves
1$40. b)llron in damage ~ t ,

The. dltference? Selsmology experts say although the earth-‘

o] Pu nd by newer buildings that had gone up in recent years,
most of it built to adhere to-newly required seismic building codes.

‘ . Those setsmlc upgrades I|kely saved I|ves and b||||ons of dollars

- That’s why we. thlnk Ballot Measure 16 makes sense. It proV|des
‘moneyta upgrade and reinforce buildings that are now vuinerable

lto.a ‘major. earthquake ~ an: ‘earthguake” that the Oregon

Department of. Geology says ‘will oceur, and could happen at any

. ;tlme

: Many of our hospltals, fire statlons and pol|ce stat|ons aren't
: ~ready for the- damaging effects from earthquakes, Our doctors,

| nurses, paramedlcs, firefighters, and police officers are the people-

‘that we most need in times of a najtural disaster and the buildings
that house them-are critical to our survival. We must make sure
| that our emergency service people are. safe and ready when the
quake hits.. .

| Ballot Measure will not raise: taxes Thls is good". buslness Its

about being prepared. We- -may not be. able to prevent the blg one,.

but we. can be ready forit.

Vote Yes on BaIIot Measure 16 -

 Appointed By:
President of the Senate -

Speaker of the House .
Speaker of the House

Commlttee Members:

Senator Peter Courtney
:Representative Alan Brown
Ftepresentatlve Mark Hass o

quakeswere different in. nature; the damage was minimized in. :
( a. dlsaster

ARGUMEI\IT IN FAVOR

Flre assoc|at|ons support Measure 16'

Events over the past year have shown all too clearly the' |mpor-t
tance of having immediate emergency response capabllrty that |
operates etflcrently, effectlvely and —above all - safely

While we have not seen a large scaIe, catastrophlc earthquake :

eventtnthls region |nanngwh|le expertstell usthatanother“blg L

one” is eventually comlng ‘ )
ltis |mposs|ble to be totally prepared for th|s kind of d|saster The

potential is significant for i ln]ury, property damage and lossof life.

As emergency responders, it -is our. duty to see to it that we ‘are.
as prepared as possible and that we take all reasonable steps to
protect the safety of you, the citizens we serve. One critical aspect

of emergency preparedness is ensuring that' our emergency |
response factlrtles are abIe to functlon lmmedlately follownng such

The fact is, however there are about 3 500 structures around the
state that need to be evaluated for seismic vulnerablltty many
of which will require rehabilitation to ensure that they remain
standlng and functioning’ afteran earthquake If these facilities fail*
to survive such a disaster, it is possible that ambulances, f|re
engines and other rescue apparatus wrll be unable to respond

- ‘Unfortunately, local Jurtsdrctlons dont have the money for major }

assessment and rehabllltatron projects

Vot|ng yes on BaIIot Measure 16 will prov1de the necessary:«

funding for seismic rehabilitation of - the emergency ‘service

buildings -that .are in the hlghest risk category ng_sj
rovided through the issuance of bon - ]

through an increase in your proper ty taxes!

Please support Ballot Measure 16 With your help, we |I be ready
to help and'to serve — as always ~when' the tlme comes

Oregon State Fire Flghters Council

‘Oregon Fire Chiefs’ Association

Oregon Fire District Dlrectors Assoclatlon

‘(Tms Informatron furnlshed by ‘Ken Armstrong, Oregon Fire 'Chiefs’

Association; Bob L/V/ngsto;r, Oregon State. Fire Flghters CounCII Burton
Weast Oregon Flre Dlstr/ct D/rectors Assoctatlon) : .

( This Joint Leg/slatlve Committee was appointed to provide the legisiative | - ;

k _argument in support of the ballot measure pursuant to ORS 251.245,)

(This space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251.258.) -

The printing of this-argument does not constitute an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the
accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument.

16
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[ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

Measure No

Ballot ‘Measure 16:amends: Oregons Constrtutron to allow

| the state to -issue ‘bonds to retrofit- emergency services
burldrngs to withstand ea thquakes

Screntrsts have recentIy dtscovered that Oregon has experrenced

es in the past earthquakes that are larger than

|.those experrenced frequently in’ California. These Iarge earth-
[;‘quakes occur-on a 30010 '500 year basis.. The question is not if
|QOregon will: experience the wrdeSpread devastation of an-earth-

n the west coast have shown the tmpor-
onse of ‘emergency services, (police, fire
ls) to protect and rescue victims of the

,ke safe- burldrngs These facilities currently house fire, police,
e thquake The ability ot resgue
disaster would be impaired. The

allows the state to-provide funding for these emergency facrlltles
to rdentrfy and retrofrt their hazardous buildings.

e Measure 16 allow he state to. provrde fundrng needed to retro-

fit hazardous police and fire stations and. hospltals which will
prepare the state ‘for a major earthquake :

| « Measure 16 helps the citizens of Oregon to mrnrmrze the losses

from a major earthquake.
“+ *Measure.16 does not raisé taxes.

‘ Vote “YES”.on Measure 16 Protect Oregon’s public satety
4 tacllitles

(Thrs information furnished-by Brad Moyes, Vice Presrdent Strucrural
-\ ‘Engineers Association of Oragon.)

(Thlssf’ace Purchased”” 3500

se is key to Irmmng the casualtres and Ioss :

The‘Orego Department of- Geology and Mineral tndustrresi
estimates a targe earthquake in Oregon could result in 8, 000
0,0(

shertff S, offrces and some hospttals These burldrngs not only.
i d.

abrlrty of hosprtalsto treat patients would be limited. Measure 16

h'ORS 251,255.) -

16 Arguments
| ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

Please Support Ballot Measure 16.:
VOTE YES

Experts belreve it'is only a matter of time until there is a major
earthquake in Oregon In recent years, we, as Oregonians, have -
been made aware, of our local. potential for’ earthquake. with’
examples such as the Sprrng Break Quake, the Klamath Falls. and.
Molalla earthquakes and the more recent one near: Otympra
Washlngton :

Preparing Oregon’s emergency buildings, rncludrng hosprtals )
and fire and police stations, to withstand a major: earthquake is
an:important step. in protectrng Oregomans when such an event 1
occurs, :

Ballot Measure 16 is one step in reaching a goat toinsure that’
emergency services buildings are able to survive to. contrnue o
provide the care and support to Oregonrans whtch wrll be neces-
sary after an earthquake. .

1 with your yes vote on Ballot Measure 16, you encourage thei;'
| efforts already “begun' and: provrde the-means:to ‘continlie“to:
rdentrfy the risks"and needs of'our hospitals and other emergency | -
services structures, to prioritize those needs so that buildings’ wrtli

survive a major earthquake, i

Hospltals and’health systems are ‘a key hnk inthe emergency i
services system and are proud of the rule we play in supporting
our communities durlng any disaster. Your support of Ballot:
Measure 16 will dssist in insuring that we are able to provide the |
emergency care our commumtres deserve.

The Oregon Association of Hosprtals and Health Systems urge :
you to vote yes in support of Ballot Measure 16. i

(This information furnished: by Ken Rut/edge Oregon Assocratron of;
; Hosprtals & Health Systems.)

{ Thls space purchased for $500 In accordance with ORS 251.255.)

’ The prmtrng of t
| ment by:the- State

| The prmtrng of this argument does not constitute an’ ‘endorse-
|'ment by the-State of Oregon, nor-does the' state- warrant the
-| aceuracy or-truth of any statement-made in the argument.

taccuracy or tr[

e — WD
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‘Mfeasure No. 16’;‘Argumen S

g The member unions of the Oregon State Burldlng & Construction
iTrades Council urge you to vote' "YES" on BaIIot Measure 16.

o iSome of Oregons most essenttal facilities - hosprtals police |

Il come na hrgh magnitude earthquake Ballot Measure 16 will
not raise taxes, but rather aliow.a capped amount of bondmg 10,
sure these, burldlngs are safe 2 T

ohce statlons, flre stat|ons |
s, this ‘additionl money

wull provr e,Jobs to Oregomans in these’

| (This space purchased for $500 In accordance with ORS 251.255.)

; ARGUMENT N FAVOR

E)y(perts ‘agree. Oregon ]
-that. will. damage 'and pOSSIbly crumble. many ;key

ifficult economic times. | 1
he.more-than. 30, 000 tramed skilled craftsmen -and: Women of |-

ibe part, of our future If%enacted Measure 16 will make thesei t

K earthquakes present We understand the necessny of upgradmg:
~|.and se|sm|cally strengthenrng these’ lmportant mergency service |:
o 'bulldmgs so they will be in workmg condmon du
e when they are most needed. -

. 'Please jOIFI us in votmg “YES" on Ballot Measure # 6.

- f(Thrs lnformatlon furmshed by Mlke Unger Presrdent Amerlcan Councll of :
K 'Englneerlng Companles of Oregon ) . . |

o Thfsspace purchased | for $500 in facco'rdance Wilh,ORS~251 255)

SUPPORT OLIR EMERGENCY RESPONSE,CAPABILITIES: .

very Ilkely to expene Q.

bunldmgs across the state

personnel to protect us from the. many earthquakes predlcted to: '

those t|mes‘

| [The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse- |
‘| ment by. the State. of Oregon, nor-does the state warrant:the |

‘| The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse- ||.

accuracy or. truth of any statement ,

‘ment by the State of Oregon, nor. d es the state warrant the'l '

' acecuracy .or truth of any statement:made in the argument,

ORI
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Measure No. 16 Arguments

“of the Assocrated General |
Chapter urge you to. protect your
teYES on Measure 16 Lo '

“Through' Iocal property tax. measures, bondlng programs, and'al PSR
‘myriad of other sources, Oregonians have invested: millions of | =~
dollars into’ police, fire, and other emergency. response facilities. |~ .. ..
'AGC contractors urge you to protect that investment by ensuring | "
“the proper. seismic study. and rehabilitation of emergency services | "

| facilities. The: upfront:investment WI|| save taxpayers mllIrons in

* .| reconstruction.costs down the road.” N AT

! :,Measuretﬁ aresponSIble approach to ensurrng the vrabrlrty of o
-| emergenc 18! onse: personnel rmmedlately followrng an: earth-, O S

kThe 1200 member 'com
Contractors Oregon -Colum
,rnvestment a d safetyrkand

-Protect your rnvestment Protect your safety Jorn wrth the mem-
*. | bersof the: Associated: Gerieral ContraCtors Oregon Columbla
Chapter and. VOTE YES ON MEASURE 16, . .

[N This space purch‘asedk for $500 In accorda

The. pnntmg of this argument does not con
| | ment by the State of Oregon, nor does:
accuracy or truth of any statement made n
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Measure No. 17

‘House' Jomt Resolutron 16——~Referred to the Electorate of Oregon
.| by the 2001 Legtslature to be voted on at the General Election,
: November5 2002 - L

|BALLOTTITLE

B ‘TEXT OFMEASURE
Oregon.

N :State of Oregon is amended to read:
. Sec. 8

--{ following the reapportionment to the date of the election.
| 18 years of age.
| been conwcted of a felony during:"

(a). The term of ‘office of the person as a Senator or
] Hepresentatlve or

. | person was elected,

5 .Representative if that person has been convicted of a felony and

i superwsron and payment of a monetary obllgatton |mposed as.all
| -orpartof a sentence;

- Constltutlon

term of office: during which the person is 1ne|rgtble and,

}pnor to the explratlon of the term of offlce durmg WhICh the

Srnhabrtant of any district.

. . (1) No person shall be a Senator or Ftepresentatrve'
| who'at the time of election is not a citizen of the. United- States; |
"+ | nor anyone’who has not been for one year next preceding the |

1-election an inhabitant of the district- from which the. Senator. or |
. | Representative may be chosen. However, for purposes of the
-, | ‘general election next following the -operative date of an “appor- |
tionment under section 6 of this- Article, the person- ‘must have | ' Representative Carl Wllson
--|-beenan. inhabitant of the d|str|ct from January 1 of the ‘year:| ’

(2)-Senators and Ftepresentatrves shall be at least [twenty one] '

(8) No person shall be a Senator or Representatlve who has’
| ballot measure pursuant to ORS 251.215. )

- (b) The.period beginning on the date of the. eIectlon at whtch: :
the person was elected o the office of Senator or Representative .
| and .ending on the first day of the term of office’ to which the

"~ {4) No person is eligible to. “be eIected as a Senator or |
| has not completed the sentence received for the conviction prior -
to the date that person would take office if elected. As used in-

- | this subsection, “sentence received for the conviction” includes a |-
- | term of |mprrsonment ‘any per|od of probation or post-prison:

(5)- NotW|thstand|ng sectlons 11 and A5, Artlcle IV of this™ o

(a) The office of a- Senator or: Ftepresentatlve conwcted of a
felony during the term to which the ‘Senator -or° Reprasentative
was elected or appointed- shall b CO acant on the date the
Senator or’ Ftepresentatlv isi¢ ( SRR § L Vo :

(b) A person elected ta'the
and. convicted of a felony during the

Sénatoror Fte‘presentative
iod begmnrng onthe date |

| of the election and ending on the first day.of the term of office to

which the person was elected shall be ingligible to take office and
the offlce shall become vacant on the flrst day of the next term of |

“office.

. (8) Subject to subsectlon (4): of this sectron a person who is |

‘ineligible to be:a. Senator onr: Ftepresentatlve under subsectton (3)

of this section:may:
+(a) Be.a Senator | or Ftepresentatlve after the explratron .of the_

(b) Be a candidate for the office of Senator.or Ftepresentatrve

e AHAQRAPH 2. The amendment proposed by thIs resolu-
tion shall be submitted to-the people for their approval or
rejection at the next regular general electlon held throughout
th|s state. . , .

NO TE: Boldfaced type |nd|cates new Ianguage [brackets‘andf k

al /ta//c] type lndlcates deletlons or comments

‘, Be It Resolved by the Legislatlve Assembly of the State of; EXPLANATORY STATEMENT
R | The: Oregon Const|tut|on proV|des that a person must be at

ARAQRAPH 1. Sectron 8, Article’lV of the Constltutron of the : .
|- Representatives - of . the Oregon Legislative Assembly Ballot;

-Measure 17 lowers the minimum"age of service to 18 years of

‘least 21 years of age to sérve in the Senate or. House of

.age. Under the measure, a person at least 18 years of age will be ‘
eI|g|b|e to serve |n the Leglslatrve Assembly.

~ Committee Members. ;
~Senator: Charles Starr -

Appolnted By

" President of the Senate
Speaker of the House
Secretary of State
Secretary of State .

. Members of the Commlttee

' Representative Betsy Johnson
‘Representative Wayne Krleger
Michael Howden

(This committee was appomted fo prowde an rmpart/al explanat/on of the

20
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Measure No. 17 Arguments

LEGISLATIVE ARGUMENT IN SUPPORT

‘ f}BaIIot Measure 17 lowers the minimum age “to serve in the
_Oregon Legislative Assembly from*21-to 18. The measure does .

| not change any other requrrements for service in'the legistature.
| This is a constitutional change that requ|res voter approval :

) :Passage of- BaIIot Measure 17 would not guarantee that any
| 18-year-oid wouId be elected, any more than current law guaran-

{|"offers the ~opportunity. for young people to engage in the political
k | olds are eligible to vote, serve their country in the military, and run

o t18-year~olds to run for and serve in their. Ieglslatures

B the|r partrcnpatron :
age a "yes” vote on Ballot Measure 17

Appointed By
President of the Senate
Speaker of'the House
Speaker of the House

| Senator Charles Starr ;
Representatrve Vicki. Walker :
Ftepresentatrve Cart ‘rlson

< | argument in support of the: ballot measure pursuant to ORS 25 1. .245) - -

| tees that any person of any age is elected. Ballot Measure 17
{"process if they so choose. This is an issue of fairness, as 18-year--

| for some local elective offices. Nineteen other states already- altow :

(This Joint Leglslat/ve Commrttee was appornted to prowde the leglslatlvek

" | Oregon citizens-age 21 and older: the right to stand

| As statewide Ieaders weé have strrved to mvolve
) Oregonlans in_the political process. Passing measure
giving 18,19, and 20 year-olds another avenue for crvrc €

‘| ment can only strengthen our state .

| 'Neil Goldschmidt - -
| Barbara’ Roberts -

[ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

‘Ballot measure 17 is an lmportant step. for Oreg
: you will join us m ‘voting “YES” on this measu

‘At age 18,. young ‘people’ serve in the mlhtar
‘make -fundamental political decisions’ by. voting
candidates: ‘From Portland ‘to- Grants. Pas
Pendleton, 18, 19, and: 20 year-olds can.run fo
and- «city councils.. Yet, . unlike ‘the 17 .other.
‘California and Washington, that allow,citizens to'be
| ‘age 18; young people in Oregon are prevented
N B Ftepresentatlves and Senators in Salem

| We must encourage young people to part|C|pate in the|r commu—‘
| nities and their government. By-allowing 18,19, and 20 year-olds -
" |10 run for: the-legislature, we can send-a‘message that.young-
i people are important to- the polltrcal process and that we welcome“

‘years of age, to be eligible to serve in the State Legi
does not-guarantee a-seat for ‘any of them. Rath

| is most qualtfled to represent their community.. -

Please vote YES on measure 17
"Former Governors e R
Mark O. Hatfleld ‘

OREGON GOVERNORS, DEMOCRAT AND R
SUPPORT BALLOT MEASURE 17 t

Measure 17 opens the door.to young Oregomans ;

these: adults with the - same opportunity currentl

and let voters make their own ‘decision ‘abotit the candtd

Victor Atryeh

( This ‘inlar'm'ation‘ furnished by Jake Oken-Berg, Yes On 17 Committeg.

* (This space purchased for $500 In accordarice with ORS 251.255.)
The printing of this argument does not constitute an-endorse-
‘ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the ‘state warrant the
accuracy ortruth of any statement made in the argument
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| Areall 20—year—old

Measure No 17 Arguments

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR_

‘ Vote for Measure 17 for Voters Choice
Dear Fellow Oregonians:

: :Thls measure was born when | was" meetlng with a- group of

‘students at Portland: Communlty College: One student asked me
*1'why he could not serve in the legislature because he was not yet

| 21. Frankly, until'{ was asked the question, | was unaware that the |- : ) -
|- 18,19, ‘and 20 year-olds are adults. They serve in the |
‘ mtlttary, pay taxes, and vote. They should have the rrght to run
for office and let voters decide who'is qualtfted ‘ ‘

Oregon Constrtutron set. an age limit for Iegtslatlve service,

|1 told the student that it d|d not seem rrght to me and. promrsed to

i :[-look into the issue. The result was that 1 introduced a bill that

-+| passed the Iegtslature o refer th|s Constttutlonal Amendment to
| the people of Oregon. ™ :

| The. reason that | rnltlated thls measure was because | belleve in’

: ;srmp]e farrness and ! belleve in provrdmg chotces to voters.

There'is no age:requirement to be Oregon's ‘Attorney

| iand 20-year—olds 1o the Iegtslature if they wish.

| tolet: voters decrde who they want to represent them.

or she should represent them in the legislature, 1 do not believe
0 ‘that the candtdates age should keep those. voters from electlng
~ _hrm orher. '

o ‘Smcerely, o

i ~Bi|| Bradbury .
- Oregon Secretary of State

o (This lntormatlon furmshed by BI// Bradbury, Oregon Secretary of State. )

(This space‘ purchased for $500 In accordance with ORS 251.255,)

L OREGON LEGISLATORS VOTING YES ‘ON MEASURE 17

'| Attorney General, and' State Treasurer. These. same adu!ts:

Across the state, from Portland to Pendleton, 18,19, and 20~

o age requrrement to h°|d my: offtce as your Secretaryk ‘same adults should be able to serve inour State Legrslature

, Treasurer, Supenntendent of Publlc lnstructron orv‘

|- Young adults often feel drsconnected from the polttrcal process .

1 belteve that voters should have the optlon of electlng 18 19- : ;They should be gtven every opportunlty to partlclpate dlrectly

u ahfred 10 serve in the Iegrslature’7 Probably
" 4| not; but neither are ll 40-year-olds “That's why we have electtons
: | will brmg fresh tdeas to the Oregon State Legis|ature

: ilf a candidate can; make a compellmg argument o voters that he‘

- State Leg|s|ators, Democrat and Ftepubllcan, overwhelm-

‘ ‘Please 1otn wuth me in supportmg Measure 17,to ensure that‘

| voters have the right to choose from all the candidates. | ~ Seventeen states (including Washington; Calrfornta, Idaho, |

| -- Several 18 19, and 20 year-olds setve in state iegislatures

: PLEASE JOIN USIN VOTING YES ON MEASURE 17:

| State Representative Carl Wilson (R-Grants Pass) .
| State Representative Bruce Starr (R- Htllsboro)

| State Senator Tom Hartung (R-Cedar Mill
| State Senator Kate Brown (D- Portiand)

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

A message from Oregon ate Legislators:

Oregon. Legtslators overwhelmmgly voted to refer Measure
17 to the baIIot Why shou|d you vote yes on 17? N

irn"~

- 18, 19 and: 20 year-olds can run for Secretary of State :

should be ehglble to,serve as your state representatlve
year-olds can run for school boards and city: counclls These 1:

En ment:

in our democracy

Age ‘alone is not a. good tndlcator of ablllty to serve in a
posrtlon of responsrbtltty Exceptional 18, 19, and 20.year-olds |.

cr egtbtllty

ingly voted to send measure 17 to the voters. In’ fact there
were only three “no” votes in the entire Senate. .

and Montana) allow 18-20 year-olds to run for the State
Legrslature : .

across the country. These accomplished adults work on
complex policy legislation, and‘effectlvely represent. their
constituents. They bring .a unique perspectlve that is.
appreclated by their fellow representatrves e .

State Representatrve Steve March {D- Portland)

‘State Representative Dan Gardner {D-Portland) |

State Senator Rick Metsger (D-Welches)

State Senator’ Lenn Hannon (R-Ashland)
Questions? Visit www.YesOn17.com -

(This‘:information furnished by Jake Oken-l;'!erg, Yes On 17 Commitiee.) .

8,

(This space purchased for $500 in accardance with ORS 251.255.)

‘| ment by the ‘State of Oregon nor does the state warrant the
)| |accuracy- or truth of any statement made in the argument

| The printing of this argument does not cohstitute an endorse- |

The printing of this argument does not.constitute-an endorse- R
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the | |
accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument )
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Measure No. 17’}1Arguments
TARGUVENT N FAVOR [ARGUMENT IN OPPOSITION

LET ALL ADULTS‘HUN ‘FOR THE OREGON LEGISLATURE . Measure 17 Vlolates Basrc Blble Teachtn
' PLEASE VOTE YES ONBALLOTMEASURE17 |~ OldTestament Law

) Ballot Measure 17 will mend the:Oregon Constltutlon to Iower The Blble places a tremendous emphasrs on,
“|:the age’ requrrement for service’in the Oregon Leglslature from21 | wisdom. One was a “child,” 'under parental authority,

1o 18 years of age. A bipartisan:vote. of the Oregon Leglslature : (Num 1 2- 30ff 1429 26:2; Ex 30 14; 38:26;.2
‘referred th|s measur 0:the" voters.i. - . ) ) Y

18,19, 20 YEAR OoLDS ARE ADULTS

iyes will ‘allow the rare, extra-’f, )\ newc
the same: opportunlty to run for

they are fully welcome to- partlclpat‘ ,
o ,polltical process in Qregon In a time.w
~ Ty

-odir great Legis|ators, we urge a No- vote on Measure 17,:_ Cal

Prepared by. the Parents ‘Education Assomatlon a family- based e
biblical alternative to the National Educatlon Assocrat|on :
See all our Ballot Measure recom

: T WWWL peapac org

: ( ThIS lnformar/on furn/shed by Dennls R. Tuun Parents Educatron Assn )

R (Thrs space purchased far $500 m accardance wlth ORS 25 1 255 ) '

| [The pnntmg of this argument does not constltute an endorse—
1 ‘ T ment.by the State. of Oregon;. nor-does'the state'warrant the:
| accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument 'R :accuracy or truth of any statement ‘made in the argument
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IR House Jomt Resolutlon 45~Referre to.the: Electorate‘of Oregon
| by the 2001 Leglslature to be voted on. at the General Electlon
] November5 2002

ITexT OF MEASURE

) Be
Oregon-

- :the State of Oregon, is amended to read:

Sec. 11. (1)(a ) For the tax year beginning July1 1997, each‘ ‘
‘|'unit of property. in this state shall have a maximum:assessed:

| value for ad valorem property tax purposes that does not exceed -
0 property 1ax purp | tax - year beglnnrng July 4,

| ad: valorem. property taxes |mposed for the tax year beglnnlng o
July 1, 1994; -

. | the property’s real market value for the tax year beg|nn|ng July 1,

-1 1995, reduced by 10 percent.

| - (b)For tax years beginning after July 1, 1997 the propertys
1 maximum assessed value shall not increase by more than three

percent from the previous tax year. :

1 (o) NotW|thstand|ng paragraph (a) or (b) of this subsect|on
| property shall be valued at the ratio.of average maximum

: assessed value to average real market value of property located

| inthe area if which the property is located that is within the same -

‘ property class, if on or afterJuly 1, 1995:

- (A) The property is new property or. new |mprovements to

. property

1. (B)The property is partltloned or. subdwrded

" {C) The. property |s rezoned and used consnstently wnth the
| rezoning;

(D) The property is’ f|rst taken rnto account:. as omltted

: property,

(E) The property becomes drsqualrfled from exemptlon partlal K

1 exemptlon or.special assessment; or.

~ (F). A'lot line ‘adjustment is ‘made with respe;:t to the property, ‘
except that the total assessed value:of.all- property affected by a
" | lot line.adjustment shall not ‘exceed:the total maximum assessed
vaIue of the affected property under paragraph (a) or. (b) of thls

Resolved by the Legislatlve Assembly of the State ofk*

1998, or July 1, 1997 (or, if appllcable forthe tax year beglnnm

(d) Property shall be valued under paragraph (c) of thls sub-
ion onIy for the flrst tax year in whrch the changes descrrbed

a) and-the limit of paragraph
orif newly elrglble for partlal‘: exemptron or spe

1
Artlcle but not takrng into: accountBallot*Measure 47 (1996) for. :
/| the tax year beginning July 1; 1997, ;

-(B) The ad valorem- property taxest be reduced under sub-

| paragraph‘{A) of this' paragraph:are-those taxes that would have |
| been: imposed under- repealed sections : 11°or: 11a of:this Article .
1 (1995 Edition). or ‘section 11b of this~ Article; as modified- by i
'subsection (11). of - this “section;” other:than taxes descrlbed in|
| subsection (4); (5); (6) or. (7).0f this.section, taxes imposed to pay |
"| 'bonded indebtedness described in sectioni 11b of this Article, as |

ARAQRAPH 1. Sect|on 11, Article XI of the Constltutlon of:

modified’ by paragraph (d). of subsection (11) of this. section, or
taxes described-in section 1¢; Article. IX of this Constitution.
(C) it'shall be the pollcy ‘of this state t d|str|bute the reductlons !
caused by this paragraph s0 as to reflect; - . .
(i)' The lesser of .ad valorem’ property taxes lmposed for- the
1995, reduced by 10 percent, or

(ii) Growth in-new. value under subparagraph (A), (B), ( ), (D )~‘
or (E) of paragraph (c) of subsection (1) of this section, as added
to.the assessment and tax rolls for the tax year beginning July 1, I

July 1, 1995); and .
- (iiiy Ad valorem property taxes authorlzed by voters to be:
imposed: in tax years beginning on or after July. 1, 19986, ‘and |-

imposed according to that author|ty for the tax year beglnnrng?

July 1,1997.
(D) it shall be the pollcy of this’ state and the local tax|ng

dlstrrcts of this state to prioritize public safety and publlc education |
1in respondrng to the reductions caused by this ‘paragraph while
‘minimizing the loss of decuslon maklng control of IocaI taxrng .
| districts. i

(Ey If the total value for the tax year beglnnmg July1 1997 of
addrtlons of value descrlbedm subparagraph (A) B ) (C) (D )

2?4 B

“CONTINUED
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| (c) of subsection (1) of this section), then any ad valorem property
| taxes attributable to the excess. above four percent shall-reduce
‘| .the dollar amount-of the reduction described in subparagraph (A)
| ‘of this-paragraph. .

1. (b) For the tax year-beginning July 1,.1997, the ad valorem
| property -taxes that were reduced under. paragraph: (a) of this
“subsection shall be, rmposed on.the assessed value:of property
1.in a local.taxing. drstrrct as provided. by. law, and the rate of the
ad valorem property taxes imposed under this paragraph shall be

property: taxes rmposed by the-district- for tax years beginning
| after July 1,:1997, except as provrded in subsectron (5) of this
section.

ad valorem. property taxes for any tax.year beginning on or
after July: 1,1990, and. that seeks to |mpose ad valorem property

questron The rate limit approved under-: this sub-
rshall serve as the district’s permanent rate limit under
~paragraph (b).of this subsection,
| .1 B) A.local taxing district described in thrs paragraph may

divrde its district into tax'zones and establish limits on the
| rate of ad valorem property.tax to be imposed by the district.
The rate limits established under: this.subparagraph shall
serve as the district’s permanent rate limits. Each rate limit
shall: be applicable to the tax zone for which it was_estab-
lished. Tax zones and rate limits may be establrshed under
this subparagraph only:if: . #.

(i) At the time the election is held; each proposed tax zone
i st five percent of the voters-of the local taxing
-district seeking to establish the zones;and .
|--:.(ii) The measure proposing the tax zones and rate Iimrts is

approved by a majority. of voters in each proposed tax zone.
[(B)] (C) The voter participation: requirements described in
‘| subsection (8)..of this :section apply to an  election . urider: this
paragraph.

merge; the limit on the rate of ad. valorem property tax to-be
imposed- by the consolidated: or merged district shall be the rate
.{-that .would produce the $ame tax revenue as the-local -taxing
: 1d|strrcts would have cumutatrvely produced in the.year. of consoli-

Operty tax-to: be rmposed by -each |ocal taxrng

A ragraph (b) of this subsection:prior to division;
y spraragraph (A) of this  paragraph,: the

| .law:and rounded as.p
| ..(9) Urban renewal-
| imposed'as provided in:s
. and may. not-be rmposed un
.|+ {h) ‘Ad -valorem property,

shall be.subject to-the limitations
Article, as modified by subsect

(4)a )(A)Aiocal taxing: distri
Jimpose:a. !ocal optron ad: valore

100! district may
at exceeds the

't ‘approval of a majority of the voters voting or
| ++(B) The:Legislative Assembly may: '
school district to impose a local option ad va
-otherwise: provided:under this subsection.
“(b) A levy imposed pursuant to. legislation:e

% tJuly 1, 1997 (before takrng into account the additions of. valuef
: descrrbed in subparagraph (A), (B}, (C), (D) or (E) of paragraph -

| section (8) of this section apply to an election .
ject to -reduction and: limitation under paragraphs (a

the local taxing district’s permanent limit.on the rate.of ad valorem |-

(c)(A).A:local taxing:district.that has not [prevrously] rmposed |

| ernment charter provision that was in effect on December 5
-(d) If two or more local taxrng drstrrcts seek to consohdate or;

value.

ad.valorem property taxes described in'this paragraph shall.be
ion shalibe the same as the local taxing district's

| subparagraph. (A) of this paragraph permits the ad. valorem

-amended by subsection (11) of this section.-

‘lished under paragraph (b) of subsection (3) of this section-shall

s | rate of ad valorem property tax of local taxing districts other than

subsectron may be rmposed for no more than
that-a.levy for.a capital project-may-be imposed for’
the lesser of the expected useful life of the caprtal
years..

(c) The voter partrcrpatron requirements descl

subsection. - .
(5)(a) Any portion of a local taxrng district levy shall

subsection (3) of this section if that portion.of the
repay: -

(A) ‘Principal - and rnterest for-any bond
December.5; 1996, and secured by a pledge:or
ment of ad valorem property taxes or a covenant
ad valorem property taxes;

committed; or that are secured by a covenant to lev

ad valprem ‘property taxes,
' (C) ‘Principal and:inierest: for any bond .issued: to*ref

oblrgatron descrrbed in subparagraph (A) or (B) of this parag

limitations rmposed under section 11b-of this Artrcle as mo
by‘subsection (11).0f this section.~
[(c)(A). As used-in this subsection, ‘local government pe
and drsabrlrty plan obligations that commrt ad valorem;p

ad valorem property taxes has been committed by a local g

and, if in effect on December 5, 1996, as amended: thereafter.

(B) The rates of ad:valorem property taxes described:i
paragraph may be adjusted so. that the maximum allowable rate |
is ‘capable’of raising ‘the revenue.that the fevy would have.been’]
authorized to raise if applied to property valued at real market

(C) Notwrthstandrng subparagraph (B) of this paragraph ‘f

taken into account for purposes of .the limitations in section.11b of |
this Article, as modified by subsection (11) of this section.
(D) If ‘any proposed. amendment to-a charter described in |.

property tax-levy for local government pension and disability plan
obligations to. be increased, the amendment: must be approved
by 'voters ‘in an election. The -voter participation requirements
described in subsection (8) of this section apply. to. an election
under . this subparagraph.. No. amendment  to: any: charter
described _in this paragraph may cause ad valorem property.| .
taxes to-exceed the limitations of section 1.1b ‘of this Article, as-

(d) If the levy described in this subsection was a:tax base or
other permanent continuing levy, other thana levy imposed for the
purpose described in subparagraph (D) of paragraph. (a). of this
subsection, prior to the effective date of this section, for the tax
year followrng the repayment.of debt described in this subsection
the local taxing district's rate of ad valorem property tax estab-

be increased: to the rate that would have been in effect had
the levy not been excepted from the reduction described in sub-
section- (3).of this section. No: adjustment-shall be made to-the

the district imposing a levy under this subsection,
(e) I thrs subsection would -apply to a levy described in

" CONTINUED B
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| 1997-1998,

' | in'paragraph;(d) of subsection (11)of this. section.
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s o

timposlng
( provrsrons of thls subsectlon The

:, otherthah a crty,mcounty or school d|str|ct that is used to: support
hosprtal tacrltty shall not. be. subject to the reductton descnbed

| the tax year, s ‘established by law."

'retrred property

~(11) ‘For- purposes: of th|s sectlon and for purposes of rmple-f?
mentlng the:limits‘in-section 1 1b of this Artlcle in tax years begrn~ :
nrng ‘on or after July 1,:1997: ‘ -
(a)(A) The real market value of property shall be the amount in |

‘| cash that could reasonably be expected to be paid by.aniinformed

buyer to an informed seller, sach acting without ‘eompulsion inan.
arm’s:length transaction occurting: as of the assessment date for' ,

- (B) The Legislative Assembly shall enact laws to adjust the real )
market value. of property to reflect a substantlal casualty loss of,
value after the assessment date. . |

(b)The $5 (public school system) and $10 (other government)'

n’| limits on‘property taxes per $1,000 of real market value described’|
Lin subsectton (1) of section 11b of this Article shall be determined.

“.. -|'on-the basis of property taxes imposed’ m each geographlc area:

"and

in thrs paragraph shall be: treatedT
opetty.tax.under subsection. (4) of
1 does not apply to levies described:in

‘or-to‘levies to pay bonded indebted-
11b of th|s Artlcle as modmed by sub-’

)
| (8) An electton descnbed in subsectron (3), (4) (5)(c)(D) (7)(a),
|or(c) or (11) of this’ sectron shaII authorlze the matter upon WhICh

‘ east 50- percent 0 eglstered voters el|g|ble to vote in the
) electroncast a ballot; or’.
(B) The' electron IS a general electton rn an even- numbered'

i +(9) The Leglslatlve Assembly shall replace, from the states

'General Fund, revenue lost by the public school system because
!|'of the limitations ofthis section. The amount-of the replacement

| reverue shall not be less than the total replaced in flscal year

(10)(a) As 1 in thrs sectton ) A
A “Improvements™ ‘includes new constructron reconstructton
‘| major additions, . remodeling; ‘renovation:. and: rehabtlltatron
- ,mcludmg installation, but does not include” minor constructlon or
ongoing. maintenance and repair.:’
| (By“Ad valoreni property tax” does' not |nclude taxes lmposed
:| to-pay- prrncrpal and interest on ‘bonded indeptedness descnbed

{b) In.calculating the -addition’ to value for new property and

f“1990 OF i

‘bonded indebtedness -i

| improvements, the amount added shall ‘be net of the value of

' taxed by the same local taxing districts.

~=(c)(A)-All property taxes describedjn this sectron are subject to'; '
the fimits described in paragraph (b) of this subsectton except for{

‘a | taxes described:in paragraph (d) of this:subsection; *

(B)- If property -taxes -exceed-the" limitations |mposed underz

4e|ther category of local taxrng drstrtct under paragraph (b) of thlSv
“subsection: - ;

(i) Any local optlon ad valorem property taxes |mposed underﬁ'

'th|s subsection 'shall'be " proportionally ‘reduced by those “local-
‘[taxing districts: within. the category that rs rmposrng local optron{
'ad valorem property:taxes;.and - ‘

(it After local option ad valorem property taxes havebeen e||m—‘

, tnated all other ad valorem property taxes shall be proportionally | = - -
‘| reduced:by those ‘taxing drstrrcts wrthm the ategory, untlI the§
limits are no.longer exceeded. :

(C) The percentages used to make the: proportlonal reducttons;

**|'under-‘'subparagraph: (B) . of thrs paragraph shall be calculated;
’ -separately for each-category.: ’ : :

(d) Bonded indebtedness; the taxes of whlch are n;ot subject toi,

: llmttatton under th|s sectron or sectuon 11b of thls Artlcle consrstsﬁ

of; i
(A) Bonded rndebtedness authorlzed by a prowsron of thrsﬁ

‘Constitution; -

(B) Bonded 1ndebtedness |ssued on or before November 6

(C) Bonded |ndebtedness : Sl R
(i) lncurred for: caprtal constructron or caprtal rmprovements )

(u)(l)y If tssued after November 6 1990 and approved prror to:

‘December 5, 1996, the issuarice of which has been. approved by:

a. majority. of voters voting on’ ‘the questlon OF it :
+ (11):1f. approved by:voters ‘after December 5, 1996 the rssuance
of which has been approved by a majority-of: voters voting on the
question in an election that is in compliance:with:thé voter partici--
pation‘requirements’in subsection (8):of this section. ’
(12) Bonded. indebtédness deseribed in-subsection (11)’ of thts‘
section includes bonded indebtedness:issued to refund bonded:

indebtedness described:insubsection (11) of this'section.

~ (13) As used-in subsection-(1 1) of this section, with respect to-
ed-onor- after December 5 1996 {
“capital construction” and “capital improvements”:: . -
(a) Include public safety and law. enforcement vehtcles wnh a;
prOjected useful life of f|ve years or more and o R
(b) Do not include: O ! R
(A) Maintenance and repalrs the need for wh|ch could reason-'

-ably be anticipated. -

(B). Supplies and equrpment that are not lntrrnsw to the';

'structure

((14)-Ad valorem property taxes lmposed to pay pnnmpal andf

'|nterest on bonded _tndebtedness described in section’ 11b.of this

Article, as ‘modified by subsection (11) of this section, shall-be’
imposed-on thefasSes‘sed value of the property determined under:
this section- or, ‘in’the case ofspecially ‘assessedproperty, as.

.otherwise provided: by Iaw or as limited by thts sectlon whlchever
|'is applicable: -

(15) .If ad valorem’ property taxes ‘are dIVlded as. provrded?
in sectron 1c, Artrcle IX of this Constrtutlon |n ‘order to fund. a-

26°

CONTUED.




Official 2002 General Election Voters Pamphlet—-Statewnde Measures

Measure No. 18

i :redevelopment or urban renewal project, then nofwnhstandlng
| -subsection (1) of this section, the ad valorem property taxes
‘levied against the increase shaII be used exclusively to pay any
: lndebtedness |ncurred for the redevelopment or urban renewal
E 1pr01ect O
1-(16) The Leglslatrve Assembly shall ‘enact laws that allow
‘collection of ad valorem property taxes sufficient to pay, when
-due, indebtedness incurred to “carry out ‘urban renewal plans
-existing on December 5, 1996. These collections shall cease when

*|'the indebtedness is. paid. Unless excepted from limitation under-

" |-section 11b of this Article, as modified by subsection (11) of this
| 'section, nothing in this subsection shall be construed to remove
| ad valorem property taxes levied against the ‘increase from the
;dollar limits in paragraph (b) of subsection (11) of this section. .
+(17)(a) If; in‘an election on November 5, 1996, voters approved
‘| a'new tax base for a local taxing district under repealed section
t11 of this Article (1995 Edition) that was, not to go into effect until

‘the tax year beginning July 1, 1998, the local taxing district's per- )
‘| manent. rate limit under subsectlon (3) of ‘this section shall be .

recalculated for the tax year beginning on July 1, 1998, to reflect:
* (A).Ad valorem property taxes that would have been imposed

) ' had repealed sectron 1 of this Artlcle (1995 Edition) remalned in |
: effect and

“B) Any other permanent contlnumg levnes that would have
been ‘imposed under repealed section 11-¢f this Article (1995

o Edltlon), as reduced by subsection (3) of this section. - }
* (b) The rate limit determined under this subsection shall be the-

T focal taxing district's permanent rate lrmrt for tax years begmnrng
| on or after July 1, 1999, -

*(18). Section 32 Artlcle I, and sectlon 1, Artlcle lX of thrst

,Constrtutlon, shall not apply fo this section.

ablllty of local taxing ‘districts to impose new or ‘additional fees,

taxes, assessments or other charges for the purpose of using the.
proceeds as’ alternatlve sources of funding to make up for ad’

valorem property tax revenue reductions caused. by the initial

implementation of this section; "unless the new or additional fee,
tax, assessment or other charge is approved by voters. :

: (b). This subsectlon shall not apply to new or additional fees,

- "taxes, assessments or other charges for a government product or

| service that a person;

R May IegaIIy obtarn from a source other than government
and . -

1..:(B) ls reasonably able to “obtain from a source other than

government :

{¢) 'As used | in this subsectlon, ‘new or additional fees taxes,
| assessments or other charges” does not include moneys received
| by a.local taxmg district-as: :

1~ «(A) Rent or lease payments, : )

(B) Interest, dividends, royalties or other |nvestment earnlngs,

(C) Fines, penalties and unitary assessments;

(D) Amounts charged to-and paid- by. another unit of govern—

ment for| products, services or property, or

. (E) Payments derived from a contract entered into by the local
taxing district as a proprietary function of the local taxing district.

(d) This subsection does not apply to a local taxing district that, :
| derived less than 10 percent | of the local taxing district’s operating |

revenues from ad valorem property . taxes, other than ad valorem
*| property taxes imposed to pay bonded mdebtedness durlng the
jflscal year ending June 30, 1996. -

() An election under this subsectron need not comply WIth the [
voter partlcrpatlon reqwrements descnbed m subsectlon (8) of.

k | this sectio

(20 If any prov1ston of thrs sectlon is determlned to be uncons

. “stitutional ‘or. otherwise invalid, the remalnlng provnsrons shaII
‘contlnue |n fulI force and effect. - * -

ARAgRAPH 2. The amendment proposed by this reso- |

lution shall be submitted to the people for their approval or

rejection at the next regular general electlon held throughout :

h thls state

‘ :NOTE Boldfaced type mdlcates new language [brackets and

'|mposed by the Oregon Constrtutlon

that has not ‘imposed property taxes at any time. on or after

‘of the voters of each proposed zone approve the rate limits.

upermanent rate I|m|t are met.

‘| {This committee was appolnted fo prowde an impartial explanat/on of the

EXPLANATORY STATEMENT

Ballot Measure 18 amends the Oregon Constltutlon to allow local
taxing districts that have not imposed property taxes for any.tax
year beginning onor after July 1,"1990, to ask district voters to
establish a permanent property tax rate limit for-the district, or to
establish tax zones within the district, each zone with a different
tax rate limit. This, measure does not change tax rate Ilmrts

At present, countres school districts and most cmes and other
local governments raise revenue through property taxes. These |
local governments are also known as taxing districts. Current law
has established a permanent rate limit for each taxing district that
imposed property taxes as of 1997. The Oregon Constitution |
generally proh|b|ts a‘taxing district from imposing property taxes
at a rate that is greater than the district's permanent. rate limit.
Only certain temporary property taxes that require voter. -approval
are not subject to a district's permanent rate limit. Under current
law, only a taxing district that has never before levied property
taxes may- ‘ask voters to establish a permanent rate limit, .

Under Ballot Measure 18, a ‘taxing district could ask d|str|ct o

voters to establish a permanent rate-limit for the-district if the
district has not levied property taxes for any tax year beginning on
or after-July 1, 1990. As under current law, the rate limit would
be established only if a majority of voters approve the rate limit
and either a majority of voters participate in the electlon or the
election is a general electron ‘ :

Current law permits - some taxrng dlstrlcts to drvrde drstrlctf

" (19)(a) The Legislative Asserﬁbly shall ‘by ' statute limit’ thef territory into zones and impose property taxes at different rates -

within those zones. Ballot Measure 18 authorizes a taxing district

July 1, 1990, to divide its district into tax zones. The measure | -
would aIIow the taxing district to ask voters to establish perma- |
nent rate limits for each proposed zone. Under the measure, zone
permanent rate limits would be established only if each proposed
zone contains at least five percent of district voters, a majority:

and the other voting requirements for estabhshmg a dlstnchIde -

,Appointed By:

President of the Sénate-
Speaker of the House -
‘Secretary of State
Secretary of State
Members of the Committee

. Commlttee Members

* Senator Bev Clamno -
Representative Tim Knopp
Dave Hunnicutt
Paula Krane

_Dennis Luke .

ballot measure. pursuant to ORS 251.215.)

-NO ARGUMENTS, OTHER THAN
THE LEGISLATIVE ARGUMENT IN SUPPORT, -
WERE FILED WITH THE SECRETARY OF STATE.

;ltallc] type mdtcates deletlons or: comments
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Measure No. 18 Arguments
uzersuu VE ARGUMENT IN SUPPORT

 Measure 18 | is not a new tax. This measure does not change tax |
rate limits- rmposed by the Oregon Constrtutron

I
|

‘| The impact of Measure 18is to amend the Oregon Constrtutron to
again allow a local vote on the establishment. of permanent

‘tax rate limited districts with split rates based on a proven level of
service requrrements This measure, if passed, simply allows for
a local vote by voters in therr rndrvrdual taxrng drstrrct ona method
of assessment .

Currently there are a few taxrng districts that use what is referred
to as a “split-rate” taxing assessment. Residentsin those districts
‘|.pay a drfferent rate based on the level of .service they receive.
| An example is. a Sheriff’s. law enforcement district where - city
résidents may pay less than county residents do because they do
not need patrol services, which are provided by crty polrce

Ballot- Measure 50, which. was passed in 1995, grandfathered
ir-the current districts_but did not allow the formation. of other
“split-rate districts”, Measure: 18 would allow other taxing districts.
| the same options as these grandfathered districts. :

Approval of. Ballot Measure 18 simply allows Iocal citizens the
option_ of adopting- a “split-rate” property tax system but -still:
requrres a Iocal affrrmatrve vote for any property tax mcreases

Committee Members . Appointed By

: Senator Bev Clarno : President of the Senate
Representatrve Betsy Johnson - Speaker of the House
Representatrve Tim Knopp & Speaker of the House

Bl (ThIS Jornt Legrs/attve Comm/ttee was appornted to provrde the (egrslatrve
: argumem rn supporr of the baliot measure, pursuam to ORS 251245, )
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Measure No. 21

Proposed by initiative petltlon to be voted on- at the General
.| Election, November5 2002 .

BALLOT TMme

"TEXT OF MEASURE

Constitution, the Constitution of the State of Qregon is amended
by adding a new subsection to, Artlcle Vil (Amended) Section 1:

Elections to fill the offlce of ]udge of the supreme and
| other-courts shall be conducted in the manner provided by
-| this subsection. When a judge’s: position becomes vacant
during a term of office, an election to fill the position will be

than 90 days after the vacancy. .

the most votes in the election shall be elected'to the position,

When more votes are cast for the “None of the Above” can-
‘didate than for any other, special elections will be held in May
and November, until the position is filled w1th a candldate
other than “None of the Above”.

Addlhonal provisions, consistent with this subsectlon,
governing the appointment and election of judges of the
supreme. and other courts, may be created by law.

PARAGRAPH 2,
Amendment is for any reason held to be invalid or unconstitutional
| by a court of competent jurisdiction, the -remaining portlons

clauses, and phrases shall not be affected but shaII remain in fult
“force and effect -~ .

NOTE: Boldfaced type |nd|cates new language [brackets and
| italic) type |nd|cates de]etlons or comments.. ) .

vote in that election, he or she is elected. In the event there are;

-Under current law, if a judicial position becomes vacant the gov—‘

.of said election in which case. the posltron would be filled at the‘;

within 90 days of said election, in which case the position would |

PARAGRAPH 1. NotW|thstand|ng any other provrslon of thxs :

held at the closest May or November electlon but no sooner
in all elections for the position of ]udge, “None of the

Above” shall be listed on the ballot as an-official candidate in |
addition to all other candidates. The candidate who receives .

If any portion, clause, or phrase of this

EXPLANATORY STATEMEI\IT

Ballot Measure 21 ‘would amend the Orego 6 ns
require that in all judicial ‘elections “None of the Abo
as an off|C|aI candldate in addmon to aII other ca

of the percentage, uniess it is “None of the Ab
elected to the position, and there would be no ru
more votes are cast for “None of the Above" than a

votes in ‘the election” wouId be elected to - the p
Unsuccessful candldates may run |n subsequent elec i

P
Currently, eIectlons for Judges are held at the May pnmary;’ ev
numbered years. If a candidate wins more than 50 percen

multiple candidates and no candidate wins more than 50 percent |

of the vote in the primary a runoff is conducted in the general’|
election between the two candidates with the h:ghest vole fotals’
in the primary. In the general election the candidate with the most |-
votes is elected. - In the general election the candldate with: the7 :
most votes, regardless of the percentage is elected. -

ernor must fill the vacancy by appointment which expires when-
the position is filled at the next general election {(November iri | -
even-numbered years) unless the vacancy occurs within-61 days |

following general election.

Under Ballot Measure 21 if a judge’s position becomes vacant;
during a term of office, an election to fill the position would be held. |§
at the next May or November election, unless the vacancy occurs |

be filled at the foliowing May or November- elect|on

) Appomted By:

Chief Petitioners

Chief Petitioners

Secretary of State
Secretary of State.
Members of the Committee

Commlttee Members.
= Don-Mclntire

-Eric Winters

James Brown

Robert Neuberger
James Huffman

(This committee was appointed to provide an-impartial exp/anation of the*
ballot measure pursuant to ORS 251.215.) !
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Measure No.

21 Arguments

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

Judges, Legisiators and Governors Are To Image God

Isaiah 33:2,2,says""The LORD is our Judge, The LORD is our

Lawgiver, The LORD is our King; He will save us.” We seek to
honor our Savior,by electing lawgivers and-governors who will
honor Him. We must also diligently seek-to elect men who will be
faithful judges as they bring God’s justice to the earth. Measures
21 and 22 go a leng way towards helping us accomplish this vital
task.

-Measure 21, Brings Enhan'ced Competition To Judicial Races

Be honest. How much do you know about the last few Judqes you
voted for? But, hey, there was no one running against them, right?
Ever wondered why? Well, lawyers are understandably - reluctant
to run against a judge they may soon be up before. But if a judge
fails.to receive more votes than nobody, opponents are more
likely to surface and win. Enhanced competltlon wﬂl result in
better: ]udges C :

BN Measure 22 Brings Geographlc Balance and -
o Accountablhty To Our Judlcrary

In the Bible, power-is balanced between geography and popu-
‘ation (Numbers 10:2-4). This biblical-pattern lies behind our.two.

national legislative ‘bodies. The House. is elected by population,
the Senate by geographic districts. Measure 22, companion to 21,

would make judges more accountable to-a geographic district,
$0 you might actually know who they are! Plus, we'd see fewer
.decisions-: that . are unjustly skewed to the interests of large
population blocks, such as the liberal Portland metro area.

On Earth As It ls‘;lyn Heaven
The Lord's Prayer and Christian citizenship mandates that we

', work 16 get good judges elected, who are a visible and active .

| representation of God and His justice in our world..

Prepared by the Parents Education Association, -a family-based
biblical alternative to the National Education Association
See all our Ballot Measure recommendations at :
© WWw.peapac.org

{(This information furnlshed by Dennis R. Tuuri,

Parents Education
Association.) )

(This space purchased fdr $500 in accordance with ORS 251.255.)

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

Yes on “None of the Above” for Judges

Our State Constitution was written to make every
|mportant office elective ..

so citizens would have a say in who governs them. The voting
process was applied 1o all three branches of government .
executive; Ieglslatlve and the judiciary. For the most part, the
system has worked as intended, but only for two of the three
“branches of government .

In contests for governor, senator mayor councilor, pollce chlef
sheriff, you name it, each election is almost aIways between two
or more candidates, -

Such i not the case with the Judicial branch.

There are some easy explaniations for the absence of challengers
in our judicial “contests,” but whatever the reason, we don't really
'vote for judges, we simply “rubber stamp” lone candidates!

In most elections for judge voters know that virtually every seat

- | will list but one candidate. That's why most voters dont pay any

attention to the judges ... Why should they?

The irony is that most judges first got their positions on the bench
by political appointment. Then, when they later stand for elec-
tion, they.are the “incumbents,” unchallenged . It’s automatic.

This is why Measure 21 will correcta system whlch now
glves onIy lip service to democracy

Measure 21 allows the option of selectlng “None of the Above
rather than giving a pass to any candidate you would rather not
see on the pench. It may not happen, but at least you ‘will have
sent a powerful message. :

Measure 21 also requires that if “None of the Above” receives
more votes than any other candidate in a judicial efection, then
new elections must be held until a real person wins-the seat.

Judges have a tremendous impact on our-society, and to many
Oregonians, not always for the better. Now, the voters will have a
significant, democratic method: of getting the attentlon of
those who wear the black robes' :

Vote Yes on Measure 21 C :

(7hls /nformatlon furnished by Don Mcintire, Chief Petmoner None of the
Above Committee.)

(Thls spaee purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 25 1.255.)

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the
accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument.

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the
accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument.
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- ARGUMENT N FAVOR

Measure No. 21 Arguments

’ Yes.on “None of the Above” for Judges
What causes judges to make bad decisions?

Maybe it's the black robe. Whatever the reason, when they do,
Oregon citizens have no meaningful democratic way of respond-
ing to those  decisions, and to deal with bad judges, or foolish
judges and yes, stupid. judges.

Don't get me wrong. | don't think aII of our ]udges are Ioose—-
cannons. Most of them have fine records and serve us with
| distinction. But as you know, every now and then a judge will

issue a ruling which simply defies logic or common sense or
responsrble citizenship. :

When judges screw up, they can do it big time.

For -example,.there are the Oregon judges who, on a techni-
cality, outrageously. freed Scott Dean Harberts, the molester and
‘murderer of 2-year-old Chrrstlna Hornych

And, the _Portland ]udge who, agalnst the advice of the District
Attorney and others in law enforcement, lowered the bail of a man
jailed for an. assault rifle robbery. Out on lowered bail, three days
Iater he commrtted murder in Lake Oswego.

The answer is Measure 21

Because Oregon judges are rarely opposed at eIectlon time,
| theré’s been no way for .you to.let a judge know that you're
'unhappy with his: or here performance. Measure 21 will. It will
give you the option of voting for “None of the Above™ .., in’ those
electlons where you've just "had it" w1th a partlcular )udge

None of the Above optlon will Hestore Common Sense

If you get angry ‘when a some judge mvents a reason to throw out
a voter approved amendment like Ballot Measure 7, or when
another judge reaches into the Constitution -and yanks out the
Term Limits amendment, approved overwhelmingly by Oregon
voters ten years earlier, Ballot Measure 21 will provide you with a
powerful way to effect a return of common sense to our some-
tlmes autocratlc and elitist Judges

‘Vote Yes on Measure 21.-

(This mformat/on furnished by Gregg Clapper, Chref Petitioner, None of the
) Above Comm/ttee ) )

(This space purchased for $500 In accordance with ORS 251.255.)

ARGLII\/IEI\IT IN FAVOR

Yes on “None of the Above" for Judges ;
. Making Judges Accountable

ThIS is our chance to take ah important stand on the direction of
our courts. | only wish the pnncrples contained Ballot Measures
21 and 22 had always been in the Constitution. It they had, our
courts would undoubtedly better reflect the will of the people.

None of the Above

I love the rdea of having the option of voting “None of the Above"
in judicial elections, Instead for some judge who may not have the
brains God gave a goose. | might not get him off the bench, but |-
he'll get my message. And, if a majority of voters ]ust happen to
feel the same as me, then we've got.a chance to improve the
quahty of our focal, orstatewxde jurisprudence. -

Districts for Judges

As someone who lives on side of the mountains east of Portland
Salem and Eugene, | think returning our higher courts 1o a district
system as outlined by Measure 22 is long -overdue. Judges'
decisions can have a profound and unequal effect on different |-
parts of the state, so it's only.right that Judges come from all parts

not just the Willamette VaIIey .

My Issues Your Issues

Maybe your issues about some Judges decrsrons aren't the same
as mine. Perhaps you don't care that some of our judges have
gone overboard to frustrate the. death penalty, or thrown out
Measure 7 or Term Limits, or that they let the murderlng Dayton
Leroy Rodgers off the hook on a technrcahtyI ) :

Maybe my issues don’t get your motor runn|ng, but someday,
some judge wili make you want to answer him or her back. In the
final analysis, | know I'm speaking for many citizens who would
usé the ballot box as a means of making believers out of some of
our “untouchable” Judges Measures 21 & 22 will make it happen

Vote Yes on Measure 21.

(This.information furnished by Bob Harris, Friends of Measure 7, Inc. )

(This space purchased for $5Db in accordance with ORS 251.255.)

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the
accuracy ‘or truth of any. statement made in the argument

‘| ment by the State of.Oregon, nor does the state warrant the

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-

accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument.
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IVIeasure No

21 Arguments

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

Tired of voting for judges you know nothing about?

The reason voters know'absolutely nothing about the judges
they are votrng for. is because judicial candidates rarely-run a
campaign. .

Judicial candtdates do not talk to voters
Jud|C|al candldates do not show up to town meetmgs
‘Judtcual candidates do not walk nelghborhoods going door to door

Jud|C|al candldates end up saylng as l|ttIe as posstble about who
| they are.

WHY’7

Because they do not have to. Most judge seats are uncontested
" |'sothereis noneedtoruna campalgn

Of the 57 ]UdlCtal seats open in the last prrmary, 47 were uncon-
tested: Out of those 57 races only one.(yes one) sitting judge had
an opponent

“Giving voters the optlon of “None Of The Above" glves you the
choice of:not voting for a candidate you know nothing -about.
It also challenges the candidate to earn the vote of his/her
constituents. The more we know aboduit all of our candtdates the
‘better our Judrcrary will be. g

Measure 21 provndes voters this “None of The Above" Optlon

Please vote yes on Measure 21

. Jason Williams - &

Taxpayer Association of Oregon
WW A r . .

A(Thls information furnished by Jason D. Wllllams Taxpayer Assocratlon of
Oragon.): .

'(Thls space purchased for $500 in accardance w:th ORS 251.255.)

a decision?

a basketful of extra eIectlons every yaar.

ARGUMENT IN OPPOSITION

None of the above’7 Whatever happened to the |dea of makmg

Constltutlonal Amendment 21, as the title |mpltes needtessty
clutters the Oregon Constitution ‘with a concept that just doesn't
make good sense, This measure adds “none of the above” to the
;Judlmal ballot, then demands ancther election if no candidate
wins. This kind of C|rcu|ar Iogrc could result in endless unresoIved
elections.” - ,

In the meantime, what else m|ght happen?

« Courtrooms could stand empty while we awart a “win--
ning” judge. This could compromise a citizen’s right to a speedy
trial. Our court system is already overburdened and bulging at the
seams. When have you ever heard someone fament that the court
process happens too quickly?-If Constitutional Amendment 21
passes, an already slow - system could virtually grind to a halt.

+We’ll be wasting money. Elections aren't free, and they
aren’t cheap. How many special sessions will we see this year
alone as Oregon legislators struggle to balance the state budget’7
Constitutional Amendment 21 virtually guarantees an increase in
the number of campaigns and elections that are held in each
county. County clerk offices cannot absorb these costs into their
budget; again; we are. strugglmg already at both the state and
county level to fund basic services. We certainly don't need to run

-Judges races will become more polltu:tzed How"
Because candidatés will be required to raise money to. throw at |
campaigns — even campaigns without another human opponentI
Even as most Oregonians are clamoring for: less money in
pol|t|cs, Constitutional Amendment 21 will add another level of
campaigns to the mix.. Most Oregonrans are not comfortable with
jUdICla| candidates appealing to specral interest  groups for
campaign money. Thats not a plcture we need. to see. o

_-This.is yet another unnecessary mtrusron into the Oregon
Constitution. And it's a bad idea to boot. Vote “No" on
‘Constitutional Amendment 21 -

(Thls information furnished by Don Loving, American Federat/on of State,
County and Munlclpal Employees (AFSCME) ) o

" (This space ‘purchased farf$500 in accbrdance with ORS 251.255.)

The printing of this argument does not constltute an endorse-

*| accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument.

ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the |"

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the
accuracy or truth of any statement. made in the argument.
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Measure No. 21 Arguments

'ARGUMENT IN OPPOSITION

ENIOR NSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT 21

| We agree with teachers, judges andklaw professors that
°|. Constitutional Amendment 21 creates unnecessary clutter in the
| Oregon Constitution.

| Constitutional Amendment 21 was written and sponsored by Don
Mclntire who has promoted a continual stream of ballot measures
_| to reshape Oregon to his personal agenda. It was supported by

“the money of ultra-conservative industrialist Loren Parks and the
signature gathering machinery of Bill Sizemore. Now this group
of political activists is out to dismantle the Oregon court system

by forcing elections officials to add a “none of the above” as a.

candidate to each and every judicial election,

Constitutional Amendment 21" will inject politics into “judicial
“elections. The last: th|ng we need is judges acting like politicians
| with expensive campaigns, TV ads and big money contributions.
In_addition, Constitutional Amendment 21 has the potentral to
create long term judicial vacancies..

When the number of judges goes down, tnals are canceled and
criminals will be released instead of berng imprisoned. Victims of
crime will have to wait for their day in court while criminals will go
free to repeat their crimes. This is a real concern to senior citizens
as itis to all Oregonlans

The voters of Oregon - and s'§pecia|ly senior citizens - must
not.-be -fooled by "none of the -above” and VOTE NO ON
CONSTITU MONAL AMENDMENT 21. .

Portland.Gray Panthers
Oregon State Council of Senior cmzens

"| (This information furnlshed by Jim Davis, Oregon State Counc:l of Senior
Citizens.) .

(This space purchased for $500 in accordance wrth ORS 251.255.)

 the above”

_Former Supreme Court Justice Ted Kulongoski k

| William D. Rutherford

Valerie J. Vollmar, Professor of Law
'| Milo Pope, Retired Judge, Baker County

B (This information furnished by Milo Pope, Retired Judge, Baker County.)

ARGUMENT IN OPPOSITIOI\I

Retired Supreme Court Justices & Law Professors
urge NO on Constitutional Amendment 21

ll-conceiv m han itution_ migh

taxpayers millions
Constitutional Amendment 21 is the classic case of if something |
sounds too good to be true, it probably is. It looks simple enough.
This attempt to alter Oregon's constitution is questionable from a
legal standpoint and more than likely headed toward a legal
battle that could drain taxpayers of millions of doIIars before
endmg up with a ruling as unconstitutional.

con

So why even start down that sI|ppery siope? As retlred judges
and/or legal experts we've all been accused of a lack of brevity in
our day. And we assure you we could go on and on about the
threats Constitutional Amendment 21 poses to our legal system
and to Oregonians’ sense of justice. But in the end we think the |
wallet might be the qwckest way to brmg thlS drscusslon to a

close. :

Others will make equuent arguments about

. unlmagmable delays in filling judmlal vacancies WhICh in
turn will lead to -

 delayed or even derailed justice in rural areas as weI! as |

» a criminal court system hopelessly clogged in our cmes
— all the while

- subjecting judges to undue political pressures. '

Those points are all true and should be reason-alone to vote NO
on Constitutional Amendment 21.

In case you're still not convinced, look up the size of Oregon's
current budget deficit. Now imagine a few million more dollars | -
added to that number because of this constitutional amendment
that sounded so simple and innocent with the words “none of

Vote no on Constitutional Amendment 21.

Edwin J Peterson, Retired Chief Justice, Supreme Court of
- Oregon :
Jacob Tanzer, Former Supreme Court Justice

Robert E. Jones, Retired Senior Judge
Dave Frohnmayer -
Laird Kirkpatrick

Paula Abrams, Professor of Law

(This space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251.255.)

‘The printing of this’ argument does not’ constltute an endorse-
|| ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse- | |,
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the

1 aceuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument.

accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument. - -
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| ARGUMENT IN OPPOSITION

Measure No 21 Arguments

Constitutional Amendment 22 would limit our ability
to choose the most qualified judges from across the state
to serve on the Supreme and Appellate Courts

+ “As a former U.S. Attorney, | have seen. the |mportance of
“qualified, impartial judges in evéry court. This is especially
true ‘'when -it comes to Oregon’s  highest courts.
- Knowledgeable, accountabie, experienced judges are the
" foundation to ensure each of us will be afforded the rights
—and protections guaranteed in Oregon’s Constitution.”
- Kristine Olson, Former U.S, Attorney for Oregon

. Amendment 22 would limit our ability to get the most quali-
fied judges in the state to serve on our Supreme and
Appellate Courts: Judges ‘would be excluded snmply
because of where they live, .

+ Weare one Oregon; we deserve one court system, undlwded
by individual agendas or regional priorities. This measure
brings politics into the court system by electing judges who
will put the interests of their reglon ahead of the good of all
Oregonlans

We urge you to vote NO on Constltutlonal Amendment 22,
) Vote NO to weakenrng Oregon’s courts

' Knstlne OIson Former U.S. Attorney
Oregon Council of Palice Associations
Survrvors Advocating for an Effective System

(This -information furmshed by John Wykoff Coalition to Defeat

Constitutional Amendments 21 & 22.)¥

(This space purchased for $500.in accordance with OFts 251.255.)

ARGUMEI\IT IN OPPOSITION

The League of Women Voters of Oregon urges
-a NO vote on Ballot Measure 21

The League of Women Voters of Oregon joins with teachers,
seniors groups, retired judges and-law professors in opposing
ballot measure 21. This constitutional amendment is unnecessary
and would on|y serve.to clutter the Consntuhon ) :

- Ballot Measure 21 could paralyze our_IegaI'system by
allowing judicial positions to remain vacant until the
next election can be held. Especially in rural areas, with
fewer judges to begin with, this amendment could postpone
or even deny justice to injured parties if judges are S|mply :
not available to hear cases. : .

-+ Judicial lmpartlalrty is critical to a fair judicial syStem.
" The League of Women Voters of Oregon believes this ballot
meastre’s :intent will undermine the |ndependence of the

. JUdIClal system

The League of Women Voters of Oregon urges a NO vote on
Ballot Measure 21

( Th/s information furmshed by Beth Burczak League of Women Voters of
Oregon )

(This space purchased for $500.in accordance with ORS 251.255. )

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-

ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state. warrant the | |-

accuracy ‘or truth of any statement made in the argument

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the
accuracy. or truth of any statement made in the argument
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ARGUMENT IN OPPOSITIOI\I

Former Oregon governors’ ask for a No Vote on -
Constltutlonal Amendment 21

ggns_mu;lgnal Ameudmgnt 21 is’ unnegessary Don’t let
- k h

nstitution and our court s

As a group we've been proud to serve at the top.of Oregon's
executive branch of government during the past four decades.
During-all those years serving as Oregon's collective governor,
we've learned many valuable lessons. One of the most important
lessons we learned was that the framers of our constitution knew
what they wefe doing and we should not let people with hidden
agendas make drastic changes to our constitution and our court
. | system. The backers of Constitutional Amendment 21, special

| interest groups,.are attempting to ehange our constitution

for their own gain. We need-to stand together and say NO,.

VOTE 'NO on Constitutional Amendment 21,

Constltuttonal Amendment 21 would paralyze our Iegal
system by leaving judicial positions vacant. As governors,
we know all too well how judicial vacancies affect Oregonians.
Rural counties with just a couple of judges available to hear cases
could have no judges for months because of this constitutional
1 amendment. ‘There would be fewer judges available to hear
criminal cases, resulting in siower justice for victims and higher
crime rates, Every Oregonian deserves his or her day in court and
this measure wouId take away that right and paralyze our legal
system -

onsti I Amg nd

+ lsa permanent unnecessary change to our. Constitution

» Slows down our legal system

» Makes it easier for special interests to defeat Judges they
don't like or who rule against them

+~ Makes judges constantiy need to campaign

+ Re-election races become incredibly costly just like profes-
sional politicians

Please j join us in voting NO on Constitutional Amendment 21

| Mark O. Hatfield

Former Governor Vic Atiyeh
Former Governor Neil Goldschmidt
Former Governor Barbara Roberts
| Governor John A. Kitzhaber, MD

“(This information furnished by Chuck Tauman, Coalition to Defeat A

Congtitutional Amendments 21 & 22.)

(This space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251.255, )

ARGUMENT IN OPPOSITION

VOTE NO ON CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT 21

The Oregon Rural Organlzmg Prolect and the Oregon
Consumer League join with teachers, seniors, judges and law
professors in opposing Constitutional Amendment 21 - arfother.
proposed amendment to the Oregon Constitution that is unnec-
essary and doesn’t make sense for Oregonians. ' ’

+ Constitutional Amendment 21 is the bra|nch|Id of political
gadfly Don Meclntire and financed by conservative Loren
Parks through stgnatures collected by Bill Sizemore. This trio
has a hidden agenda to"make big changés to the Oregon
court system by. forcing elections officials to add a new
“candidate” to each and every judicial electlon - “none of
the above.

-+ At best, Constltutlonal Amendment 21 erI add an-unnec- .

essary layer of pohtlcs in the election of judges. It will lead | .~

“to Judges campaigning” like politicians with expensive
campaigns, TV ads and big money politics. At worst,
Constitutional Amendment 21 will slow down the Oregon
. judicial system by leaving judicial positions vacant for
extended periods of time with multiple elections - especially
in rural counties where the county court-may have only a
single judge. i

- When there is no Judge ‘it will take longer to bring cnmmals
to trial. While we wait for a judge to be elected, they will |
not face -conviction or prison, Justice for crime victims may
suffer. The voters of Oregon - and especially the voters of-
rural Oregon - should reject this constitutional amendment
because it has no benefit. it will merely slow down an

" already congested court system.

Join us to VOTE NO ON CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT 21

Rural Organizing Project

The Oregon Consumer League

Jacqueline Zimmer Jones, Co-Chair, Human Services Coalition
of Oregon

Paul Levy, President, OCDLA

Oregon Law Center

Basic Rtghts Oregon

(This information furnished by Jason Heynolds Oregon Consumer
League. )

(fhis space purchased for $500 In ac’_c’ordémge with ORS 25 1.255,)

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the

The printing of this argument does not-constitute an endorse-
ment by'the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the
accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument.

accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument.
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ARGUMENT IN OPPOSITION

1000 Friends of Oregon

Oregon League of Conservation Voters

" Oregon Community Protection Coalition
Oregon Chapter Sierra Club

" join the
eIecﬁons watChdog group '
in urglng you to ,
VOTE NO on Constltutlonal Amendment 21

Constltutlonal Amendment 21 would paralyze our legal
system, forcing expensive and' dangerous delays throughout.
Oregonians -who apply for land use and environmental permits
need.decisions made quickly-— they are people who are investing
their livelihoods and building their homes or businesses.

Amendment 21 would lead to a backlog of cases, mcludlng {and
‘use _cases, which is unfalr to those who need deC|3|ons to be
made in a t|mely manner, .

Constltuhonal Amendment 21 is an attack’ by special inter-
ests who want to destroy the laws that protect Oregon s clean air,
cIean water, farmland and quality of life.

The supporters: of this measure are using the initiative
process to push a hidden agenda. They have been working to
destroy. our laws that protect Oregon's farmland, clean air, and
clean water — and now they're pushlng this measure.

Constitutional 'Amendment 21xis unnecessary There is .no
crisis justifying this measure — and no reason to amend Oregons
constitution. -

1000 Friends of Oregon :
Oregon League of Conservation Voters
Oregon Community Protection Coalition

Oregon Chapter Sierra Club

urge YOU to
VOTE NO on Constitutienal Amendment 21

(This information furnished by Evan Manvel, 1000 Friends of Oregon.)

(This space purchased for $500 in accordance ug’th ORS 251.255.)

ARGUMENT IN OPPOSITION.

Vote NO On Constitutional Amendment 21
_~ Don’t Let Individuals With A Hidden Agend
Make Dr: hanges To Oregon’ nstitution

.| Constitutional Amendment 21 is" sponsored by individuals who

are hiding their special interest agenda. Oregon’s Constitution is
a sacred document and is no place for hidden agendas. Keep
Oregon’s Constitution free of pO|ItICS Vote NO on COnstltutlonaI
Amendment 21 .

ional Amendment 21 id Result In

Del Even Denied

This constitutional amendment requires judicial positions to
remain vacant for extended periods of time potentially paralyzing
our legal system. In rural areas of Oregon where there are fewer
judges, this constitutional amendment could postpone. or. deny
justice to victims of crime — because: judges are simply not avail-
able to hear cases. Vote NO on Constltutlonal Amendment 21,

This Con |n|Amnmn
- Turns Jggggg nio Politicians

Constitutional Amendment 21 would require judges to run
political campaigns to remain in office. The role of the judge is to
interpret the law on issues; not to use issues as a campangn tool. -
Don't po||t10|ze Oregon's JUdICIal system

- onsu

Join us to vote NO.on Consmuuonal Amendment 21

Oregon Education Association

Tim Nesbitt, President, Oregon AFL- CIO
AFSCME, Councll 75 )
SEIU, Local 503, OPEU

( Thls information furnlshed by Mary Botk/n AFSCME Council 75.)

’ (This space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251,255, )

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the
accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument.

accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument.
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ARGUMENT IN OPPOSITION

THE AMERICAN CIVIL LIBERTIES UNION OF OREGON

) URGES YOU TO VOTE “NO” ON-
- CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT 21

» Justice Delayed is Justice Denied — Don’t Bring Our

_ | Judicial System to a Screeching Halt.

“This measure could require. election after election in judicial
races. And.it will paralyze our judicial system because under this
constitutional amendment, judicial seats could remain vacant for
months—and even years. In our communities that don't have

-enough judges, this measure could mean extremely long delays
to hear criminal and civil cases. Constitutional Amendment 21
will mean justice denied instead of justice for all.

+ ‘Who’s Behind this Measure" Special Interest Groups Who
Have a Hidden Agenda

This measure’s sponsors are Don Mclintire and the rich ultra-
conservative businessman Loren Parks. Bill Sizemore's paid
petition circulators collected the signatures 80 it could qualify for
the ballot,

What are they after'7 Because they disagreed with how just a
Oregon’s constitution and create havoc for our entire ]udlclal
system. That's a bad idea. -

« We Don’t Need to Add Clutter to Our Constltutlon

This consmutl_onal amendment adds clutter to our constitution.
Oregon’s constitution'is intendes to be a framework of our princi-_
ples. It is not intended to be used by special interest groups to
push their hidden agenda Let's not-put unnecessary Ianguage in
| our constitution.

PROTECT OREGON S CONSTITUTION'

- DON’ TTURN OVER OUR CONSTITUTION TO
SPECIAL INTEREST GROUPS WITH HIDDEN AGENDAS!

'VOTE “NO” ON CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT 2111

{ This information furnishéd by David Fldanque, American Civil Liberties
Union of Oregon.) -

(This space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 25 1.255. ) )

ARGUIVIENT»II\I OPPOSITION; 4

According to respected law professors, this measure is likely to
few’ judges have: voted on a few cases' they want to amend |-

' Multnomah Bar Association

Association.)

This Proposed Amendment 21 is Unnecessary and Clutters
the Constitution.

+ This proposed Constitutional Amendment 21 is sponsored by
Don Mcintire and Gregg Clapper. The Oregonian reported ‘on

~ 7/23/02, “Loren Parks gave more than -$258,000 fo.finance

- signature-gathering efforts on two proposed initiatives dealing

with the state judicial system.” We should not let individuals
with_special interest agendas make these big changes to: the
court system and the constitution.

» The Amendment would paralyze our legal system by Ieavmg;
judicial positions vacant until the next election can be held or.
for an even longer period. _W(Md_s_lgn_lf_lg_tﬂjm_mme_o
of disputes and increase cost to litigants and the public. Fewer

judges would be -available to hear cases. Rural countigs with
~ just & couple of judges available to hear cases could have no
judge at all for six months or more if they lose to “None of the
Above.”
+- The Amendment makes it easier for special interest groups to
defeat judges they don't like or who rule against them,

be - unconstitutional and would be tled up in court for years,
costing taxpayers millions of dollars.

+ 1t may open the possibility of more overturned convictions
based on violations to the right of a speedy trial. .

The ‘Multnomah Bar Association joins with former governors,
teachers, Constitutional Law Section. of the Oregon State Bar,
Oregon State Bar Board of Governors, retired judges, law school
deans and professors, police, and consumer groups in opposing
this proposed amendment.

Oregon Business Association

(This information furnished by Robert D. Newell, -President, Multnomah Bar

(This space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251.255.)

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-

accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument.

‘'ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the |

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the
accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument.
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Planned Parenthood Urges “NO” Vote on
_Constitutional Amendment21 = -

Planned Parenthood joins with law enforcement, judges, seniors
and -other good-government waich groups to oppose Consti~
tutlonal Amendment 21. :

: hi§ measure is ungegessary and clutters up -
' : he Oreggn Constltutlon S

What is wrong w1th Constltutional Amendment 21’? I

« .1t will force judges to be full- time candldates and run costly
campalgns—just like pohttcnans S

< It will make it even easier for specual |nterests to defeat
. judges just because they don't like their deC|s|onsf—th|s kmd
of |ntlm|dat|on could manipulate judges rulings

Who is behlnd Constitutional Amendment 21’>
Not who ‘you would expect... P

T PoI|t|caI extremtsts who use ballot measures to make a I|V|ng
and don't have Oregons best. interests at heart and

"« Wealthy political ‘activists wha have tried and tailed to buy |
. ~changes to Oregon Law for their persona!l and financial gain
and now. they want to be able to buy the: Justlce system too.

We should not let people who have repeatedly put measures on
1 the ballot with hldden agendas make changes to Oregon's
) Constltutlon : . : :

‘ Please Jom Planned Parenthood in Votlng “NO” on
, “Constitutional Amendment 21

Don’t Unnecessarlly CIUtter the Oregon Constltutlon'

{ Thls /nfarmat/an furn/shed by B/II Sheppard Chair, P/anned Parenthaad
Advocates of Oregon )

(This space pnrchased for $500 in ,accqrdance with ORS 251.255.)

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the
accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument
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Measure No. 22

Proposed by initiative pet|t|on to be voted on at the General
Electlon November5 2002,

|BALLOT TITLE

PREAMBLE This. |n|t|at|ve shall be known as the Judicial
| Accountability Act. It is designed to ensure that the appellate
‘| courts of Oregon are accountable to the People and that they
adequately represent all areas of the State. The Framers
of the Oregon Constitution originally required districting,
reasoning that districting would keep appellate judges more
representative and accountable. This: initiative will restore

accountability and fair representation as envnsmned by the |
Framers of-the Oregon Constitution.

PARAGRAPH 1. The Constitution of the State of Oregon is
amended by creating new sections 1b, 1c, 1d, 1e and 1f to' be
added to and made a part of Art|cle Wl (Amended) such sections
to read;

“SEGTION 1b. (1) The Supreme Court shall consist of seven
judges. The state shall be divided by law into seven districts for -
.| the purpose of électing the judges of the Supreme Court, and one
judge shall be elected by the electors of each of the districts. The |
boundaries of the Supreme Court districts shall be determined
based on population. The Legislative Assembly shall by law pro-
| vide for regular reapportionment of the districts at the same time
‘established for reapportionment of legislative districts.

“(2) A person seeking election or being appointed to one of the
Supreme Court judge positions, as a qualification for the position,
‘must have been a resident of the approprigte Supreme Court
district for a period of at least one year before the election for
the position is conducted or the appomtment made. A person
SO elected or appointed. must remain a resident of the district-

| Constitution, a judge who has been assigned under section 1d of

‘establishing the districts.

1c of this Article, but their positions shall be assigned to a district
-under the law estabhshtng the districts. A judge who is serving on

throughout the term of office.

“SECTION 1g. (1) The Judges of any other appellate court
created by law, other than one solely with jurisdiction over tax law,
shall be elected by the electors of five appellate court districts.
The state shall be divided by law into five districts for the purpose.
of electing the judges of any other appellate court, and two judges
shall be elected by the electors of each of the districts. The
boundaries of appellate court districts shall be determined based
on- population. The Legislative Assembly shall by law .provide |
for regular reapportionment of the districts. at the same time
established for reapportionment of legislative districts.

“(2) A person seeking election or being appointed to one-of the |-
other appeliate judge positions, as a qualification for the position,
must have been a resident of the appropriate district for a period
of at-least one year before the election for the -position is
conducted or the appomtment ‘made. A person so elected or
appomted must remain a resldent of the dlstnct throughout the
term of office. - )

“SECTION 1d. (1 ) Except as provided in this subsectlon a
reapportionment of districts enacted by the Legislative Assembly
becomes operative on the next date -on. which a judge will
commence a_term of office. On the effective date of the law
reapportioning the districts, the reapportionment becomes
operative for the purpose of nominating and electing judges for
the "districts established- by the reapportionment, and for the
purpose of determining the residency of persons seeking election
to a judge position. Any judge whose term continues through the:
next date on which a judge will commence a term of offlce shall
be specmcally assigned to a district.

#(2) (a) Except as provided in paragraph (b) of this subsectlon
a vacancy in a judge position that occurs after the effective date
of the law reapportioning the districts and beforé the -next date
on-which a judge will commence a term of office shall be filled
from the district that existed before the effective date of the
reapportlonment '

" “(b) If a vacancy occurs in ajudge posltlon for a district to which
a judge has been assigned under subsection (1) of this section, .
the vacancy shall be filled from the district to which the judge is
assigned. N
-~ “SECTION 1e. Noththstandlng section 18 Article I of this

this- Article is  subject to recall by the electors of the district to
which the judge is assigned and not by the electors of the district B
existing before . the latest reapportlonment The number of
signatures required on the recall petition is 15 percent of the total
votes cast for all candidates for Governor at the last election
before the effective date of the reapportionment in the district that
existed before the latest reapportlonment and that elected the
judge. '

“SECTION 1f. (1) The Seventy-second Leglslatlve Assembly
shall establish by law the districts required by sections 1b and 1c |
of this Article, Sections 1b and 1c of this Article shall first apply to
the general election held in November 2004 and to judicial
appointments made after the effective date of the law passed

“(2) Sections 1b"and 1c of this Article do not affect the term of
any judge who is serving on the effective date of sections 1b and

the effective date of sections 1 b and 1c of this Article and who
thereafter seeks election to another term as judge of the Supreme
Court or any other appellate court must meet the residency
requirement imposed for that position.” . ’

NOTE: Boldfaced type indicates new language; [brackets and
italic] type indicates deletions or comments.
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Measure No 22

FEXPLANATORY STATEMENT

BaIIot Measure 22 amends the. Oregon Constrtutlon to reguire
of Appeals be elected by judicial district. Under current law, the

) kAppeals are elected on a statewide basis.

1| judicial districts and requires one judge be elected from each
judicial district. Ballot Measure 22 provides for five Oregon

| from' each judicial drstrlct

{ districts. be based on populat|on and that the Legislative
Assembly provide for.regular reapportionment: of the judicial

| legislative districts.

positions that are subject to the measure. As a qualification for
| election or-appointment to a position, a person must have been a
‘résident of the appropriate judicial district for a period of at least
one year before election or appointment. If a person is elected or

Jud|C|a| d|str|ct throughout the term of offrce :

to new judicial districts upon reapportionment. The measure also
addresses the procedures to be followed if a vacancy occurs in a

| after reapportionment. - &

| on the effective date of the constitutional amendment.. _However,
these Judges must meet the residency requirements of the mea-
sure if they thereafter seek election to a posmon that is subJect to
the measures reqmrements '

.Commitlee Members;. . Appointed By:

. Steve Doell . . . . Chief Petitioners
~ Norm Frink- S , Chief Petitioners
-, Robert Neuberger* .. Secretary of State
Ross Shepard* - - . ...° Secretary of State . |
Bob Kingzett .- . o Secretary of State

,' *Member drssents (does not concur with exp|anatory statement)

| (his committee was appomted to provide an /mpartral explanatlon of the
: ballot measure pursuant to ORS 251.215.)

that judges of the Oregon Supreme Court and the Oregon Court’

| iudges of the Oregon Supreme Court and the Oregon Court of

Ballot- Measure 22 provrdes for seven. Oregon Supreme Court‘

| Appellate judicial districts and requires that two Judges be eIected

) :Ballot Measure 22 requrres that the boundarles of the Jud|C|aI' '

districts. at the same time establlshed for . reapporhonment of

Ballot Measure 22 requires resldency in the Jud|C|a| dlstrlcts for:

appointed to a position, the person must remain a resldent of the¢

BaIlot Measure 22 provxdes rules for assignment of srttmg Judges

| position after a reapportionment, or recaII of a Judge is sought -

| Ballot Measure 22 does not affect the term of any Judge serving
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" | That's why it is vital to elect judges with a wide range of

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

As former circuit court judges, we ask you to vote yes on
Baliot Measure 22,

| Being a judge is often a difficult job. When making a decision, a
judge must rely upon many things - the laws created by the legis-
lature, prior court decisions, and the language of the Constrtutron
just to name a few.

But judges’cannot be robots, nor should we expect them to be.
Judges are human, and a judge’s decision can be influenced by
his or her background-and experience.

| experiences and backgrounds, so that our courts are not
dominated by judges from one single region of Oregon who
| share one single philosophy.

| And that's why Measure 22 is so rmportant

| Measure 22 will allow voters to elect judges to the Oregon
Supreme Court and Oregon Court of Appeals from all areas of
Oregon. Currently, 16 of the 17 judges on the Oregon Court of
Appeals and Oregon Supreme Court were lawyers ‘in
Portland, Salem, or Eugene rmmedrately before becoming
judges. That's wrong.

| We need judges on our highest courts from all areas in Oregon,
not. just Portland, Salem, and Eugene. We need judges from
Medford, Bend, Pendleton, Newport, Roseburg, Astorla Ontario,
Burns, and every other region of the state.

Measure 22 guarantees that thgijudges on Oregon’s Supreme
Court and Court of Appeals will be from every region in our
state, not |ust the Willamette Valley. We think that’s important.

Please join us in voting yes on Measure 22.

Ted Abram, former circuit court |udge, Klamath County
(retired)

John Hunnicutt, former circuit court judge, Columbia County
(Judicial District 19) (retired)

Hollie Pihl, Senior Judge, former circuit court judge,
Washlngton County

Frank Yraguen, Senior Judge, former circuit court judge,
Malheur and Harney Counties

(This information furnished by-Steve Doell, Judicial Accountab‘ility PAC
2002.) .

(This space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 25 1;255.)

|ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

Oregon’s judges should reflect Oregon’s diversity. .

Oregon has a strong populist tradition which calls for the election
of the ministers of justice; public prosecutors and judges of the .
trial and appellate bench. District Attorneys and Circuit Judges
are locally elected But the 10 judges of the Court of Appeals and

| the 7 justices of the Oregon Supreme Court voters are elected “at

large” from across the state.

As elected district attorneys who answer to the citizens of the
counties we represent we believe Oregon’s appeals courts would
better reflect Oregon’s citizens - not just lawyers - if judges ran
from districts similar to those that divide Oregon mto five
Congressional districts.

Measure 22 poses NO threat to judicial independence. In fact, it
guarantees true diversity on Oregon’s appeals courts. These men
and women would be elected, as they are now, without regard to
political party, but would reflect the concerns of people from
coastal, southern, central, and eastern regions of the state as welt
as the greater Portland area. Portland will be represented by at
least two Supreme Court justices and four judges on the Court of
Appeals.

As elected District Attorneys we believe Oregons courts should
represent ALL Oregonians.

Vote YES vote on Measure 22

Scott Heiser, Benton County D.A.
Steve Atchison, Columbia.County D.A.
John Foote, Clackamas County D.A.
Joshua Marquis, Clatsop County D.A.
Paul Burgett, Coos County D.A.

Gary Williams, Crook County D.A.
Mike Dugan, Deschutes County D.A.
Timothy Colahan, Harney County D.A.
Peter Deuel, Jefferson County D.A.
Clay Johnson, Josephine County DA
Ed Caleb, Klamath County D.A.

David Schutt, Lake County D.A.

F. Douglass Harcleroad, Lane County D.A.
Jason Carlile, Linn County D.A.

Dan Norris, Malheur County D.A.

Dale Penn, Marion County D.A.

David C. Allen, Morrow County D.A.

‘William Porter, Tillamook County D.A.
Christopher Brauer, Umatilla County D.A.

Eric Nisley, Wasco County D.A.
Robert Hermann, Washington County D.A.
Tom Cutsforth, Wheeler County D.A,

‘| (This information furnished by Joshua Marquis.)

(This space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251.255.)

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the
accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument.

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the
accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument.
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ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

In 1857 the framers of the Oregon Constitution felt it critical that.

| voters know the judges they elect and to “understand the
character of the person whom they put in office.” To achieve
this purpose they required that Supreme Court Justices be
elected from districts.

In 1910 an initiative that was extremely complex and very confus-
ing changed this requirement. In fact, if you had read the 1910
.| initiative and explanation you wouldn't have known that your vote
| was eliminating judicial districts.. .

Today Supreme Court Justices are selected without regard

to region. Unfortunately no judge who currently sits on the
Supreme Court has spent most of his or her legal career in
Eastern Oregon, Central Oregon, Southern Oregon or the Coast.

Cah you name two Supreme Court Justices? Most people can- -

not, There are seven. Yet these people effect every aspect of your
life. Their-decisions may have extraordinary impacts on your life,
the life of your community and you don’t know who they are.
ThIS initiative will change that

Measure 22 is simple. Read the explanatory statement in thls
Voters' Guide. It will require that every region of the state
be represented on the Court. It will guarantee that cattlemen,
fishermen, loggers, farmers and ranchers-all have their interests

represented on the Court; not just the people who live in the.

| Willamette Valley.
| Even though most of the opposition for this measure comes from

trial lawyers in the Willamette Yalley, this measure will still allow

the Willamette Valley to elect 4 Justices. Isn’t that enough?

It will compel future governors to select Supreme Couri Justices
from every area of the state. It wili require that those Justices
| know what is important to their regions. it will ensure that the
| voters will know the judges and “understand the character of
| the person whom they put in office.” ’

| 1t was a great idea in 1857. It is a great idea today.
VOTE YES ON MEASURE 22.

(This information furnished by Steve Doell, Judicial Accountability PAC
| 2002.)

(This space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251.255.)
- +

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

'ny Oregon courts aren"t political, then why is it that 16 of our_

17 current judges on the Oregon Court of Appeals or Oregon
Supreme Court were lawyers in Portland, Salem, or Eugene
immediately before becoming judges?

The answer is simple. In Oregon, when a judge retires or leaves
office, the governor gets to appoint a new judge to fill the vacancy.
The governor can appoint whomever he or she chooses, regard-
less of qualification or experience.

So who have our governors appointed to our current Oregon
Supreme Court and Oregon Court of Appeals’? Lawyers from
Portland, Salem, and Eugene.

Has a trial judge or lawyer froman ‘office in Roseburg been
appointed? No. . ;

How about St. Helens? No
Hillsboro? No.

.Redmond? No.

Pendleton? No.
Clackamas County? Nope.
Ontario?-No.

Coos Bay? Nope.
McMinnville?:-No.

The Dalles? No.

The facts speak for themselves. As long as our judges are.
chosen by politicians, the courts will be political. :

But you can do something abotit it. A yes vote on Measure 22 w1|l
require the governor to consider judges from-all areas of the state,
not just Portland and Salem.

There are hundreds of qualified candidates for judge who
never get a chance, because of our current system. This is

.wrong. Measure 22 will fix this problem.

Please vote yes on Measure 22.

(This information furnished by Larry George; Oregonians In Action PAC.)

(This space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251.255.) |

The printing of this argument does not constituie an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endotse- |
meni by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the

accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument.

accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument.
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“ ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

Each of us. represents a drfterent area of our beautiful state. The
diversity of our districts, and the people who live in them, creates
different perspectives and different priorities.

“That's why we elect our;legisiators from districts rather than
statewide. It helps assure that the viewpoints of all Oregonians
are heard, not just those from one part of the state.

What makes Qregon strong - and what makes Oregon' Oregon --
is that all of our citizens have an equal voice and an equal
opportunity to participate in our state government. '

: Measure 22 requires equal representation in our judicial system,

"|'and restores the original intent of the framers of our state consti-
tution by. reestablishing fair and equal representation.on the
Oregon Court of Appeals and the Oregon Supreme Court.,

| Measure 22 is about fairness and equality for all Oregonians
| ‘Measure 22 is a much needed step'in the right direction.’
We urge you fo vote “Yes on Measure 22

| ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

As a state Representative and Senator and then as a member of
Congress, | became acquarnted with many attorneys and
judges who practiced in eastern and southern Oregon. | can
tell you that some of them are the best in the state. However,
| have been disappointed that recent governors have béen
unwilling to appoint anyone to our Supreme Court except those
attorneys and judges who have practiced law in the Willamette
Valley. Some very qualified people have been passed over in favor
of judges and lawyers from the Willamette Valley. Today every
judge that sits on the Supreme Court practiced most of their
legal careers in Portland and Salem :

Measure 22 will ensure that all parts of our state will be repre-
sented on our highest courts just as Congress represents all
parts of our state. The interests of central Oregon; eastern
Oregon, southern Oregon and the Coast will be represented.
People in these areas will know who represents them on the
highest courts.Everyone wrlI have a real vorce in deciding who
sets policy. .

The Oregon Supreme Court both rnterprets the law and sets

Senator Ted Ferrroll . John Day
Senator Chatles Starr . Hillsboro
Senator Lenn Hannon = Ashland
Senator Gene Derfler: Salem
Senator Steve Harper - Klamath Falls
Senator Gary George Newberg
Senator David Nelson Pendleton
Senator Roger Beyer Molalla.
Senator Bill Fisher Roseburg

polrc,y In deciding to change the law they act fike a legislative.
body. Would anyone seriously suggest that if the legislature
was selected exclusively from the Willamette Valley, those
men and women could fairly represent the entire state? Of
course not. The same is true of a court that WIll effect the lives of
every Oregontan : :

Some people will say Measure 22 creates an undue hardship for
those judges that must be elected from districts and then have to

(This information furnished by State Senator Gary George )

&

(This space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251.255,)

1 (This information furnished by Congressman Bob Smith, Judlcral

travel to Salem. That'’s just nonsense. The only people who will
travel any distance Will be those people from areas that are not
currently represented on the court. With teleconferencing, email
and other modern communication, what hardship there is will be
well worth it. :

VOTE YES ON MEASURE 22.

Former Congressman Bob Smlth
Chief Petitioner

Accountability PAC 2002.)

(This space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251.255.).

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the
accuracy or fruth of any statement made in the argument.

The printing of this argument does not constitute an enderse-
ment-by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the
accuracy or truth of any statement made'in the argument.
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ARGUI\/IENT IN FAVOR

“‘Bulldrng One Oregon Means Courts from all of Oregon

Asa candrdate for governor | visited all 36 counties many times.
i learned our ability to solve the problems we face together starts

) wlth “Building One Oregon.” | chose this as the theme of my cam-

paign because | don't think we can address the challenges facing
the state — schools, transportation, budget challenges, etc. — until
and unless we start acting like we are all Oregonians living in the
Same- state. That means people in Portland need to understand
the challenges facrng Kiamath Falls or Baker City:or Coos Bay,
and ‘the peoplé in those communities need to understand the
issues facing Portland and the Valley. The regional tensions are
real, We need to give all Oregonlans a sense of ownershlp in their
government including the judrmal system.

“|Ina perfect world, thls measure would not be necessary Most

judges are initially appointed by the governor. The Oregon tradi-
tion was for the governor to appoint judges from all over the state.
Regrettably, recent governors have not followed this tradition.

Virtually all ‘state appellate court appointments, in_the past 16,

~years have been from the Wlllamette Valley/Portland area.

This measure |s not. about judges “representrng” parts of Oregon.
Once on the court, all. | judges understand they serve all of Oregon.
This measure is not about competing jUdICIal rdeologles There
are “liberal” and‘"conservat|ve lawyers in all parts of the state.
I'hls measure is about-courts that benefit from ‘perspectives and
‘experrences of lawyers from all around Oregon and it is about giv-
ing Oregonians from all parts of the state a sense of connectlon

to our COUI"[S L
E 2

Itis time for our courts to reflect the true strength of our state the
drvers|ty of our people S .

Ron Saxton

(Thrs information furmshed by Flon Saxton Jud/clal Accountabr/rty PAC
2002) . . A

| (This space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251.255.)

ARGUI\/IENT IN FAVOR

WHO WE ARE AND WHY DO WE SUPPORT MEASURE 22’?

In 1983 we, along with other parents of murdered chlldren, created
an organlzatlon named Crime V|ct|ms United.

Our statement of purpose “To promote a balanced criminal Justlce
system through public awareness and leglslatlve action.”

Our organization has battled for almost 20 years to make our
purpose a reality. Our personal expenences and Ieg|slat|ve efforts
have taught us: . .

+ Oregon’s highest courts are consumed W|th the r|ghts of the
criminal defendant, - o

+ |f you live outside the areas of greater Portland Salem or ‘
Eugene, you will not be represented on the Appellate or
Supreme Court. . .

» Oregon’s Constltutlon has been extremely altered by JUdICIal
|nterpretat|ons .

-+ Many who rnterpret our Iaws have no experlence as tr|al
N judges.

» Our Constitution ariginally requtred hlgher courtJudges to be
elected by d|str|cts )

‘WHO IS IN OPPOSITION?

. Oregon Criminal Defense Bar’
. Oregon Trlal Lawyers
+ Multnomah County Bar
THEIR JUSTIFICATIONS FOR OPPOSITION
. it would be a hardshrp to travel to Salem.

Supreme Court justices managed to bear this hardshlp from 1859 :
to 1910. They should be able to bear it in-2002.

» Candidates from less populated areas would not be qualmed
1o write’ opinions. :

This elitist statement is |nexcusable especially conslderlng some .
of the op|n|ons written by Oregon’s higher courts.

In our opinion, the real reason is that the defense and trial lawyers
want to protect the advantage they have had in the courts over the
last 25 years.

WHAT TO EXPECT THIS MEASLIRE TO ACCOMPLISH
» Bring more- representatlon to all citizens of Oregon.
« Seat more judges with trial experience.

,‘-k Provide knowledge of i issues vital to the safety and economy
of all Oregonians.

+ Reduce pressure from selt-serving individuals and organiza-
-tions who disregard the impact on the rest of the state.

Please vote Yes on Measure 22, It’s SImply farr and good
government :

Bob and Dee Dee Kouns
Founders, Cr|me Victims United

(This lnformat/on furnished by Bob and Dee Dee Kouns, Crime V/ct‘rms k
United. )

(This space purchased for $500 in accordance with ‘ORS 251,255.)

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the
accuracy or truth of. any statement made in the argument.

- accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-
ment by the-State of Oregon, nor does the state’ warrant the |

44

CONTINUED




Ofﬂcral 2002 General Electlon Voters’ Pamphlet—Statewnde Measures

Measure Nn 22 Arguments

ARGUMEI\IT IN FAVOR

it's ng secret there is-a grow1ng soc|aI cultural and ‘economic.

divide in Oregon.

Unfortunately, part of the cuIturaI d|v1de |ncIudes our- JUdICIa|
system.  ° . .

To succeed in statewide eIectlons Supreme Court and Court of
Appeals.judges have always had to live in, practice in and cam-
paign from the most populous communities in Oregon, where
they had a chance to “make a name” for themselves.

Today, not one Oregon Supreme Court Justlce was elected from

rural Oregon
. Measure 22 seeks to restore statewxde perspectlve to the bench

Measure 22 will require Supreme Court Judges to reside in and
be elected from one of seven districts, rather than at- -large. -

Measure 22 wil also requ1re Court of Appeals Judges to reside in-

| and be glected from one of five dlstrlcts (two Judges from each
dlstrlct) rather than at-large.

The measure is simple, straightforward and reasonable It will g|ve
people a chance to get to know who is belng eIected to the bench.

Judges should reflect the vaIues of Oregomans from all waIks of
llfe and all communities.

Lets have one Oregon again. PIease vote yes on Measure 22.
State Senator Ted Fernoll S :

(This lnformatlon furn/shed by Senaf?;r Ted Ferriofi )

(This space purchased for $500 in accordance ugth OFIS 251.255.)

on the ballot with the candldates name). .

_spend huge dollars to reach voters statewide. -

| cash from lawyers and others. But this is exactly how we elect
| the 17 top judges in Oregon: statewide and with no limits on-

~ [ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

The increasing cost of judicial elections isa serious problem, in |’

part because Oregon is one of only 2 states in America with no| . .

limits at all on amounts of political campaign contrlbutlons or..
expend|tures Since most voters do not know the work of any |
judge, the outcome of judicial elections is often determ|ned by ‘
which candldate spends the most money. )

Now, each of the 7 Just|ces of the Oregon Supreme Court and 10 | .
judges of the Oregon Court of Appeals is elected statewide to a |

6-year term. They often retire early, so that the sitting Governor
can appoint repIacements who can each then serve for up to 2
years before running as the “incumbent” (which is actuaIIy pnnted;

The result of havmg these 17 offices as statewide races, and
almost always hav1ng an appointed “incumbent,” is that these
. judicial races are almost never contested

If anyone does chalienge a sntlng judge, the big money rolls
in to crush the challenger. Challengers themselves must

’ Measure 22 would make judICIal elections more fair and
open to persons without major financial backing from the

,'|nsurance mdustry or other mterests, simply because it
smaller distri
venth of n) th ach all

n e-fi
_ voters statewide. Thls will reduce the. advantage of the‘ :
,candldate wnh more campaign cash.’ :

Every two years, we elect 15 _persons to the Oregon Senate.
Imagine if they all were running stateW|de, not from small districts. |
Each one would need an expensive statewide media campaign,
with huge advantage to the candidates raising more campaign’

campaign contributions by anyone, |nclud|ng corporations .
and lawyers.

Let's cut the cost of judicialcampaigns vvith Measure,22.

(This information furnished by Daniel Meek.)

(This space purchased for $500 in accordance withk ORS 251.255,)

The printing of this argument does not constrtute an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor'does the state warrant the

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse--
| ment by the State of Oregon, nor. does the state warrant the'
accuracy ortruth of any statement made in the argument. -

accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument.
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ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

ACTIVIST COURTS DISTORT  OREGON CONSTITUTION,
| CANCEL WILL OF QREGON VOTERS

For many years the Oregon Supreme Court and the Oregon
| Court of Appeals have been dominated by justices from Portland,
Salem and Eugene. There are several theories why this has
occurred: changing demographics, concentration of the political
1 elite in the state’s urban centers, and the fact that one political
| party is responsible for ali the Judrcral apporntments made in the
last 16 years.

Whatever the reason, me_exglualgn_o_.ﬁ_o_b_qt_o.teggn_om

VOlVe [
¥ ‘ ! . Because of the actrvrst
| nature of Oregon courts, it is especially bad today. -

Starting in the 1980s, the Oregon Supreme Court began a sys-
-| tematic process to reinterpret the Oregon Constitution. This has
| caused fundamental changes in Oregon' constitutional law. The
| Oregon Supreme Court has 'substantially expanded the rights. of
criminals, limited the rights of property owners, and limited the
initiative process. Many of the changes instituted by the court are
more properly the responsibility of the legislature or of the people
| through the initiative process.

The historic changes instituted by the courts have occurred with
little ‘or-no public input, To the contrary, the Oregon appellate
courts have aggressively thwarted attempts by the public to influ-
ence the outcome. In the last decade the Oregon Supreme Court
has struck down voter-approved measures to reform campaign
financing, to require that pub‘ﬁc\employees contribute to their
retirement, to guarantee a crime victim's rights in the state consti-
tution, and to limit the terms of elected officials.
h f fore th

ati ini |
VOTE YES ON MEASURE 22
Steve Doell, Chief Petitioner

' (This information furnished by Steve Doell, Judicial Accountability PAC
2002.) .

(This space purchased for. $500 in accordance with ORS 251.255.)

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

MEASURE 22 speaks to the wisdom of U.S. Supreme Court
Justice Holmes who said, “The life of the law has not been logic:
it has been experience.” This measure seeks to restore the origi-
nal intent of the authors of Oregon’s constitution which provided
for-judicial districting. These people knew that those who wield
judicial powe/r, the least democratic branch of our govern-
ment, should have walked our streets, attended.our.schools, and
prayed in our churches, and should be from every corner of our
state. .

5

The current state of Oregon’s judiciary reveals how far we have
strayed from this critical political insight. Today 15 of our 17
appellate judges reside in Portland or Salem. 87% of all judges
in the state are "political ‘appointees. These startling statistics
would seem more descriptive of Soviet-style elections than those
of Oregon.,

Tocqueville, a 19th century observer of American democracy
warned us that when extremist or elitist .elements hijack “a
governmental branch it

extends its arms over society as a whole; it covers its
surface with a network. of small, complicated, pains-
taking, uniform rules through which the most original
minds and the most vigoréus souls cannot clear a way to
surpass the crowd; it does not break wills, but it softens
them, bends them, and directs them; it rarely forces ong
to act, but it constantly opposes itself to one’s acting; it
does not destroy, it prevents things from being born;’it
does not tyrannize, it hinders, compromises, enervates,
extinguishes, dazes, and finally reduces each nation to
being nothing more than a herd of timid and industrious
animals of which the government is the shepherd.

Democracy in America, Alexis De Tocquevrlle
Heed the warning..
VOTEYES ON ME RE 22

(This information furnished by Greg Ferguson.)

(This space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251.255,) -

The printing of this argument dogs not constitute an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse- |,
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the
' accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument.

accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument.
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ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

.| On behalf of Oregon smaIl business owners throughout the state
| we ask yau ‘to please vote yes on Ballot Measure 22,

,Anyone who follows the method in whrch we choose our appellate

| Judges in Oregon can see ‘that the process ls broken

: For too long, Oregon governors have been appomtlng ]udges‘
from Portiand; Salem; or Eugene, wrth no apporntments from"

~any other area ‘of the state.

| Are we supposed to bel|eve that there are no qualrfled lawyers or

judges outslde of Portland, Salem or Eugene’? Of course not.

jUnfortunately, it has. been years since’ Oregon has had an appel- |

late judge from outside. of the Willamette Valley That's not fair.

tOur appellate courts shouldn’t be stacked with ]udges from
one area of the state. We must have a-system where ]udges
are chosen on their quallfrcatlons, not on.their contacts

That S why Measure 22 is lmportant It levels the play|ng freld and '

allows judges to be chosen by therr experrence not by who they
know in Salem - : .

k ‘And thats |mportant A hard workrng trral judge in Grants Pass

| should have just-as much chance to be an appellate court judge | =

_as a wealthy trial lawyer in downtown Portland who JUSt happens

“|to be a fr|end of the governor .

Measure 22 helps take the poI|t|cs out of how we choose
k ]udges in Oregon That's why it deserves your support

Please vote yes on Measure 22‘"

| (Thls lnformat‘lon furnished by Fr‘uss Walker Oregon C/t‘/zens For A Sound
| ,Economy PAC ) : o . .

. (This information furn/shed by Jason W/IIlams, Oregon Famrly Farm

NS (1 This space purchased for $500 In accordance with OHS 251,255, )

| don't have the first clue about farming, ranching, or. produ

~en|ng, even for farmers, who' are used to risks in.the weather and :
rising and faI||ng crop prlces : R

‘That means that we will have. Judges who live and work in areas
>~ | where farming-and’ ranchlng are the predommant actrvnty, not just

fHavmg Judges who understand how farmers and ranchers pro-

-| Measure 22 wrll help ensure that happens
; Please vote’ yes on. Measure 22

ARGUI\‘/IE'NT;‘IN_FAVo‘R:

For decades, small famrly farms have bee, th
Oregon agrrculture Many. of .the products. we all
produced in Oregon by family owned and operated

But the abrllty of Oregon's small farmers to produce pr
all of us is increasingly under attack “at both the state.
level.
N i

Because of the aggresslve tactlcs of these extreme group
farmers find themselves at the mercy of judges, many of

rarsmg an apple ear of corn chicken, or' cow ‘

. Havmg your busmess succeed or: farl based on the dec|S|on of a o

judge who doesn't-know anything about how it operates is frrght—~ o

That’s why we. are thnlled to support Measure 22

the erlamette Valley

duces their products and operate their busmesses is rmportant

Assoctat/on PAC.)

(This space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251.255,) e

‘The printing of this argument does not constrtute an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the’
accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument

: accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse- '
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.| acecuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument.

'ARGUMENT IN OPPOSITIOI\I

- Whoal This |sabad idea. _
Constitutional Amendment 22 would amend the Oregon

|: Constitution and create “jud|c|a| districts” across the state, and

then have Oregon Supreme Court justtces and Oregon Court of

Appeals judges be elected by zone.

~That's no way to elect a statewrde judge. Certatnty, we elect
state legislators by geographmal district, We expect our state law-

ik makers to look after the|r "home turf" as part of thelrjob in Salem.

“But Judges are on another level, Thelr “home turf,” so to speak,

‘are the all-inclusive borders of the staté of Oregon. In addition,

their “turf" includes the Oregon Constitution, Statewide-elected

-judges are an important piece of the check-and-balance sys-

tem that our government is founded on. The place for partisan,

|- regional politicking is the state Ieglslature not the court system
Judges need to remain impartial,

rhere are other problems with Constttutronal Amendment 22

‘zas well; It severely diminishes the number of total judges each

Oregonian gets to select: Right now, every Oregonian has the

‘right to ' vote on every judge’s'race for:both the Supreme Court

(seven justices).and the Court of Appeals.(10 judges). That's a

total of 17 instarices-where-you have input. Measure 22 reduces

| that number to three, That's right — threel Under this measure;

‘| each Oregoman would be. mvolved in electing just two of the 10

| Court.of Appeals judges and just one of the seven Supreme Court
| justices. Your input on Oregon’s judicial system becomes‘
extremely limited under | Constltuttonal Amendment 22,

- Bottom line: Oregonlans should have the rlght to elect the

‘most qualified judges possible. And like so many initiatives that
we've seen over the past several years, this. just adds clutter and
.| confusion to the Oregon Const|tut|on ’

Vote “No” on Constitutional Amendment 22,

(This information furnished by Don Loving, American Federanon of State,

| Count‘y and Munlc:/pal Employees (AFSCME) )

s

(Thls Space purchased fcr $500 in accordance With ORS 25 1.255, )

ARGUMENT IN OPPOSITION ,
ENIOR 'PP E CONSTITUTION \L AMENDMENT 22 -

Oregon senior crtlzens recommend a NO vote on Constrtutlonal
Amendment 22

We agree W|th teachers judges and taw professors thate
Constitutional Amendment 22 unnecessanty ctutters the Oregon
Constltutton . .

Constitutional Amendment 22 wouId depnve us of the right to
elect the best judges, regardless of ‘where they're from,

_Constitutional Amendment 22 was put on the ballot thanks to the
| money. of ultra-conservative industrialist Loren’ Parks paying . for

s|gnatures collected by Bill Sizemore.

This group wants to change the. Oregon court system by requiring
all Oregon appellate judges (10 judges of the Oregon Court of
Appeals and 7 judges of the Oregon Supreme :Court) to be

| elected from geographlcat districts deS|gned by the legislature

rather than statewide.

Constitutional Amendment 22 will take away the nght of Oregon )
voters to elect all appellate judges and reduce the number of |
judges a voter can elect from 17 to 3. Oregon voters should have
the right to elect the most qualified Judge to our highest courts'
and not be I|m|ted by.geographic regions. -

,Const|tut|onal Amendment 22 establishes a system for electlngl

‘Oregon-appsllate judges similar to the one for the Oregon- legis-,
lature and we all know what that means - more partisan bickering |.
and fewer solutions to Oregon's problems.”The judges of the
‘Oregon Court of Appeals and Supreme Court decide cases for all
Oregon citizens. They should be elected by all Oregon c|t|zens

The voters of Oregon should reject this unnecessary constitu-
tional amendment and - VOTE NO ON CONSTITUTIONAL
AMENDMENT 22.

‘Portiand Gray Panthers
Oregon State Council of Senior Citizens

1 ( ThIS information fum/shed by J/m Davis, Oregon State Councr/ of Senior

Citizens.)

%

(This space purchased for $500 in acccrdance with ORS 25 1.255.)

The printing of this argument does not constitute .an endorse—
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the
accuracy or truth of any’ statement made in the argument
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| ARGUMENT IN OPPOSITION

Ftet|red Supreme ‘Court Justlces Judges & Law Professors
urge NO on. Const|tut|onal Amendment 22

-Oregonians deserve the most qualitied, professlonal Judges

‘regardless of where they come from around the state.

Constltut|onal Amendment 22 attempts to turn the judges of
the Oregon Supreme Court and the Court ot Appeals into.
" | locat pollttctans .

tLeg|sIators are elected by drstncts to be po||t|cal representatrves ‘

. of those districts, Judges are no one’s political representatives.
~ Oregon courts ‘must apply the law equally for the whole state.

- Judges ‘cannot - deC|de Iegal issues accordlng to. where they |
. comé from. They must act as lmpartlal mterpreters of our state.

Constltutlon

Constitutional Amendment 22 will limit Oregonlan s cholces ‘
by restricting their vote to just" one. Supreme Court just|ce‘.

.| and two Court of Appeals Judges

Appellate judges do not conduct trlals Their task is. to make

sure that Oregon's laws are applied: correctly in ‘courts and

agencies throughout the state. All Oregonians.should. have the |-
right to voice their oplnron and vote for these judges. Currently,
all Oregonians have an opportunity to cast their vote for each

‘Supreme Court justice and every smgle Court of Appeals

Judge. Constitutional ‘Amendment 22 is_an attempt to"take |’
~ away your right o seIect the . most qualmed cand|dates for ‘

Oregons courts S

Edwin J. Peterson Ftetlred Ch|ef Justrce Supreme Court of
Oregon }

.| Hans Linde, Former Supreme Court Justlce

Betty Roberts, Former Supreme Court:Justice

.| Jacob:Tanzer, Former Supreme Court Justice

+ | Former-Supreme Court Justice Ted Kulongoski -

Robert E. Jones, Retired SenlorJudge
‘Dave Frohnmayer. -

Laird Kirkpatrick : SR

- Paula Abrams, Professor of Law
Professor William Funk ‘
Professor Susan F. Mandiberg

.| valerie J. Volimar, Professor of Law -

Milo Pope, Retired Judge, Baker County
(This /nformatron furnrshed by Milo Pope Retired Judge, Baker County )

' '( Thls space purchased for $5DD ln accordance w:th OFtS 251 255, )~ jf

. ‘Constltutlonal Amendment 21 will:

ARGUI\/IENT IN OPPOSITION )

Constltutlonal Amendment 21 would. postpone or
even deny justice to‘victims of crime

If passed, this amendment would imperil Oregon S abrltty o pros—‘
ecute crime. This measure could leave courtrooms withouit judges:
for extended periods of time in an increasingly overcrowded sys-,’
tem, especially in rural areas. i

. Leave vnctlms ‘of crime wattmg for justlce nd thet
“resolution that it can bring. o
Counties where there are only a couple of judges to beg w1th‘
could be left with no judges to hear cases for six months: or
‘ Ionger Rural cr|me v1ct|ms deserve equal justlce not Iess )
i justlce

Force prosecutors to choose between crlmes to
. prosecute :

"+ District Attorneys should never have to decide’ to Iet some
defendants go so that they can pursue others

lee crlmmal defendants the ability to walk away trom
prosecution because they cannot be tried in time,

‘ Crtme rates will rise as criminals learn that they may never

R ;have to face a judge, even if they get arrested.

We urge you to vote NO on Constitutional Amendment 21
o . Vote NO to postponlng Justlce

Knstme OIson Former u. S Attorney for Oregon
Oregon Councrl of Police Associations :
Survivors Advocatlng for an Effective System

(This information. furn/shed by John Wykoff Coal/tron to Defeat

“Constitutional Amendments 21&z22 )

k ~( Thls space purchased for $5DD in accordance with ORS 251. 255.)

The printing of this argument does not constrtute an endorse--

| accuracy or truth of any statement-made in the argument.

ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the |

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-‘
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the
accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument
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_Measure Nu 22 Arguments

"ARGUMEI\IT IN OPPQSIT ION

f The League of Women Voters ot Oregon urges a NO vote on

Ballot Measure 22,

Oregonians should aIways be ‘afforded the opportunlty to
elect the most qualified judges, regardless. of where they
live: Ballot Measure 22 would limit-oyr ability to elect the most
qualified judges in the State to serve ‘on our State Supreme and
] Appellate Courts.

-+ Ballot Measure 22 takes away voters freedom to choose/

judges. Under current law, voters choose 10 Appeals Court

- judges and seven. Supreme Court justices. If this constitu-
tional amendment passes, voters will only be allowed to vote
for one Supreme  Court Justlce and iwo Appeals Court
judges. - .

Lo Ballot Measure 22 would upset the constrtutronal balance
" - “of power. Ballot Measure 22 would require that judges — like
‘Ieglslators - be elected by geographic district. The judicial
system is separate and distinct from the legislative system
Judges are not Ieglslatlve representatives.

. Voters'i in Oregon deserve to be able to vote for the most
qualified ‘individuals to ‘serve in the .highest judicial

" positions in our State. Our appellate judges interpret the |-

laws for the entire State. Oregonians deserve accountable,
knowledgeable, experienced judges to ensure all individuals
in the State are afforded the rights and protections guaran-
teed in Oregon’s Constitution. They should be able to vote for
the best people for these’ rvnportant positions: ’

The League of Women‘Voters of Oregon urges a NO vote on
Ballot Measure 22, )

(Thls mformatlon furnished by Beth Burczak League of Women Voters of
Oregon ) , P

’

(This space purchased 1 for $500 in-accordance with OHS 251.2585, )

‘judges and an injection of polrtlcs into Oregon courtrooms

Judges and seven Supreme Court Judges, a total of 17 positions.

'Relnl hi,n'un’

| this” constitutional amendment.. Those special interests - want

‘| electing judges who are representative of regional concerns and-:

' (Thls space purchased for. $500 In accordance with ORS 251.255. )

ARGUIVIENT IN OPPOSI'I ION

Former ‘Oregon governors ask for a No Vote
on Constitutional Amendment 22

ans:‘ itutional Amendment 22 takes away Oregonians rights
t for the m j
{ hoo se and‘

alifi eliminates your ri h 0
he

As a group we've run in dozens of state- w1de electlons in Oregon
from both parties. during the past four decades. We know.
Oregonians value their right to choose the most qualified candi-
date ‘and they want to have as many choices as possible.

Constitutional Amendment 22 limits your voting rights when-
electing judges in Oregon. The result will be a loss of quality

like never before

Mo st qualified no longer matters:

Oregon voters appremate the right’ to elect the most quallfled
judge regardiess if they're from Bend, Portland, Gresham, Coos
Bay, or Pendleton. Constitutional Amendment 22 will force
Oregon voters to select their judges from a list of candidates
based on where they Ilve rather’ than thelr qualifications.

hoic

Currently Oregomans ‘may vote for up to ten Appeals Court

Elimin f candidates:

Constitutional Amendment 22 would severely limit those choices-
to two Appeals Court judges and one Supreme Court Justice.

Constitutional Amendment 22 would force you to give up vot-
ing for more than 80% of Oregon’s hlghest judicial posmons g

I'he same backers of.Constitutional Amendment 21 are pushing
Oregonians limited in.the numbers of judges they can vote for and

not impartial officers of the court who let the constitution serve as |.
their guide rather than worrying about their next campaign.

We strongly urge you to vote No on Constltutlonal '
Amendment 22,

Mark O. Hatfield

Former Governor Vic Atiyeh
Former Governor Neit Goldschmidt.
Former Governor:Barbara-Roberts
Governor John A. Kitzhaber, MD

(This information furnished by Chuck Tauman, Coalition to Defeat
Constitutional Amendments 21 & 22,)

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse- |-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the

accuracy or truth ot any statement made in the argument

The ‘printing of this. argument does not constitute an endorse-
ment by the Stdte of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the

gccuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument.
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s_-——_..."'

-| amendment.

| Basic Rights Oregon

‘ARGUMENT IN OPPOSITION

VOTE NO ON CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT 22

~|.The" Oregon Hural Organlzmg Project and ‘the Oregon
| Consumer League join with teachers, seniors, judges and.
professors in opposing Constitutional Amendment .22 - another
: ‘proposed amendment to the Oregon Constitution that is unnec-

‘essary in the way it fundamentally changes the Oregon Judrcral
system : .

L. Constltutlonal Amendment 22 erI reduce the r|ghts of

" rural Oregon voters to elect the judge of their choice

- and reduce the number of judges a voter can elect. All

‘Oregon voters -should have the right to elect the' most

- qualified judgeﬂto our highest courts and not be limited by

geographic regions. Under the current system, every voter

can vote for ‘'sach of the .17 Oregon appellate judges. If

Constitutional Amendment 22 passes each voter can voteﬂ
for. only three p0srt|ons

“Under Constrtutronal Amendment 22 Oregon cmzens,

L rncludlng rural voters, will lose their'right to choose who

- 'will sit on Oregon’s highest courts. Oregonians should be

_able to choose the best judge for the job. It was financed by

.ultra conservative Loren Parks though signatures collected |-

* by Bill Sizemore. This group has a hidden agenda to change

‘the Oregon court system by forcrng the 10 judges of the

.~ Oregon Court of Appeals and the 7-judges of the Oregon

- -Supreme Court. to represent geographical districts rather
~than all the people of the Sjate of Oregon. :

The judges of the Oregon Court of Appeals and Supreme Court
decide cases for all Oregon citizens. They sholld be elected by all
"Oregon citizens. The voters of Oregon - and especially the voters
of rural Oregon - should reJect th|s unnecessary constltutronal

Join us to VOTE NO ON CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT 22

| Rural Orgamzrng Pro;ect

The Oregon Consumer l.eague

Jacquellne Zrmmer Jones, Co- Cha|r Human SerVIces Coalrtlon
of Oregon ., v : .

‘Paul Levy, Presrdent OCDLA

-Oregon Law Center’

| (Th/s rnformatlon furnrshed by Jason Fleynolds Oregon Consumer )

QLeague )

k (Thls space purchased for $500 in acco; f!ance wrth ORS 251.255, )

S ARGUMENT IN OPPOSITION

‘We need to have the most qualrfled judges, regardless of where |
‘they are from.

“Court judges under thls measUre, mstead of 17.
‘Constitutional Amendment 22 is unnecessary There is no‘ ‘

no reason to amend Oregons constitution.

_ 1000 Friends ot Oregon
. Oregon League of Conservation Voters
Oregon Community Protection Coalition
- Oregon’ Chapter Srerra Club

~ join the :
. elections. watchdog group
~in urgmg you to -
VOTE NO on Constitutional Amendment 22

Constitutional Amendment 22 Ilmlts our abrlrty to elect the :
most qualified judges. This measure affects our highest courts,’

Constrtutronal Amendment 22 Ilmlts voter treedom to’ choose; ‘
judges. Voters would only get to vote for 3 Appellate or Supreme

crisis justifying such a major.change to our Judrclal system —~ and

Constttutlonal Amendment 22 is an attack by speclal
interests who want to destroy the laws that protect Oregons
clean afr, clean water, farmland and quallty of life. ) S

The supporters of this measure are usmg the lnltlatlve )
process to push a hidden agenda ) . )

1000 Frrends of Oregon
.Oregon League of Conservation Voters -
Oregon Community Protection Coalmon
Oregon Chapter Sierra Club

: urge YOU to
VOTE NO on Constltutlonal Amendment 22 .

( Th/s rnformat/on furn/shed by Evan Manvel 1 000 Frrends of Oregon )

(This space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251.255,).

[The printing of thrs argument does not constrtute an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon; noi does the state warrant the

The printing of thisargUment does not constitute an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the :

aceuracy or. truth.of any statement made in the argument.

Aaccuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument
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7 ARGUMENT IN OPPOSI'I ION

Vote NO on Constrtutronal Amendment 22 ..

think is most qualified for a judicial position. Judges should repre-

‘or spegial interest, Constitutional Amendment 22 would change |-

" |'that. It would'take away our choice to vote for the. most-qualified
.| candidates no-matter- where they live. As voters, why would we
‘ever want to give up that . opportumty" Vote NO on.

: Consmutlonal Amendment 22. L
Dn ~ki‘v‘f b Our Fr k, ,m, e

Constltutlonal Amendment 22 would do that. 1t would allow us to
‘vote for only three judicial positions. rather, than 17 Vote NO on
' 'Constltutlonal Amendment 22 E ; :

¢ ;quallfrcatlons Vote NO on Constitutional Amendment 22.

live.:

- ‘ “Vote for17judges to the hlgher courts rather than Just three :
..+ -Enjoy an rndependent judrcrary, accountabIe 1o the ent|re )
) State of Oregon o ) : . .

Oregon Educatron Assocratron o
'|- Tim Nesbitt, President, Oregon AFL- CIO

| AFSCME, Council 75

SEIU, Local 503, OPEU
Sl (77715 informatlon furnlshed by Mary Botkln AFSCME Councr/ 75. )

- (This space purchased for $500 in accordance With ORS 251.255,)

) ‘Oregonlans now have the opportunrty to vote for the person they

sent the interests of the citizens of this state and not one region-|:

, Flight now“inj Oregon we votefor the most qualified candidates for |
-all 17 appeals .court and Supreme Court’justice positions. What
| would -you say if-we stripped. away nearIy all of those choices?

. Don’t Turn Our Judges mto Legislators

Constrtutronal Amendment 22 would requrre judges be eIected by -certain specral interest groups that didn’t like how-they ruled on a

.| geographic_ district, just, like legisiators. This. ‘suggests jUdgeS
| should act like politicians; making geography more important than .
RS Keep an lndependent Judlmary to Protect Justlce lor AlI

: 1’Don t permanently change the Constltuuon and forever glve .
. “up your rightto: .
~.» Vote for the most qualrfred? candrdate no matter where they‘ ‘

B (This space purchased for $500 in accordance wrth ORS 251.255, )

ARGUMENT IN OPPOSITION

- THE AMERICAN CIVIL LIBERTIES UNION OF OREGON

" URGES YOU TO VOTE “NO” ON'
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT 22

. Keep the Most Quallﬂed Judges

“f this Measure passes many excellent judges wrll be forced off
the bench because they don't live in the right district, We should

I|ve

. Consmutlonal Amendment 22 wlII we_a_en your freedom to
elect judges.

In 1910 Oregomans voted to aIIow judges 0 be elected}

‘statewide; ‘That means.you currently vote for.all 10 Oregori Court -

of Appeals ‘judges and all 7 Oregon Supreme Court justices.

Under this Measure, you would- only. be allowed to vote forone | = .

Supreme Court Justrce and only two. Court of Appeals Judges

Oregon Judges shouldn’t act like Iegrslators try|ng to appeaI to’

‘particular issué, We need judges who will protect our constltutlon‘ .
forall Oregonrans, not Just a few specral rnterests a8 ‘

Under Constltutlonal Amendment 22 judges wont represent
all Oregonlans only those in their drstrrct We need an indepen- | .
“dent judiciary. who will protect justlce for aIl Oregomans, not jUSt -
forafew Lo

PROTECT JUSTICE FOR ALL' j ,
VOTE “NO” ON CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT 22

( ThIS lnformatlon furn/shed by Dawd Fldanque Amencan CIVI/ leert/es
Umon of Oregon ) ‘ S

The printing-of this argument does not constitute an endorse-|

o ‘ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the | | | menit by-the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the | |:

The printing of this argument does not constrtute an-endorse- |:

- -accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument.

) accuracy or truth of any statement made |n the argument
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ARGUMENT IN OPPOSITION ARGUMENT IN OPPOSITION

_ Planned Parenthood Urges You to Vote “NO” on
Th|s Proposed Amendment Takes Away Voters Freedom to Consmutional Amendment 22
t Choose Judges = - .

Oregon should elect the most qualified Judges to serve
regardless of what part of the ‘State they are from. .

"« 1t would make it more di'fficult to get the. most, quallfred and-

“experienced judges in’ the state. to serve on_our hlghest
courts, and .

. We should always elect the most qualmed judges,. regardless

- of where they. are from. Th|s measure would limit our ability-to
Jifi

in the’ state to serve on our

highest courts,

« This proposed Constltutlonal Amendment 22 takes away voters
- freedomto choose judges It decreases the number of judges
- voters now vote for, from 17 (7 for Supreme Court and.10. for .
_ Appeals Court) to 3 total (one for Supreme court and two for | -

Appeals Court). ;

« This proposed Constltutlonal Amendment 22 is sponsored by

Right now voters can vote for & 1otal ‘of 17 Judges .this
.measure would reduce the number of Judges we.vote for to |
onIy three. -

T If we vote “NO” o on Consmutlonal Amendment 22

Steve Doell, . Ted Ferrioli, and Bob Smith, The Oregonian
reported on 7/23/02, “Loren Pdrks gave more than.$258,000 to Voters decide: Appeals Court Judges 10"

- finance signature-gathering efforts on two proposed initiatives |-~ ¥ '
. dealing with the state judicial system.” We should not let L
~ individuals with special interest agendas make these big. Supreme Court.dudges 07

changes to the court system and the constitution. , o o= TotaI Judges 17
+ The Amendment turns judges and the law into nothing more If we vote “YES" on Consmutlonal Amendment 22
" than just another form of ‘politics. It changes the checks and | =~ :
balances established in both the Oregon and Federal V°ter3 deC|de Appeals Court JUdgeS 02
Constitutions. Judges should decide cases based on the law, . S+ ; o
not parochial interests. Judges should serve no faction-or con- ) o S:ptéme Court Judges 01

stituency or act on behalf of any part|cular persons, communlty,
of party. -

» The ballot measure rncreases ‘the cost of our system by requir-
ing new offices and staffs all over.the state. It will add to the
cost of government AND decrease its efficiency. How will we

h ifional cour judicial staffs that will

The Multnomah Bar Association Joins with former governors,

teachers, Constitutional Law Section: of the Oregon State Bar,

Oregon State Bar Board of Governors, retired judges, law school

|| deans and.professors, police, and consumer groups in opposmg

this’ proposed -amendment. .

= Total Judges 03

(Amendment 22 erI take away deciding on 14 judges
from Oregon voters)

Please don’t let powertul specral Interest groups take away
our vote and our. voice in electing Oregons most Impor-
tant judges. ,

Constitutional Amendment 22 wouId create the same system
to elect judges-that we use to elect legislators, ..that will only
lead to the same kind of regional in-fighting that has brought
the State Capitol to a grinding halt.

Constitutional Amendment 22js a bad |dea and it |s bad- for

, Mulinomah Bar Association Oregon

Oregon Business Assomatron

‘Please Join Planned Parenthood in

This information lurn/shedb FlobertD Newell,: President, Multnomah Bar - ALt .
( Y Voting “NO” on Constitutional Amendment 22...

Assoc/at/on ) ) .
s let’s all keep our vote to decide on
Oregon’s most important Judges.

(This information furnished by Bill Sheppard, Chair, Planned Parenthood
Advocates of Oregon.) -

' (ThIs space purchased Ior $500 in accordance wn‘h ORS 251.255.)

(ThIS space purchased for $500 In accordance wlth ORS 251. 255 )|

| The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-

ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the

‘The pnntmg of this argument does not constltute an endorse-
ment by the' State of Oregon, nor does the 'state warrant the

accuracy or-truth of any statement made in the argument.

- | accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument.
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Measure No. 23

"1 priating money.

-|'by licensed practitioners .of their choice through a pubhcly

Proposed by initiative *petition to be voted on at the General
Electlon November5 2002 B :

‘BAL‘LOT rrrLE-

‘TEXT OF MEASURE

AN ACT

Flelatmg to health services; creatlng new prowstons amending |
ORS 249.002, 249.056, 254.005, 316. 168, 316.502; and appro-‘

‘Whereas the people of the State of. Oregon declare that it is
necessary to ensure that all Oregon residents have access to
.medically necessary, comprehensive health care as determined

* | accountable fund; now, therefore,
‘| Be It Enacted by the People of the State of Oregon:
*| SECTION 1. on Co rhn| Helh are Finance
| Plan,.
1.(1) There is. establrshed the Oregon Comprehensrve Health
Care Finance Plan. The Plan shall provide payment for med-
ically necessary health services provided to participants.
. (2) (a) All residents of the State of Oregon except those
" | defined under (2)(b) of this section, are eligible to participate
" | in the Plan. The Oregon Comprehensive Health. Care Finance
Board shall establish by rule eligibility criteria for’ persons
workrng in Oregon and residing elsewhere, . . .
: (b) Where a private employer provrdes health rnsur-
o ;ance for employees through a trust fund which is fmanced

| of these employees also my not be participants in the Pian,

-and serving partrcrpants of the plan.

_Plan, the Oregon Comprehenslve Health Care Flnance Board

solely by the employer and governed jointly by equal
representation of both employees and employer, - the
employees are exempt from the income tax-and the employer
is exempt from the payroll tax. Under these conditions, the
‘employees may-not be participants in the Plan. Dependents

unless such dependents are also dependents of a ‘person
who is a participant. '

(c) Where an: employer/employee group is exempted
under (2)(b) of this section, on or before September 30th of
each year commencing wrth 2004 each 'such -group may
choose to become participants in the Plan. After such time
as-a respective group chooses to partlcrpate in the plan |t wrll
no- longer be eligible for exemption, .

(3) Health benetits provided under the Plan shall lnclude
medrcally ‘necessary _health services provrded by any
licensed, ‘certified -or registered health service provrder
without regard to preexisting cond|t|ons Covered 'services |-
include, but are:not limited to:

(a) Preventive- services, dncluding |mmun|zat|ons, prenatal
care, well baby care and physical examinations, except for |
physical examinations required to determrne el|g|b|l|ty for
private health insurance coverage; = :
(b):- Inpatrent ‘hospital care, including 24- hour emergency
services and emergency transportatlon servrces .
(©) Outpatient services;

(d) Services provided by individual practlttoners :

(e)- Mental health servrces, mcludrng substance abuse treat- )

ment services; - |
{f)-Long term care, lncludrng nurslng facrl|ty, home health
and communrty based long term care services and hospice
care;

(9). Prescrlptron medrcatrons,

(h) Dental services;

(i) Eye care services and related equrpment :

(j) Diagnostic tests, including interpretative serviges;

(k) Durable medical equipment, mcludrng hearrng aids and |
other prosthetic devices;

()] Medrcally related transportatron and language |nterpreta-
tion services; - . :
(m) Treatment of i |n]ur|es, mcludlng |n]ur|es arrsrng out of or
in the course of employment and tnjurres to partlctpantsj
arising from auto accidents: and ‘ ;
(n) Rehabilitation services, except vocational - rehabllltat|on .
services provrded under ORS 344,511 to 344.690. o

(4) No participant seeking services shall be discrimi- |
nated against by any provrder under this planon the |
basis of race, religious creed, color, national status,
sex, sexual orientation, age, wealth or any other |:
‘basis prohibited by the civil rights laws of this state..
No practitioner under this Plan shall be compelled
to offer any particular service, provided that the
practltloner does not dlscrrmrnate among reclplents‘ .
: in the provision of services.

(6) The Board shall establish’ rules by which the Plan
shall provide payment for medically necessary
heaith services provided to- partrcrpants who are |
" traveling outside of Oregon. =~

SECT IQN 2, Utilization of Plan. (1) Participants may recelve
health services under the Oregon Comprehensive Health
Care Finance Plan from any health care practitioner of their
choice who is licensed, certified or registered’ in thrs state, |-

GY

(2) Each health care practitioner will decide what' dragnostrc
and therapeutic procedures are necessary for participants
under his/her care accordmg to hrs/her legaily deﬂned 'scope
of pract|ce

(3) In cooperatron with District Advrsory committees,
described in Section 5(g) of this 2002 Act, and organizations
representing practitioners of health services covered by the -

shall:
(a) Assemble |nformat|on about the rellabrltty and cost

N
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_Measure No. 23

effectiveness of modes of treatment offered by provrders

partlclpatlng in the Plan; and

{b) Establish guidelines for ut|l|zat|on of health servuces'

consistent with the budget of the Plan.” .
| (4) The Board shall monitor-utilization of health services by

practltloners, suppliers and participants and may adopt rules.
‘necessary ' to- initiate correctrve actlon when patterns of

| abuse are identified,

(5) All insurers offerlng health insurance in th|s state must
‘| inform prospective customers |n wr|t|ng of the benefrts

avallable under the Plan

. (1)The Oregon Comprehenslve Health Care Flnance Board

Is established as a public corporation and shall exercise and
carry out all powers, rights and prlvlleges that are expressly
conferred upon it, are implied by law or are jncident to such
, ,powers.The'Board,shall be a governmental entity performing

governmental functions and exercising governmental pow- |
_ers. The Board shall be an independent public corporation
with statewlde purposes and mlsslons and wlthout terrItoriaI
boundaries.

| (@Al ‘members of the Board must be electors reglstered,
| to vote in accordance with ORS Chapter 247, The member- ‘
| ship of the Board shall.consist of:

(a) Five' members appointed by the Governor One must‘

be a person with a demonstrated history. of - health care |

consumer advocacy, and the other four must represent the
following categorles: . ,
| (A) Health service providers; =~
(B) Alternative health care: provlders,
~ |(C) Organized labor;and = -
(D) Employers. - i ) : o

/|- (b) Two members elected at the general electlon from each
. congresslonal district in the state, Members elected from
| a congressional dlstrlct must be reglstered to vote in that
district. ’
| (3) The term of office for a board member is four years A
‘| member may not serve more that two terms consecutively.
The term of office for each elected member of the board
.| begins on the flrst Monday of January next foIlowrng the
| election. ,

‘() if there ls a vacancy on the Board for ‘any cause, the
Governor shall fill the vacancy by. appomtment A vacancy in
| the office .of an appointed member- shall be filled. for the
‘| remainder of the term. In the case of a vacancy in an elected
,offlce ‘of the Board, the perlod of service of an appointee
under. this, subsection shall commence upon: apporntment
| and shall ‘expire on the Sunday before the first Monday in

January next followmg the election at which a member is
elected to fill that office. If the vacancy occurs more than 61
‘| days prlor 1o the general election, and the term of the vacant

office expires after the first Monday in January following the |
| general_ election, a ‘member shall be elected to serve the

remainder ‘of the term at the general election next following
the apporntment ‘A person appointed to fill a vacancy for an
.appointed position shall be from the same category as the
Board member who Is being replaced. .
(5) Standards. and criteria shall be establrshed by ‘the
Secretary of State to .
(a) Prevent..a person from servmg ‘as an elected
) member of The Oregon Comprehenslve Health Care
"Finance ‘Board who has a financial interest in any
. provider, practltloner or supplrer domg business
- with the Board under this Plan.

(b) Assure that providers shall not have a. f|nanc|alf'

interest in facilities to which they refer patients for
) tests, procedures, services or supplles )

(6) If the Governoris convinced; by’ proofﬁ of the inability or-

“misconduct of an appointed member, the Governor ‘shall
-| dismiss the member ‘and make an appomtment to flII the
remaindér of that member’s term.

(7 The Board -shall ‘elect a chalrperson annually from o

Plan,

'|s responsible for the development and implementation of |

‘public, nonprofit, single purchasing author|ty for health ser-‘ )
7Ilmlted to:

1 Flnance Fund;

,of the Pian;

‘health services ‘and emphasls on drsease prevent|on and

“health service needs;

‘Fund. : T

‘Comprehensive Health Care Finance Fund shall be credited :

‘payment of medically necessary benefits for participants,

‘related expenses and for ‘administrative costs of the Oregonf
ﬁadminlstratwe costs of the plan may not exceed five percent

‘increase faster than the rate of inflation of the private sector
-economy ‘as determlned by the Oregon Department “of

-When the amount of .revenue available to the Plan‘in any |

‘from the Fund to the reserve account. The board may expend
‘moneys in the reserve account for anyxpurpose on the plan 1B
N 7 rki i

among the members of the Board. ‘ :
(8). Until the initial Board begrns to functlon, the Governor
shall direct state* agencles to prepare for Board. activities.
SECTION 3a, (1) Notwithstanding ORS 292.495, members of
the Oregon Comprehensive Health Care Fihance Board,:|
established under section 3 of this 2002 Act, shall receive | -
payment for expenses and an annual salary as established | -
by the Governor wrthm three months ofthe enactment of th|s: ‘

Notw1thstandlng the term of office specified |n Sectlon
3 of ‘this 2002 Act, of the members of the Oregon
Comprehensive Health Care Finance Board initially elected
from each Congressional District of this state, one shall |
serve for a term ending on the Sunday before the first'
Monday in January 2005 and one shall serve for a term end- |
ing on the Sunday before the frrst Monday in January 2007

_SEgIlQu 5. Duties of Board. - ;
(1) The Oregon Comprehenswe Health Care Flnance Board,

the Oregon Comprehensive Health Care Finance Plan as a

vices by January 1, 2005. -
{(2)The Board shall manage and have overslght of the Plan .
(3) The responslbrhtles of the Board include, but are not.

"(a) Determining Plan pollcles, R :
. (b) Establishing a balanced budget for the Plan, :
() Managing the Oregon Comprehenslve Health Care; o

(d) Adoptlng rules for the implementatlon and operatlon 1

(e) Evaluatlng health servlces pa|d for’ by the Plan rn]
order to promote quallty and cost effectlveness, “ DRER I
" (f) Establishing incentives to ensure access to quallty :

health promotion;

(g) Communicating’ with and sollcltlng rnput from the
publlc through district advisory committees and ‘other
means, lncludmg ‘from: lndlviduals and groups wrth spec|al. .

() Employmg an Executlve D|rector and other neces-ﬁi

sary employees; and , , ‘

: (i) Issuing revenue bonds o E I
(4) The Board may contact for. admrnistratlve servrces
ECTION .

(1) The Oregon Comprehenslve ‘Health Care Fmance
Fund is established in the State Treasury, separate and dis-
tinct from'the General Fund. Interest earned by the Oregon |

to the Oregon Comprehensrve Health Care Finance Fund.
- (2) Expenditures from the Fund may be made only for

capital costs for board approved medical facilities and

Comprehensrve Health Care Flnance Plan.
(3) After the first.three years of operatlon of the Plan, |

(5%) of the amounts collected by the Plan in the immediately:
preceding year. In subsequent years, that amount’ ‘may not.

Adminlstratrve Services. | ,
(4) The Oregon Comprehenslve Health Care Frnance
Board shall establish a reserve account in the State Treasury.

biennlum exceeds the total amount expended ‘or.obligated
for that biennium, the excess revenue shall be transferred

Notwnhstandmg Sectlon 6 of this Act for the f|rst two‘

~ . hh
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payable at the time and in the manner in which’ other taxes
imposed under this Chapter are due and payable. The tax
shall be reported on such forms as may be prescribed by the
Department of Revenue.

(5) The tax shall be collected and administered by the
Department of Revenue in the same manner in which other
personal income taxes are collected and administered under
this chapter.

SECTION 13. Appli

Section 12 of this 2002 Act applies to tax years begin-
ning on or after January 1, 2005.

SECTION 14. Credit for Exr§tlng Health Insurance. )

(1) A taxpayer may claim a credit against the taxes
otherwise due under Section 12 of this 2002 Act for the
amount of health insurance premiums paid -during the tax
year pursuant to a contract with a health insurance provider
that was entered into prior to November 6, 2002.

(2) A taxpayer may claim a credit against the taxes
otherwise due under Section 12 of: this 2002 Act for the
amount - of money contributed by the taxpayer as an
employee to an employer- sponsored health plan, pursuant
to a contract entered into by the employer of the taxpayer
with a health insurance provider prior to November 6, 2002.

(3)(a) A taxpayer may claim a credit against the taxes
otherwise due under Section 12 of this 2002 Act, if:

benefits from a former empioyer of the taxpayer, or a suc-
cessor of the employer; and

{(B) All or a portion of the retirement benefits consist of
health care benefits arising from a contract of health insur-
ance entered into between the employer, or successor, and a,
health insurance provider; and

(C) The contract was entered into prior to November 6,
2002.

(3)(b) The amount of the credit under this subsection
shall equal the amount of health insurance premiums paid by
1 the employer, or successor, on behalf of the taxpayer during
the tax year.

(4). As used in this section:

(a) “Contract” does not include a renewal of an existing
contract, if the renewal occurs on or after November 6, 2002.

(b) Subsection (4)(a). of this Section notwithstanding, a
retired person’s tax credit for. premiums paid by a former
employer, as provided under Section 14, subsection 3, shall
not expire upon renewal or change of a health insurance
contract, but shall continue as long as the employer or
successor makes payments or health care benéfits on behalf
of the retired person.

(c) “Health Insurance” means health care benefits pro-
vided pursuant to the provisions of ORS 750.003 to 750.065
and 750.301 to 750.341 and ORS Chapter 743. .
SECTION 15 Effect of emplover gndgrtgking to_pay

mpl ax. ’

(1) An employer may undertake to pay all or a portion of
the tax imposed under Section 12 of this 2002 Act on the
wages and salary of an employee, )

(2) The tax imposed under Section 12 of this 2002 Act shall
remain a liability of the employee until paid, unless payment
| of the tax is an enforceable contract obligation of the
employer, in which case payment of the tax is a joint and
several liability of the employer and the employee.

/| (3) If.an employer makes a payment of the tax imposed
under Section 12 of this 2002 Act, the payment is not includ-

able in Oregon taxable income.

SECTION 16. Di ion_of income tax reven

ORS 316.502 is amended to read:

316.502 (1)(a) The net revenue from the tax imposed by this
Chapter and ORS Chapter 314, after deducting refunds, shall be
paid over to-the State Treasurer [and],

(b) That portion of the tax imposed by this chapter that
is attributable to Oregon Comprehensive Health Care
Finance Plan taxes imposed under Section 12 or 19 of this
2002 Act shall be deposited in the Oregon Comprehensive

(A) The taxpayer is a retired person receiving: retirement:

Health Care Finance Fund establrshed in- Section 6 of this
2002 -Act.

(¢) The balance remaining after deductron of the amount
described in paragraph (b) of this subsection shall be held in
the General Fund-as miscellaneous receipts available generally
to meet any expense or obligation of the State of Oregon lawfully -
incurred.

{2)-A working balance of unreceipted revenue from the tax
imposed by this Chapter may be retained for the payment of
refunds, but such working balance shall not at the close of any
fiscal year exceed the sum of $1 million dollars. :

(8) Moneys are continuously appropriated to the Department of
Revenue {o make the refunds authorized under subsection (2) of -
this section. .

SECTION 17. Miscellaneous.

Sections 18 to 22 of this 2002 Act are added to and made
a part of ORS Chapter 314

TION 1 1l finition

As used in Sectrons 18 to 22 of this 2002 Act, unless the’
context requires otherwise: - )

(1) “Board” means the Oregon Comprehensive Health |-
Care Finance Board established under Section 3 of thrs 2002
Act. : )

(2) “Employer” means:

(a) A person who is in such relation to another person that
the person may control the work of that other:person and
direct the manner in which the work is to be done;

(b) An officer or employee of a corporation, including an
organization exempt from taxation under section 501(c)(3) of |’
the Internal Revenue Code, or a member or employee of a
partnership who, as such officer, employee or member is"
under a duty to perform the acts required of employers by
ORS 316.162 to 316.212; or

(c) The State of Oregon or anypolitical subdrvrsron in this’
State.

(3) “Individual’” means any natural person.

(4) “Wages” includes:

(a) Remuneration for services performed by an-employee
for the employer, including the cash value of all remuneration
paid in any medium other than cash; and. 1

(b) Any amount included in the definition of “wages™ under
Section 3121 of the Internal Revenue Code, as defined in
ORS 316.012, by reason of the provisions of Section
3121(a)(5)(C), 3121(a)(5)(D), 3121(a)(5)(E), 3121(a)(5)(H),.
3121(v)(1)(A), 3121(v)(1)}(B) or 3121(v)(3)(A). of the Internal
Revenue Code, or any amount deferred under a nonqualified .
deferred compensation plan. ,

(5) Wages which are exempt from taxatron under this
2002 Act are: :

(a) For services preformed in the employ of. the United
States of America.

(b) For domestic service -in a private home if the total
amount paid to such employee is less than $1,000 per year.

(c) For casual labor not in the course of the employer’s
trade or business.

(d) For services performed wholly outside of thrs state.

(e) To individuals employed in labor at sea who also are
exempt from garnishment, attachment or execution under:
title 46, United States Code.

(f: To individuals temporarrly employed as emergency“
firefighters

(g) If the remuneration is not subrect to wrthholdrng under
ORS chapter 316 '

(h) To employees’ trusts exempt from taxatron under | .
section 401 of the Internal Revenue Code.-

(i) Net earnings from self—employment as .defined in
Internal Revenue Code 1402a. '

(i) For the first $50,000 in wages paid to the principals of

S -Corporations.

SECTION 19. Empl tax: nw

(1) In addition to and not in lieu of any other tax to which
an empioyer may be subject; each employer shall pay an
additional tax to fund the Oregon Comprehensive Health

57

CONTINUED t



* Official 2002 GeneraIEleCtion Voters' Pamphlet——Statewide Measures

Measure No. 23

| this Section. -

Care Frnance Plan estabIrshed under sectron 1 of th|s 2002
) Act S
(2)The tax shall be |mposed at a progressrve rate based
. on the total wages paid by the. employer, to be determined

- annually by the Oregon Comprehensive Health Care Finance

‘Board establrshed under Sectron 3 of th|s 2002 Act, wrthrn
the followrng limits:

(a) The minimum rate of tax |mposed on wages shall be
3 Y3, *.

(b)The maxrmum rate of tax |mposed on wages 11 5%; and

:(c) The total amount of taxes imposed under this Sectron
| may not exceed 9.5% of total statewide wages.
1. 2(3) The Board shall determine the rates and assocraled
i wage brackets for the tax imposed under.this Section at least
* | six months prior to the start of the calendar year for which
those:rates and wage brackets’ apply The rates ‘and wage
1 brackets shall apply to all tax reportrng perrods begrnnlng in
that calendar year. . .

(4) “An employer may not reduce the wages of an

employee to pay all or any: portlon of a tax |mposed under

-A{5). Taxes |mposed under t |s Sectron shall be pard and
reported as provided in ORS 316.168.
:(6) The Department of Revenue shall admlnlster taxes

- ‘rmposed under this section. .
(7) Unless the context requrres otherwrse, the provrsrons

) of this chapter and ORS chapters 305 and 316 as to. the audit
| andexamination. of- returns, determination: of deficiencies,

assessments, claims: for- refunds, penaltres, interest, jeop-

| ardy assessments, warrants, conferences and appeals to the

| Oregon Tax. Court,-and procedures- relating thereto, shall

|| apply to Sections: 18 1022 of tﬁ]s 2002 Act the same as if the

tax were a tax |mposed upon or measured by net income.
 Ter oll

ing periods beginning on or after January 1, 2003; and before
January 1, 2005, the tax.imposed under Sectlon 19 of this

| 2002 Act shall be: computed ata rate of ohe percent (1%) of~

‘| wages.

| SECTION 21. Waggg §gg.gg; {0 tax only once.

Any amount that is once taken into.account as- wages under‘
| Sections 18 to 22 of this 2002 Act may not ‘afterwards be

| treated as. wages for purposes of the tax rmposed under

' Section 19 of thrs 2002 Act s

(1) An employer may claim a credit against taxes other-

:wrse due under Section 19 of this 2002 Act for the amount of.

health insurance premiums paid during the tax year pursuant
| to ‘a* contract.with a health insurance provrder that was
entered into’ prror to November 6, 2002 : L

. (2) As used-in this Section:.

*(a) “Contract” does not |nclude a renewal of an exrstlng‘

contract if the renewal occurs on or after November 6, 2002,

(b) “Health insurance” means benefits provided pursuant

: to the provisions of ORS 750.003, 750.005, 750.025, 750 045,
| and 750.301 to 750. 341.and ORS Chapter 743 k
: E ~TlON‘2 .Applicable dates;
(1) Sections 18 to 22 of this 2002 Act apply to tax report-

~rng perrods beginning on or. ‘after. January 1,.2003. )
(2 ‘Section 22 of this 2002 Act applres to tax years

begmnlng on-or after January 1, 2005,

| SECTION 24, vEmponer regurred to frle combrned guarterly'
.. | vided under ORS 254.470.

tax Beport.
"ORS 316 168 is amended to read: .

"316.168.. (1) Except- as otherwise prowded by Iaw every
| employer subject to the provisions of ORS 316.162 t0.316.212])]
| and :656.506 and ORS-Chapter 657, [or] and every employer
| 'subject to a payroll-based tax imposed by a mass transit district

|'and administered by the'Department of Revenue under ORS

| 305.620 or the Oregon Comprehensive Health Care Finance
| Plan’ payroll .tax imposed under Sections 18 to 22 of this
E f2002‘Act shall make ‘and file- a combined. quarterly tax and

assessment report uponka form prescribed by the department. '

(2) The report shall be filed with the Department of Revenue
on or before the last day of the month following the quarter to
which the report relates and shall be deemed received-on the
date of mailing, as provided in ORS 305.820. . )

(a) The report shall be accompanied by payment of any tax or
assessment due and a combined tax and assessment payment
coupon prescribed by the department." The employer shall
indicate on the coupon the amount of the total payment and the
portions of the payment to be pard to each of the tax or assess-
ment programs. .

(b) The Department of Revenue shall credit the payment to the .

tax or assessment programs.in the amounts indicated by the |

employer on the coupon and shall promptly remit the payments to
the appropriate taxing or assessing body.

- (c) If the employer fails to allocate the payment on the coupon
the Department: shall allocate the payment to the proper tax

{ or assessment programs on the basis of the percentage the

payment bears to the total amount due.

(d) The Department of Revenue shall dlstrrbute copres of. thet
combrned quarterly tax and -assessment report-and the
necessary tax or assessment payment information to each of the
agencies charged with the administration of a tax or assessment
covered by the report.

. (e) The Department of Revenue the Employment Department

.and the Department of Copsumer and Business Services shall-

develop a system of account numbers and assign to -each
employer a single account number representing all of the tax and

‘assessment programs included in the combrned quarterly tax and

assessment report.”

SECTION 25. Applicable date. ~ ‘
" The amendments to ORS 316. 168 by Section 24 of this

2002 Act apply to tax reportrng periods begrnnrng on or after

| January 1, 2003.

| SECTION 26. Spggral electlon
Notwrthstandrng Sectron 19(2) of this 2002 Act, for tax report-‘

(1) Notwithstanding any provrsron of ORS Chapter 249
or this 2002 Act, candidates for the first elected members of

‘the” Oregon Comprehensive Health Care Finance Board

established under Section 3 of this 2002 Act shall be elected

at a special election to be held throughout this state on

May 20, 2003. Notwrthstandrng ORS :249.088, in each

Congressronal District, the two candidates receiving the
votes of a majority of the voters shall be elected, In the event:
that two candidates do not receive the vote of a majority of
the voters, a runoff election will be held. if one. posrtron has
been filled, the runoff will be between the two candidates, not
elected, who received the greatest number of votes. if no-
candidate receives the vote of a majority of the voters, then |
the runoff will be held between the four candidates having |
the greatest number of votes. In subsequent elections, Board

members must be elected by a majority of the voters in their

respective congressronal districts.

(2) The Secretary of State shall adopt rules establrshrng
procedures for conducting the .election of the first elected
Board members referred to in Subsection (1).of this Section."
The rules shall specify deadlines for filing of a nominating
petition or declaration-of candldacy, deadlines for withdrawal
of candidacy and any other provisions as may be necessary
to |mplement this 2002 Act or conduct the electron referred
to in Subsection (1) of this Section.

(3) Notwithstanding ORS 254. 465(2), the electron of
members of the Board established under Section 3 of this
2002 Act shall be conducted. by mail in aII countres as pro-

{4) The Secretary of State shall- prepare and delrver to~
each county clerk by the most expeditious means: practica-_
ble a statement of the state offices to be filled and infor-
mation .concerning all candidates for the - positions. The
Secretary of State shall keep a copy of the statement.

(5) Notwithstanding any provision of ORS ‘Chapter 251:

(a) The Secretary of State shall cause to be printed in | .

a voters’ pamphlet prepared . for the election described in
subsection (1) of this section any portrait and statement
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descrtbed in ORS 251.065, 251.075, 251,085-and 251.087 and
filed by a candidate for election to the Board referred to in
‘Subsection (1) of this ‘Section. The portrait and statement
filed by a candidate under this Subsection shall comply with
ORS 251,065, 251.075, 251.085, 251,087 and. 251.095, except
that the Secretary of State by rule shall set deadhnes for
| filing portraits and statements. :

{b) Not later than the 10th day before the election, the
Secretary of State shall cause the voters’ pamphlet to be
mailed to each post office mailing address in Oregon and

may use any additional means of dlstributton necessary to

make the pamphlet available to electors.

(c) In preparing the voters’ pamphlet required ‘under thls
section, the Secretary of State is not required to comply with
ORS 279.011, 279 015 and 279 063 relatmg to- competrtlve
bidding. )

SECTION 26a Approprlatlon for speclal election.

(1) In addition to and not in lieu of any’ other approprla-
tions . or moneys made available by law or from other
sources, there is appropriated out of the General Fund to the

Secretary of State, for the biennium ending June 30, 2003, the’

sum of $1,000, 000 for the payment of direct: expenses of this
state incurred in conducting a special election held through-
out this state on May 20, 2003. :

" (2) Any part of the approprlatlon under this Section that

is unexpended and unobllgated on June 30 2003 shaII revert’

to the General Fund.
SECTION 27. ORS'249,002 is, amended to read
“249.002. As used in this Chapter ) i
" (1) “Candidate” means an individual whose name is printed
or is expected to be printed on the official ballot. -
(2 ) “County clerk” mearfs the county cletk or the county
official in charge of elections.
(3) “Elector” means an rndlvndual qualified . to vote under
‘Sectton 2, Article 11, Oregon Constitution.

(4) “Judge” means the judge of the Supreme Court Court of |

Appeals, Circuit Court or the Oregon Tax Court.
" (5) “Member” means an individual who |s reglstered as being
- affiliated with the political party

(6) "Minor polrtrcal party” means a political party that has

quallfled as a minor political party under ORS 248.008.
(7) ““Nonpartisan office” means- the officé of judge,

| Superintendent of Public - Instruction, Commissioner of the

Bureau of Labor and iIndustries, ;member of the Oregon

Comprehensive Health Care anance Board, any elected office

of a metropolitan service district under ORS Chapter 268, justice
of the peace, county clerk, county assessor, county. surveyor,
county treasurer, sheriff, district attorney or any office deS|gnated
nonpartisan by a home rule charter.

" (8) *Prospective petition” meanskthe |nformat|on except’

S|gnatures and other identification ‘of petition S|gners requued to
be:contained in a completed petltton i
- (9) “Public office” means any-national, state, county, c;ty or
district office or posmon except a polltlcal party offrce fllled by the
electors. -
(10y “State office” means Governor Secretary of State, State

Treasurer Attorney General, Commissioner of the Bureau of

Labor and Industries, Superintendent of Public' Instruction,
member of the Oregon Comprehensive Health Care Finance
Board, Judge state Senator, state: Representatlve or dlstrlct
_attorney. -

SECTION 28. ORS 249. 056 is amended to read : :
“249.,056. (1) At the time of filing-a declaration of cand|dacy,
_candidate for the~ folIowrng offices’ shall pay to the, officer: wnth
whom the declaration is filed the foIlowmg fee : B

(a) United States Senator, $150. : :

‘(b) Governor,- Secretary of State, State Treasurer Attorney
General, Commissioner of-the Bureau of ‘Labor and Industries,
Superintendent of Public Instruction, - member of the Oregon
Comprehensive Health Care Finance Board, Representative in
Congress, judge of the Supreme Court; Court of Appeals or
Oregon Tax Court, or éxecutive officer or auditor of a metropolltan
servrce d|str|ct $1OO :

for candidates or measures. In the case of
“ballot” ‘includes material posted in a vott

,candldates or the measurers to be- voted on:;

-or an-office to be voted on in the state at. Iarge or
‘sional district, or a measure to be voted on in the. state

‘city office, or a measure to be voted on in a city: only. .

‘Comprehensive Health Care Finance Board, any elected office

(c) County office, district attorney or
(d) State Senator or. Representative.
politan service district under ORS: Chapt .
" (2).No filing fee shall be required of: pers
tion of candldacy for precmct commlttee p
peace” < -
SECTION 29. ORS 254, 005 is amended to

254.005. As used in this chapter: .~ ' -
(1) “Ballot* means any material on WhIC votes:

delivered to an elector by mail. -
(2) "Ballot label” means the material contalnr

(3) “Chief elections officer” means the: ;
* - (a) Secretary of State, regarding a candidate for

~(b) County clerk, regardmg a candidate for a- count' (
measure to be voted on in a county only. ° .
(c ) City clerk, auditor: or recorder, regardlng a’candi

B (4) “County clerk™ means the county cIerk or t
official in charge of elections. .
(5) “Elector” means an |nd|vrdual quallfled to vote underf -
Section 2, Article |l, Oregon Constitution, Ee
(6) “Major polrtucal party” means a political- party t ;
qualified as a major political party under ORS 248.006.." - -
-(7) "Measure” includes any -of thefollowing submltted o’ the )
people for their approval or rejection at-an electlon o
(a) A proposed law. 3
(b) An Act or part of an Act of the Leglslatlve Assemb Y. .
‘(c) A revision of or, amendment to the Oregon )
Constitution. . )
“(d)- Local, special or mun|C|pa| Iegrslatton
. (e) A proposition or question. - )
. (8) "Minor political party” means a po||t|cal party that has
quallfled as a minor political party under ORS 248.008. :
(9) “Nonpartisan office” means the office of Judge of the
Supreme Court, Court of Appeals, circuit court or the Oregon Tax
Court, Superintendent of Public Instruction, Commissioner of the
Bureau 'of Labor -and Industries, member of the Oregon

of a'metropolitan service district under ORS Chapter 268, , justice |’
of the peacé, county clerk, county assessor, county surveyor,
county treasurer, sheriff, district attorney or any offrce desrgnated .
nonpartisan by a home rule charter. .

" (10)-*Prospective. petition:” -means the |nformat|on ‘except

signatures and other identification of petition signers, reqU|red to . '

be contained in a completed:petition.

- (11).“Regular district election” means the electlon held each‘
year for the purpose of electing members of a dtstnct board as
defined in ORS 255.005 (2). . . :

- (12) "Voting machlne means:

~ (a) Any device which will record every vote cast on candtdates .
and measurers, and which will either |nternally or externaIIy total
all votes cast on that device.

(by Any device into which a ballot may be inserted and WhICh is |.
so designed and constructed that the vote for any candidate or
measure may be indicated by punching or marking the ballot..

' (13) “Vote tally' system” means one or more pieces’ of

equment necessary - to ‘examine and tatly automatlcally the

marked or punched ballots.”

SECTION 30. ORS 260.005 is amended to read

260.005. As uséd in this chapter: .
(1)(a) “Candidate” means:’ ‘

* (A) An individual-whose name is printed on a baIIot for
whom' a declaration of candidacy, nominating petition or certifi-
cate of nomination to public office has been filed or. whose name
is expected to be or has been presented, with the individual's
consent, for nomination or election to public office; :

(B) Anindividual who has solicited or received and accepted
a contnbutron made an expend|ture or. g|ven consent to. an
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individual, organization, political party or political committee to
solicit or receive and accept a contribution or make an expenditure
on the individual's behalf to secure nomination or election to any
public office. at .any time, whether or not the office for which the
individual will seek’nomination or election is known when the
solicitation is made, the contribution is received and retained'or

the expendlture is made, and whether or ‘not the name of the |

individual is printed on a ballot; or
(C) A public office holder-against whom a recall petition has
been completed and filed.
(b) For purposes of this section and ORS 260.035 to
260.156, “candidate” does not mclude a candidate for the office of
- precinct committeeperson.
(2) “Committee director” means any person who directly and
substantially participates -in  decision-making. on behalf of -a
political committee concerning the solicitation or expenditure of
funds and the support of or opposition to candidates or measures.
' The officers of a political party shall be considered the directors
of any political parly committee of that party, unless. otherwise
provided in the party’s bylaws.
(3)(a) Except as provided in ORS 260.007, "contribute” or
“contribution” includes:

(A} The payment, loan, gift, forgwmg of |ndebtedness or.

furnishing without equwalent compensation or consideration, of
money, services other than personal services for which no

compensation is asked or given, supplies, equnpment orany other |

thing of value:

(i) For the purpose of influencing an election for public office
or an election on a measure, or of reducing the debt of a candi-
date for nomination or election to pubhc office. or the debt of a
| political committee; or .

(i) To or on behalf of a cand|date, polltlcal committee .or
measure; and

(B) Any unfulfllled pledge, subscription, agreement or
promise, .whether. or not legally enforceable, to ‘make a
contribution,

(b) Regarding a contribution ‘made for compensatlon or
consideration of less than equivalent value, only the excess value
of it shall'be considered a contribution.

(4} “County clerk” means:the county clerk orthe county
| official in charge of elections.

(5) “Elector” means an individual qualified to vote under
section 2, Article Il of the Oregon Constitution.

A(S) Except as provided in ORS 260.007, “expend” or “expen-
diture” includes the payment or furnishing of money or anything of
value or the'incurring or repayment of indebtedness or obligation
by or.on behalf of a candidate, political committee or person in
consideration for any services, supplies, equipment or other thing

of value performed or furnished for any reason, including support
| of or opposition to a candidate, political committee.or measure, or
for reducing the debt of a candidate for nomination or‘election to
public office. "Expenditure” also includes. contributions made by
a candidate or political committee to or on- behalf of-any othér
candidate or political committee.

“(7) "Filing officer” means;

(a) The Secretary of State, regardlng a candidate, for. any
state office or any office to be voted for In the state at large or in
a congregsional district or-regarding a measure to be voted on in
the state at large.

(b) The county clerk, regarding a candldate for any county
office or any district. or Precinct- office within the county, or
regarding a measure to be voted for in one county orina dlstrlct
situated wholily within one county.

(c) The chief city elections officer, regardlng a candidate for
any city office, or a measure to Be voted for-in a city only.

(d) The county clerk of the gounty in which the office of the
chief administrative officer or administrative board is 'located
regarding a candidate for office for any district or regarding a
measure to be voted on in a district, when the district is situated
in more than one county.

(e) In; the case of an irrigation district formed under ORS
chapter 545

(A) The county clerk, regarding any candidate for office or

‘proposed district is situated wholly in one county;

‘tion. where it would reasonably -appear that. in the ordinary

|| for,” “elect,” "suppo rt " “cast your ballot for,” “vote agamsl " ‘defeat”

| other inquiry.

me——

any measure at an irrigation-district formation election where the

(B) The county clerk of the county in which the office of
the 'secretary of the proposed irrigation district will be located,
regarding any candidate for office or any measure at an irrigation
district formation election where the proposed district is situated
in more than one county; or

(C) The secretary of the irrigation district for any election
other than an irrigation district formation election.

(8) “Independent expenditure” means an expenditure by a
person for a communication. expressly advocaung the election
or defeat of a clearly identified candidate that-is not-made with
the cooperation or with- the” prior consent of, or in consultation
with, or at the request or suggestion of, a candidate or any
agent. or authorized committee of the candidate. As used in this
subsection:

(a) “Agent” means any person who has:

(A) Actual oral or written authority, either express or lmplled
to make or to authorize the making of expenditures on behalf of a
candidate; or

" (B) Been placed in a position within the campaign organiza-

course of campaign-related activities the person may authorize
expenditures.

(b) “Clearly identified” means:

(A) The name of the candidate involved appears; :

(B) A photograph or drawing of the candidate appears; or

(C) The identity of the candidate is apparent by unambigu-
ous reference.

(c) “Expressly advocating” means any communication con-
taining a message advocating election or defeat, including but not
limited to the name of the candidate, or expressions such as “vote

or ‘reject.”

(d) “Made with the cooperation or with the prior consent of,
or in consultation with, or at the request or suggestion of, a can-
didate or any agent or authorized committee of the candidate”:

(A) Means any arrangement, coordination or direction ‘by
the candidate or the candidate’s agent prior to the publication,
distribution , display or broadcast .of the communlcatlon An
expendlture shall be presumed to be so made when it is:

(i) Based.on information about the candidate’s plans, pro-
jects or needs provided to the expending person by the candidate
or by the candidate’s agent, with a V|ew towards having an expen-‘
diture made; or

(if) Made by or through any person who is or has been |
authorized to raise or expend funds, who is or has been an offi-
cer of a political committee authorized by the candidate or who is
or has been receiving any form of compensation or reimburse-
ment from the candidate, the candidate’s principal - campalgn
committee or agent; and

(B) Does not include providing to the expending person upon
request a copy of this chapter or any rules adopted by the
Seoretary of State relating. to independent expenditures

~(9) "Initiative petition” means a petition to initiate a measure
for which-a prospectlve petition has been filed but that is not yet
a measure, ,

(10) “Judge” means Judge of the Supreme Court, Court of
Appeals, circuit court or the Oregon Tax Court.

(11) “Mass -mailing” means more. than 200 substantially
similar pieces of mail, but does not'include a form letter or other
mail that is sent in response to an unsohcnted request, letter or

- - (12) "Measure includes any of the foliowing submitted to the

people for their approval or rejection at an election:

(a) A proposed law. -

(b) An Act or part of an Act of the Legislative Assembly.

(e) A revision of or an amendment to the Oregon
Constitution

(d) Local, special or municipal legislation.

(e) A proposition or question.

(13) “Occupation” means the nature of an individual's
principal business or, if the individual is employed by another
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: persori the nature of the individual's principal business or the

business name and address of the employer.

(14) “Person” means an individual, corporation, Iimited liabil-
ity .company, - labor -organization, association; firm, partnership,
“joint stock company, club, organization or other combinatlon of
individuals having collective: capacnty

(15)(a) “Political committee” means a combination of two or

| more individuals, or a personother than an individual, that has:

(A) Received a contribution for the purpose of supporting or

| opposing a candidate, measure oy political party; or

(B) Made an expenditure for the purpose of supporting or
opposing a candidate, measure or political party.

(b) For purposes of paragraph (a)(B) of this subsection, .an
expenditure shall not include:

cate filed under ORS 260.112; or
(B) An independent expenditure - for: which a statement is

‘| required to be filed by a person under ORS 260.044 (1).

(16) “Public office” means any national, state, county, district,
city office or position, except a political pariy office, that is filled by
the electors,

(17) Recall petition” means a petmon to recall a public officer
for which a prospective petition has been fiied but that is not yet
a measure.

(18) “Referendum petition” means a petition_to refer a

| measure for which a prospective petition has been filed but that

is not yet a measure,
(19) “Slate mailer”. means a mass mailing that supports or
opposes a total of three or more candidates or measures,
(20)(a) “Slate. mailer orggnization” means, except as. pro-
vided in paragraph (b) of this subsection, any person who directly
or indirectly:
" (A) Isinvolved in the productlon of one or more slate mailers
and exercises . control over the: selection of the candidates and

| measures to be supported or opposed in the slate mailers; and

(B) Receives or-is promised payment for producing one or
more slate mailers or-for endorsing or opposing, ‘or refraining from
endorsing or opposing,-a candidate or measure in one or more
slate malilers,

(b) Notwithstanding paragraph (a). of this subsection, “slate
mailer organization” does not include:

(A) A political committee organized by a polmcal party; or

(B) A political committee organized by the caucus or either
Senate or the House of Representatives of the Legislative
Assembly.

(21) “State office” means the office of Governor, Secretary of
State, State Treasurer, Attorney General, Commissioner of the
Bureau of Labor and Industries, Superintendent of Public
Instruction, member of the Oregon Comprehensive Health
Care Finance Board, state Senator, state Representative, judge
or district attorney.

| SECTION 31. Severability

“ it any portion (sentence, paragraph, or section’ ) of this
initiative is held to be invalid, that invalidity shall not affect
other portions:of this initiative that can be given effect with-
out the invalid portion, and to this end the portions of this
initiative are.savable. Any .invalid ‘portion shall be severed
from the remainder of the initiative to preserve the remaining
portions,”

| SECTION 32. Section captions. The section captions and
| leadlines used in this 2002 Act are provided only for the

convenience of the reader and do not become part of the
statutory law of this state or express any intent of the people
‘in the enactment of thls 2002 Act

NOTE: Boldfaced type, indicates new language; [brackets and

italic] type indicates deletions or comments.

1{ all federal, state and local governmental health payments. The

_compensation and automobile insurance.

) (A) A contribution to'a candidate or political committee that
| is -required-to report the contribution on a statement filed under |
‘| ORS 260.058, 260.063, 260.068, 260.073 or 260,102 or a certifi-

‘wages, hot to exceed 9.5% of total statewide wages. The mea-

| and two members elected from each congressional district. The
| measure directs that a special- election be held to elect Board

EXPLANATORY STATEMENT

Ballot Measure 23 creates ihe Oregon Comprehensive Health
Care Finance Plan to pay for medically necessary health services
for all Oregon. residents, as well as establishing by rule eligibility
criteria for persons working in Oregon but residing. elsewhere,
effective January 1, 2005. The Plan is funded by new individual |-
progressive income and payroll taxes and transfers to the fund of

measurefurther authorizes issuance of new revenue bonds if the
above taxes are insufficient to fund the Plan. The Plan replaces
Medicare, Medicaid, and the medical coverage portion of workers

The measure establisheés the Oregon Comprehensive Health
Care Finance -Board as a public, nonprofit corporation to develop
and manage the-Plan. The Board has.authority to establish the
tax rates and associated income tax brackets. The new tax will not |
exceed 3.9% of the total statewide personal gross income and 8%
of an individual's taxable income. Individuals with income that is
equal to or less than 150% of the federal poverty guidelines are
exempt from this additional tax. The maximum additional tax that |
any taxpayer will pay under this Plan will not, exceed $25,000. The
measure  imposes a new payroll tax “on .employers, with-a
minimum rate of 3% and a maximum rate of 11.5% imposed on’

sure also imposes a temporary 1% payroll tax for tax reporting .
periods 'beginning on -or after January ‘1, 2003, and before |
January 1, 2005. The additional taxes will be deposited in the
Oregon Comprehensive Health Care Finance Fund. Administrative
costs are not limited -for the first three years thereafter capped .
at 5%. :

Covered services include: prescription medications, dental and
eye services, preventive services, inpatient and outpatient
services, treatment for work and auto accident injuries, mental -
heaith, long term care services. No exclusion for pre-existing |
conditions, The provider must accept as payment in full amounts
received from the Plan. Participants can choose any state-
licensed practitioner.

The Board consists of five members appointed by the Governor

members, Members of the Board receive an annual salary and
compensation for expenses.

The Board responsibilities include but are not limited to
establishing- compensation schedules for health care services.
and prescription drugs covered by the Plan, negotiating contracts

and-adopting rules for the implementation and operation of the | B

Plan

The measure allows tax credits for health insurance premiums
paid pursuant to a health insurance contract entered into before
November 6, 2002.

The measure directs the Board and the Legislative Assembly
to take actions necessary to ensure that all payments for health -
care: services provided to participants from all. government
resources be paid directly to the Fund. '

The measure directs the Board to recover costs of the health
services provided if the services are covered by an insurance
policy, health benefit plan or other source. :

Committee Members: . Appointed By:

Betty Johnson " Chief Petitioners
Max Wilkins Chief Petitioners

" Mike Becker Secretary of State
Kevin Earls Secretary of State

Fred Bachofner Members of the Committee

(Th/s committee was appointed to provide an impartial explanat/on of the:;
ballot measure pursuant fo ORS 251.215.)
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'ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

Dear Voter,

‘Before you lies the most rmportant decnsron you WI|| ever make in

|an Oregon election.

In your hands are arguments for and agarnst Measure 23. Each
)| has its own motivation behind it. Measure 23 is. based on the
knowledge that the health care 'system in Oregon is not working

“effectively. Over 423,000 Oregonians,-including 70,000 children,

_are uninsured, most from working families, Even more of us:have

o rnadequate coverage. And the’ srtuatlon is. gettlng worse every"

day.

,'Take a mmute o thlnk about your: health care Is your. HMO
‘| looking out for your needs rather.than its own bottom line? Would
you' be able to afford health care if you lost your job? Can you

‘ . afford. to pay -skyrocketing insurance premiums? Are you stuck,

-working -at a job just to keep your health benefits?

The goal of Measure 23 is to provide care, nottoturna profit, You
and the doctor you choose—not your insurance company—will
make decisions about your care. This health care system will be

"1 a blanket of security wide enough to cover every Oregonian for
life. Measure 23-makes health-care work for youin a system with

. everybody in and nobedy out.

Doctors across Oragon are asklng that you conS|der both sides of
this issue, Think about the. motives -of the insurance and drug
“companies that are opposing this measure. Then think about the
‘motives of the thousands of doctors and volunteers who-have

-worked to put this measure in front of you. You have undoubtedlyi :

heard negative comments. about this measure, and will read more
[ in"the coming pages. When you see them, think about who is
endorsing and opposrng thls measure—who do you trust? -

If-you have questions or comments, feel free to contact us at
541 870 1354; ,

Thank you

(This information furnrshed by Br/tt McEachern Hesalth Care for All
Oregon.) . :

(This space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251.255.)

‘ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

'URGING AYES VOTE ON MEASURE 23

I'm a retired social worker and long time advocate for compre-
hensive universal health care. | have been a community activist
working -for health care and many other sacial programs
supporting disenfranchised members of our society.

I am making a specral appeal to my many frrends, especially the
elderly, to vote in support of this vitally important issue.

The January issue of Dollars and Sense noted that the United
States rated first in per-capita expenditure on health care and

-37th among industrialized- nations on services. The most

revealrng reason for this imbalance, (between cost and outcome) .
is primarily the exorbitant administrative costs which is the
dominant factor in‘our privatized health ‘care system : ]

Here are a few examples:

An audit by Mlnnesota Attorney General Mike Hatch of the Aflina
HMO revealed that services to Medicare beneficlaries provided

by ‘Allina were overcharged by one billion dollars & year between

1994 — 1996, Additional examples of these exorbltant admlnls-
trative costs are as follows

+ More than 1 OOO trrps for executlves to Calrfornra and Florida
during 1998 — 2000.. .
+ “An_ $18,000 expense for one executive' for Mrnnesota
Timberwolves NBA season tickets.,
~» $1,500. for one. meal for executives at a restaurant over-
Iookrng the Pebble Beach Golf Club.

By way of comparrson administrative’ costs of the two giant |
Federal agencies — Medicare and Somal Securlty - are
approximately 2%.

An additional issue is the fact that many umnsured and under-
insured Oregon residents are forced to get their medical treatment
through the over use of Emergency rooms at hospitals, causing
great strain on these services to the point of numerous cases of
emergency patients being turned away.

We feel confident that by eliminating excessive Waste in';

administrative costs and other built-in savings, the passage of |
this initiative will allow access to comprehensrve health care to

all Oregonians.

P.S. Measure 23 wiil cap admrnrstratlve costs at 5%

(This information furnished by William Gordon.)

(This space purchased' for $500 in accordance with ORS 251.255, )

ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the

The printing of this argument does not constifute an endorse- | ;

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the.

| accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument. -

accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument.
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:ARGUMENT IN FAVOR -

.- WABRNING TO OHEGON CONSUMERS:
- THE PRECEDING “EXPLANATORY STATEMENT .
COULD BE HAZARDOUS TO YOUR HEALTH

By Iaw this “EXPLANATORY STATEMENT" should have been an
“impartial, simple and understandable statement explaining the:
measure”. (ORS 251.345) In fact, it flunks all three tests! Why?
‘The: Explanatory Committee’s majority were all - high-paid |
‘employees ‘of Oregon’s so-called “health industry”. Each had hIS :
employers speC|aI mterests in mind, not yours!

,M|ke Becker reglstered lobbyist, Vice PreS|dent for
Public Policy & Commumty Affatrs Regence BIueCross
: BIueShteId of. Oregon S

Kevm Earls, reglstered Iobbylst V|ce Prestdent for .
- - Finance, Oregon Assomahon of Hospltals & Health o
>+ Systems A

_Fred Bachofrier, untll recently Chief Executlve Off|cer
,‘Nattonal thney Foundatton -Oregon.

I'he two consumers members who tried to speak for- you - Max
© | Wilkins, retired David Douglas High School counsellor, and Betty

-Johnson, retired Director of Senior Sefvices for Linn, Benton &
L|ncoln counties --~were stmply outgunned and outmaneuvered

Five |mportant items should have been: |ncIuded |n thlS so-called
impartial, simple and: understandable statement but were voted.
down. ,

#1. The Federal government and. Federal emponees are exempt
from the Plan until an agreemett is reached with the PIan Board ,

#2, There are no co- pays deducttbles or premtums under this
Plan. t

‘ #3. The dedlcated progresswe personal income tax’ |mposed ‘
to help fund the Plan would -tax between O% and 8% of -an
;mdtvtdualstaxable mcome e

Note: The Committee merely mentlons “8%”.
‘#4 The tollowmg services were omttted from the statement

services by traditional and alternattve practltloners
diagnostic tests including interpretative services,
durable medical equipment including hearing a|ds
medically-related transportation.

#5. The Governor appoints one Board membertrom each of the
following five groups: health care consumer advocates, traditional
| practitioners, aIternattve practitioners, organlzed tabor and
employers.

Trust to your own good instincts. lf you're a chicken, dont vote
,w1th the foxes!

¢

“Walter F.-Brown ‘
_Commander JAG Corps, U S.N. (1944- 70) )
.General Counsel, Oregon Consumer League
.| Volunteer attorney, Consumer Justice Alliance
Associate Professor, Northwestern School of Law

) (197080) teaching Consumer Law & Legislation

(This information furnished by Walter F. Brown.)

k (This space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251.255.)

| ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

than you pay on the tax| :

.| increased employee f‘health'Care ‘co'sts, says‘7tha

‘have an emergency condmon that causes a great deal of money | -

‘they will be paytng less for health care.

“You wiill be abIe to- pICk your Doctor and manage y
‘treatment :

Sy Kornbrodt, Chair. .

The EastS|de Democratlc Club of Portlan
Measure #23 "Health Care for All- Oregon ¥

Yes, there will be small, progresstve income and payro tl
this will be overshadowed by the savings‘on: heatth care That -
saving on your Health Care and Drug costs

expense in, Health Care is the. care of the Unmsur

to be spent on them by the provider. The' providers’ recoups this: c

'| money by charging others who can-pay for the health-care. This |

increases the cost for the persons that can pay -and-who: have
health care. The vast ‘majority. of the taxpayers, who are. now |-
paying far more than they will be with the proposed. tax; sause |
they will. have no co-pays. or Iarge ‘monthly prem
especially for those ‘with families, therefore the bottom

The Untted States is the onIy F|rst Wortd Country that does not
have Unlversal Health Care!l - -

Let's' make Oregon one of the flrst States to have ltl
The Eastside Democratlc CIub of Porttand

( This /nformat/on furn/shed by Sy Kornbrodt, Chalr Eaststde Democrat/c
C/ub of Portland ) .

(This space purchased for $500 In accordance with ORS 251. 255,).

The printing of this.argument does not constitute an endorse- |.
‘ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the

The printing-of this argument does not constitute an - endorse— :
‘ment by the State of Oregon,-nor does the state warrant the 1
accuracy or, truth ot any statement made in the argument

: ,accuracy or: truth of any statement made-in the argument
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| ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

jPortland Women's' Inlernalronal League for Peace & Freedom
endorses Heallh Care for All; Oregon.

“Experts Forecast Continuing Crisis in Health Care Costs” - -

‘Does a mother have to watch her child suffer chronic toothache
pain because there is no money for a dentist? Does an appen-

given emergency treatment? This is life for the approxrmately

health coverage at all It doesn’t have to be that way

Coverage for aII resrdents of Oregon k

“| or have a pre-existing condmon
. Choice of any state- certlfred tradrt|onal or aIlernatrve heallh
-care practrtloner . .

~salarres--p|us their end-of- year bonuses—-etc
i rpl ul frg e
Government sources (currently Medrcare / Medlcard)
| care benefits for employees
.health care premiums, medical, glental, pharmaceutical and other

‘poverty level and capped at $25,000).

1B appointed.

ltis highly predrclable that huge sums of out- of state money erl
:come into Oregon to fight this measure. How great it would be if
‘we Oregonrans could hold our own against the outsider “blitz” and
once again ‘show leadership for the nation—this time creallng a
health plan that leaves no one out.

?’Vote YES On Health Care for All: Oregon

‘Co-Chair, Mary E: Bolton, Executive Committee Member; Portiand branch
| Wemen's /nternatrona/ League for Peace and Freedom )

o Thls space purchased for $500 In accordance wrth ORS 251. 255,)

| ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

:Recenl headlines: tell lhe slory.;“lnsurance Costs Engulfjng ‘
‘| ‘Workers” - “2,000 Lose Health Plans in Dispute at Wah Chang” --

.| dicitis victim have to:wait until the appendlx bursts before being

*423,000 ‘Oregonians - (mcludmg 70,000 chrldren) who have no‘

«Health.care that.can’t be taken away if we change ]obs, reftire, .

through elimination of the waste:

k ‘We already spend enough on health care to cover everyone But ;
_ | the money gets eaten up in insurance.companies' administrative |
.| costs--advertising, paperwork shareholders profits, CEO

An-employers’ payroll tax (3 to 11. 5%) in lieu of paying heallh ;

An- added progressive income tax (0 to 8%) replacrng ~_» No fat profits. Single payer is a “Not. f°f profit” assocratron

. out—of—pocket costs (exempting those below 150% of . federal

Funds to be admrnlstered by a 15 member board 2/3 elected

o " PHIL DREYER

.Holenstein, Liz Trojan.) -+

:(Thrs rnformar/on furnrshed by Barbara Drageaux, Co-Chair, Mary Rose, | ‘

“SMALL BUSINESS
YES ON 23

Most busrness peopIe want their employees to have health
care benefits. Historically 85% of large business and 56% of smalll
business have contributed to their employees’ health care insur-
ance. Lately small business participation has been reduced to
42% due to the soaring premiums of “for profit” insurance, ’

The single payer plan, Measure 23 would provide health care
to all employees of all businesses. No longer. would an employer |.
feel that their overhead is higher then than competitor's. to their
competitive disadvantage. It would level the playing field between
those who care about their employees and those who don't

All will find that insured employees will stay with their employer
longer and thereby offer a more experrenced and a more-loyal
labar force. - .

And the total cost erI be less than the state IS paymg now |

* “Single Payer” means slmply that-all health care provrders WI|| i
go to a single source to get paid. This wrll cut clerlcal and paper
shuffling costs by as much as 80% . .

"« No advertising or sales commissions need be pa|d
Everybody on- nobody out - like social securlly |
* A single buyer for- pharmaceutlcals will give us a tremendous N
purchasing power with the drlug companies. ‘
» No ‘huge ‘salaries; as much.as $23 ‘million a year, paid to |.
" .CEOQs. The ‘head of social-security |s pa|d about $150, 000 a|
-year. - i

* No health care premium under workers' compensation
. No addition for health care under auto insurance.

. A HEALTHIER WORK FORCE A HEALTHIER OREGON
i AT A LOWER COST! -

t LET S GO FORIT! - -YES ON 23!

RETIRED CONTRACTOR .

(This information furnished by Phrl Dreyer Judy & Tom Dehen Cassldy
‘Martinez, John Holenstein, Christopher - Ho/ensteln, -DVM; Andra:

(This space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251.255.)

The printing.of this argument does not constltute an endorse- |
‘ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the |
faccuracy or. trulh of, any. statement made in the argument

_| The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-

: accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument

ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the
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j ARGUMENT lN FAVOR

Why does Oregon need thls?

, At this time in Oregon over 400 000 people dont have any kind of
.| health'care insurance because they- make oo much' money -to

qualify for'the Oregon Health- Plari, their jobs don't offer.it'as a

| benefitand they can’t afford it on their own, many are children. Of
" | all the industrialized nations in'world the United States is the
" | only one ‘without. universal:healthcare for all of its citizens,
instead we have left it to the marketplace to provide healthcare. In |

| the last twenty years we have watched healthcare costs explode

E at the same tlme that the healthcare mdustry undenNent ‘a |
: ion.. : : .| capita in the- U.S. exceeded total .health spendmg (government |-
plus private). in-every: other country. except Switzerland.” An:
Associate Professor of Medicine at Harvard -and a study: author

: Th|s must be dlfterent trom Enrons manlpulatron ot the
: energy markets? s o .

1 Al of us saw the debacle to the energy markets when the markets
‘| became domrnated by a few big players. like Enron, Thereis little
dlfference in healthcare as some of the" Iargest pharmaceutrcal

companies have ‘paid multi- miflion dollar fines for monopolizing |-

the ‘market of:vitamin prices. Just.as Enron’ “gamed” the energy
tmarketplace so have the pharmaceutlcal companies, it:is only a

question of time before other. segments of the healthcare industry’

‘ ‘try to.do the same thing. The reality is there are some things like
] ‘healthcare that ‘are better done by. the government rather than
| trustrng a marketplace that is. dnven only by. money ’ :

Why ls the government better than the marketplace? :
" |-our: government focuses on the good of the commumty as a

whole while:the, marketplace focuses on where it can make | °

money. For the. marketplace the incentive to - ‘make. the most
:money will’ mvanably create a conflict of mterest for also having

to provide the best healthcare, the government on the other hand
" | doesn’t have. this’ conflict.“Governments 'provide ‘services that

| serve a common -good - such &s education, fire ‘and police
protection. It only makes sense that: Oregonrans would . add
healthcare to this. lrst of serwces our government prowdes its

( Th/s rnformatlon furnrshad by Andraw V. Reld )

o ThIs space purchased for $500 In accordance wIth ORS 251 255 ) ¢
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ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

: “OF ALL THE FORMS OF INJUSTICE, INEQUALITY IN -

HEALTH CARE IS THE MOST SHOCKING AND THE MOST *
o INHUMANE” . K

“Dr Martin Luther Klng, Jr, 2/27/02 School of Med/crne News

‘receive it

u.s. health care costs in 1999, Government health spending per

Dr. Steffie Woolhandler: “We pay. the world's highest health. care

expense”
Wearing a bnght orange Tshlrt a Martln Luther Klng, Jr
quotation pinned to my clothing; - handing out thousands of

only. developed nation without health care. for: its. people; this

‘vote for Universal Health Care!
,frrst insure the older population; then mcrementally insure every-

of Ieadlng medical providers like the Cleveland Clinic and Johns

better health care system? What are we waiting for?

More HMO Billionaires? Hrgher premlums’7
s *More Co- pays” '

Yes #23 AND OREGON 20051111 ,
' THE TIME IS NOW .

( ThIS lnformatlon furnished by Kathryn' "Chsrra“ Lambsrt Holanste/n ) .

( This space purchased for $500 in accordance with OFlS 251 255 )

The printing of thrs ‘argument does not const'tute an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant’ the
- accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument

} accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument

The issue is Universal’ Health Care for all Oregonlans The |
problem is we. already pay for unrversal health care but don t’ L

“According: toa Harvard Medrcal ‘School study 7/9/02 Hea/th‘ ) ,
Affairs,; “Government expendrtures accounted for 59.,8%-of total | -

taxes. But much of the moriey. is squandered And HMOs and | -
'drug companles pocket brllrons in profrts at the taxpayers i

brochures, addressrng people with the statement: “We are the '

initiative will. change: that in Oregon”, - 1 circulated the . HCFA-O
Jinitiative. |- heard myriad. reasons why people believed this was |. .
needed. And | listened. What | heard convinced me we can take |
. action and alter what is ‘wrong - (especially when our elected |
.| officials fail.to act). We can make that lmportant change wrth our

When Congress approved Medicare in- 1965 the plan ‘was to ‘

Hopkins in Baltimore - establishing . special programs to give ‘
platinum service to the well- heeled, isn't it time we. provnded a .

Germany got health care 1886 Canada the 1960s .....

The prmtlng of this argument does not-constitute an endorse- e
ment by the State of Oregon, nor- does the state warrant the s

T I

CONTINUED Q

one else. Aimost 40 years ago! When the Washington Post writes’ o



‘:"‘"NASW’s natlonal pollcy statement on Health Care says that
|| “NASW supports a universal right to’ health care under'a smgle

: *payer system.” NASW: therefore -urges you to vote "yes” -on-
.| Measure 23, the Oregon. Gomprehensive. Health ‘Care Finarice
.| Actof 2002. Measure 23 will make health care-coverage available

and affordable for all Oregonlans for the first time. It will provide
all Oregonlans with ‘a free choice of health care provider. It will
assure coverage of a full range of health care benefits, including

mental health and" chemical -dependency’ services, which'are’

* | often severely limited by private sector health plans. It will require,

"1 in state statute, that the costs of admlnlstratlon of the health plan
. | donot’exceed 5% of total plan revenue. And it will provide for a
; ‘publlcly aCcountabIe system of. health msurance, W|th an eIected
governlng board ) : . ‘

| Vote for famlly secur|ty, chOIce and accountablltty Jom

Oregon s soc1a| workers in vot|ng "Yes" on Measure 23.

R ( This lnformat/on furn/shed by Scojz Manchester Oregon Chapter Natronal
E K Assoc/at/on of Socral Workers ) ) )

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

‘BOTH YOUNG AND OLD DESERVE
'UNIVERSAL HEALTH CARE

The Gray Panthers of Portland want to strongly urge alI;
t: Oregontans to support Measure 23. This‘is.such a joy to finally
‘see the issue. of universal health care up-before a vote of the
-| people.. The Gray Panther-under the inspired leadership of Gray

Panther founder Maggie Kuhn helped Iead the. early flght for k
un|versal health care nationwide.

We Gray Panthers have never given up hope that someday o
‘there would be universal coverage for all our citizens, What b

a wonderful opportunity to ﬂnally reach out to the 370,000

.citizens who don’t have health insurance. Even those on | .

insurance are often lnadequately covered. Now we have a strong.
program that has been presented in Measure 23 that would make

Oregon a national model aswe, have been so.many times before 1

Measure 23 would create a umversal health care plan for Oregon |
that would include comprehensive benefits'such as preventat|ve )
.care, prescrlptlon drugs, mental health care, dental and vision | =

care, alternative -care and. long term care for our senlors and“ E
people. wnth drsabllltres . o :

America | pays ‘86 much for health care and yet so0 many of c1t|zens ;

still have no or’ madequate coverage. Measure 23 would pool .

health care resources to use our health care ‘dollar more |

: effectlvely There would be a progressive and fair payroll-and | .
jmcome tax deductions. Many would start to see an immediate |
_saving in <their health- care . expendltures as - premiums, |

deductibles, co-pays, high health insurance company corporate
costs. and exclusrons go by the ‘wayside. ) . |

One of the blggest |ssues for semors today is the hlgh cost and
lack of availability of prescription drugs. With Measure 23 gvery-

| one would have access to needed medlcatrons

) f( This space purchasekdk for $500 in accordance with ‘ORS 251.255.) '

Measure 23 beneﬂts both young and old with comprehenslve |

| coverage and access to health care for aII Oregonlans

Please vote for Measure 23

| Portland Gray Panthers

(Th/s /nformat/on furn/shed b y J/m Davrs, Portland Gray Panthers. )

) (T his space purchaeed for $500 In accordance with ORS 251. 255.)

ol The Pprinting of this argument does not consgtute an endorse- |.

| .| ment by.the State of Oregon, nor does the 'state warrant the|
I accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument

| The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-

accuracy or truth.of any statement made in the argument

“CONT INLIED )“

ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the |
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Notning has placed stresses on we fixed income people like the

'| William Gordon, Elders In Action.Commission

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR.

Dear Fellow Oregon: Seniors:

rising costs of health care insurance premiums and prescription
drugs. These costs are at a-point where difficult choices must be
made: We submit to “insurance plans with high deductibles
because that is all we can afford. We often cut back on prescribed
medications because our money won'’t stretch to include what our
Dr. says we need. For many of us it's a delicate balance between
health care expenses and food on the table. Health care costs
keep rising with no way to stop it. We put our health in jeopardy in
an effort to balance our budget.

That's why it was exciting to learn about Measure 23. This
Measure will not-only provide we seniors with. the health care
services we, need but will do that for everybody who lives in the
state. We will be asked to:pay in fairness with our ability to pay for
health services. We will be able to choose our provider without the
threat of being turned away because our health care plan pays
too little. Dental and vision services will be covered which for
many of us have long been neglected.

The thought of this possmlllty is like lifting a great weight from
our shoulders, Previous worries melt away and life takes on new
qualities. -

We sentors know' that we are more susceptible to needing
health services than our younger healthier friends. To you, we say,
“thank you” for being willing to support this Measure and make
it availableto every resident in Oregon. We will live with a much
more" secure feeling knowing health services will be there for
grandparents, parents and our hildren, when needed.

Submitted By,

Urging a Yes Vote on Measure 23 . ‘
Endorsed by: Charles Kurtz, Elders in Action Commission

( This information furnished by Bill Gordon, Elders in Action.)

(This epace purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251.255.)

‘AR(GUIVIENT IN FAVOR

The Paciitic Green Party of Oregon supports access to quality
healthcare for all Oregonians. It's time to take a stand and
declare healthcare a right, not a privilege.

420 thousand Oregonians lack reasonable access to
healthcare. About 70 thousand are children whose parents are
hardworking people with employers who don't provide health*
insurance. These folks are caught in the middle. Health insurance
is too expensive, and they make too much money to qualify for the
Oregon Health Plan.

Meanwhile, Oregonlans with insurance -have watched out-of-
pocket expenses rise steadily'in recent years. Costs are expected-
to increase another 20 percent in 2003. Can you afford it? Can
your employer?

Just as we the people have accepted responsibility for prowdmg;
education and public safety, it is time for-us to provide this basic

‘human need. Numerous studies show that we can supply. better |-

quality healthcare, giving us better value forour healthcare
dollars. It's clear by looking at other developed nations that-we
have the capacity.

Did you know that the CEO of the |nsurance company, us
HealthCare, pockets 20 million dollars a year, plus 782 million dol-
lars in stock options? That is just one executive among hundreds
who profit-at our expense. Our.insurance premiums pay more for
high' salaries, advertising and shiny insurance buildings, than for
quality healthcare. In fact, the quality of care in the United States
is decreasing. Though we pay more per capita than any other |
developed nation, the United States ranks 37th in quality of care.

"Oregon can only.improve on that poor ranking.

Will we continue to allow our healthcare system to be dominated |
by for-profit corporations for whom-the bottom line is not caring for
people, but dividends for stockholders and outrageous CEO
salaries? Or, will we the people accept responsibility and do the
right thing by providing quality, comprehensive healthcare for
every citizen in Oregon? Access to healthcare is a fundamental
right. Please vote yes on Measure 23.

(This information furnished by Sarah Charlesworth, Pacific Green Party of |.
Cregon.)

(This space purchased for $500 [n accordance with ORS 251.255,)

The printing of this argunient does not constitute an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse--
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the

accuracy or truth-of any statement madke in the argument.

accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument

] CONﬂNUED
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‘ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

" 'BRIDGES, REUTHER STRANAHAN REFERENCE

On duly 4, 1776 the United States proclalmed theDecIaratlon of
-| Independence. This document stated, among other things, that all

‘men have rights to Life, Liberty.and the Pursuit of Happiness. This |-
~Declaration.was .a ‘powerful statement.. It established an extreme |

| belief, that the: rrghts of all cmzens are: fundamental and should be
pursued zealously ,

”,‘However it is dllﬂcult to pursue your: rrghts Irbertles and happi-
-ness while- contemplating the consequences of family members

- Becoming. ill.“Surely -life is: shortened and happrness lessened |

-without heaIth care.
The Iabor movement and unions have hrstorlcally understood the

‘idea’of rncluslon of all, universal health care being one example. .

The:Knights of Labor had their Great Seal in the 1870’s, which
‘| was: inscribed. with the words, “That Is The  Most Perfect
i 'Government In WhICh An Injury To One: IsThe Concern Of Al -

fW erHeuther of the Unrted Auto Workers sald often, “There i is|

‘no greater calling than to serve your fellow men. There is no
;greater contnbutlon than to help the weak™” (TIME) 12-7-98

calIy, lhe Internatlonal Longshore and Warehouse ‘Union
_realized the need for universal health care. The first president,
Harry’ Brldges contributed $600 to purchase. buttons ‘which. said

“Cradle to Grave.’ Bndges referred to heaith care ‘as a human

frrght ; S :
‘ kJesse Stranahan retlred Iongshoreman and: past secretary of the

~|:Columbia River Pensioners, neyer failed to bring resolutions for |
o ,unlversal health care to every pension convention he attended.

Just this month at their ‘Interriational Conventlon the, United
‘Steelworkers of-America adopted a resolution calling for universal
“health care in-the United States. Commdentally, they caIled thelr
-resolution “Health: Care for AIl" o

: Please read Measure 23 carefully Jorn Jesse Stranahans w1dow‘
‘Lois, his sister Margaret, -and’ myself in making this wondrous |.

‘man’s life-long dream become a reality. Vote yes on Measure 23,
-making Oregon the first state to provide unlversal health care. for
| all of its citizens.- .

k . Mrke Sullivan

' t(Thls information furnlshed by Mike Sullivan, Unitéd Steelworkers of
' America Legislation Education Committee for the State of Oregon.)

. (This space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251.255.)

ARGUIVIENT IN FAVOR

- Summary of Measure 23

Key concepts
- Universality - All resrdents of Oregon covered :
-« Security - This health coverage can never be denled if you
- or-your family change ]obs, retlre, or have a. pre exrstlng
. condition.

-+ Choice - You can choose from any state llcensed cert|f|ed )
. or registered health care practrtloner YOU p|ck your doctor :

~ your HMO doesn't.
« Affordability — No deductibles, co-payments, or msurance‘

“premiums, saving most Oregonlans money o

Comprehensrve Benems
-'The plan covers. medically necessary health services -as

determined and provided by any state Ircensed certrfled or
registered health care practitioner. . .

-+ This includes, but is not limited o, prescrrptlon drugs, )

dental, vision, inpatient and outpatient care; mental | -

- health, and in-home, emergency, and long-term care.

. There are no exclusrons for pre-emstmg condrtlons .

| Financing -

This plan will have lhree sources of frnancmg
"+ Current expendltures by federal, state, and local govern- |
 ments will prowde more than a third of what will be needed.
e jA progressrve payment on employers’ payroll will replace
current insurance premiums paid by employers. The |
. percentage ranging from'3 to 11.5% will depend on the size
of the payroll, with only the largest corporations paying the -
highest percentages Self employed |nd|v1duals will be
exempt. k )
e A progressrve personal income payment w1l| replace- most.
personal health .care spending: premiums, co-pays,
deductibles, and out-of-pocket expenses for such items as |
prescription drugs, glasses, mental health, and alternative |
care. The rate will be between 0 and 8% of taxable income,’
with most families paying less than 5%, Families ator below,
150% of the federal poverty leveI are exempt

Management

~» Apublicly accountable nonprofit | HeaIth Care Flnance Board

will be set up to administer the system. Two Board members |

will be elected from -each congressional district, and the |

Governor will appoint five additional members, mcludmg one
~ doctor and one person from a union.

*+ The Board will negotiate costs throughout the health care | .

lndustry, |nc|ud|ng bulk drug purchaslng

(This information furnlshed by Bntt McEachern Health Care for A// -
Oregon, ) ' .

(This space purchased for $500 in accordance with OFl's 251,255, )k .

| The printing of this argument does not consfitute an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the

.| accuraey or truth of any statement made in the argument.

“|. | accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument. -

" CONTINUED
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| ARGUMENT IN FAVDR

Oregon’s Current Health Care System is Failing
‘Problem Emergency .rooms are busting at the seams. _Over

-+ 423,000 individuals whose ailments could be treated
by a primary care physician, but are not because they"
lack ‘even the most basic heatth insurance, have no

. : panies and HMOs.

place else to turn.

Many workrng families make too much money tobe on’

"the Oregon Health Plan, but not enough to afford
insurance..

Voting YES! on 23 will ensure that no one in
k .Oregon need go without health care. Measure 23
v “replaces the Oregon Health Plan and private insur-
) . ance policres with a proven system that saves
money, is more efﬂcient and eliminates confuslng
“medical bills.. : :

-Solution:;

| Probiem: Insurance compames have a frnanclal mterest in
1 ) delaylng and denying'’ your care.
Under Measure 23, you and your doctor will

Solution:
- -decide what is in the best interests of your health

without “interference from insurance company‘

bureaucrats
Problem:

-is only going to get worse. By 2005, Oregon will have
a shortage of over 5,000 nurses, many in critical areas

such-as the ER, I%avrng your carg in the hands of‘

’ ) unqualmed or overworked providers.
1 Solution: Measure 23 wIII help by shifting health-care dollars
from administrators to health-care providers. Less:

. admlnlstrators, + more nurses = better care.

‘Problem: Premiums are gorng‘up. Can you or your employer

afford the estimated 20% increase in 2003 aione?

. By cutting out wasteful overhead costs, Measure
' 23 can save 25-40% of your health care dollar and
use it to offer more benefits like prescription drug
coverage. Most Oregonians will pay less than they
are now and will continue to save in the years to
come, while receiving better quality of care.’

| Solution:

(This information furnished by Dan R Isaacson, Yes on 23 Commiftee.)

(This space qualrfed for b ;etrtron of 1,000 Oregon voters in
taccor ance ‘with ORS 251,25

| ‘ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

~Oregon is - experlencmg ‘one of the - worst nursmgj
) shortages in recent years and according to officials:it

Measure 23 Is llnfrD

Doctors’ medical decisions will no Ionger be second gues d. by"
insurance company bureaucrats. The plan will pay for. medical:
sefvices, as determined by you and your doctor. You and - your |
doctor makes the medical declslons, not |nsurance com- f

Doctors’ practices wrll no longer have to spend scarce resources? o

dealing with complex insurance paperwork. Each patient’s bill will .
be sent to the same single payer for reimbursement. Less money
on administration = more money for health care.

You can freely seek health care from any state licensed, certrfred .
or registered practitioner, and will not have to change doctors
against your will because your insurance carrier has changed. You-|
will be able to develop a long-term relationship wrth your doctor |

|| Doctors will be able to stress preventive care, and will no longer ‘
face the heartache of knowing that thelr pat|ents cannot afford the
| recommended freatment.

The patient load in our hosprtals and EHs will drop as our umn-‘ o

sured and undennsured have accesstoa prlmary care phyS|cran

Instead of receiving take-it- or~|eave it reimbursement rates from
HMOs and state programs, doctors will be full partrmpants in.
negotiations over reimbursement rates,

Vote YES! for your doctor v
Vote Yes! to allow doctors to make medical declstons
. VOTE YES! ON 23 Co

g(ThIS mformat/on furnished by Dan ‘R Isaacson, Yes on 23 Commlttee)

(This space qualifed for b ;emlon of1 000 Oregon voters in
accordance with ORS 251,25 :

| The printing of this argument does not const’tute an endorse-
| ment by the State 'of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the

The printing of this argumen‘t does not constrtute an endorse- :
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the
accuracy ot truth of any statement made in the argument

accuragy or truth of any statement made in the argument.
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ARGUMENT lN FAVDR

Oregon Doctors For Measure 23

L : ‘Don McCanne M.D., Presldent Physrmans fora Natlonal Health
- Program "~ : . .

~.| Marcus P Johnson M D

| Dr:Wade Guthrie, DG
‘| Jonathan Lindgren M.D., Famrly Physician
| Nicholas Gideonse M. D. , Family PhyS|cran
| Donald W. McCormack Jr DM D .
Carol. Blennlng, MD -

*|- David-A. Pollack, MD

Eric Dover, M.D. :
1 ‘Marcia Blaine, Llcensed Practlcal Nurse
* | Mary Jane Gray M.D. o
| David D. Kliewer, M. D.*
* | Richard Bayer =« -+
*.| Nancy Crumpacker MD
| Gwen Isaacs MD - -

- | Nelson R. Niles MD

) Sally L. NilesMD .
| John W Partndge MD

fif JimBane -
‘{ James Calvert MD

«{ Jerry J. Robbins M,D,”

James E. LeggettMD =
| Roy Guggenheim MD, MPH
Richard E. Lague R .

o ‘Linda C. Sage

| Paul Gorman MD . .
Virginia M. Feldman M. D

‘Floberta R. Palmer M D.”

:_:,(ThlS information furnlshed by Mark Lrndgren, Health Care for Alf -
. Oregon ) . .

I (This space purchased for $500 in acccrdance e with OFtS 25 1:255 ) ;

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR -

- Measure 23 is Good Medlclne tor Nurses -

fOregon |s experrencrng one of the worst nursing shortages in the
| country; in the coming years the :estimates are that Oregon will

have 5,000 fewer nurses than we need. Patient care will be left in

‘| the hands of less experrenced or overworked prowders

Nurses themselves are often among those wrth lnadequate health’
coverage. The issues causing the recent OHSU nurses® strike
included health insurance. Measure 23 will stabilize health-care
costs, and all nurses—like all Oregon resldents—wnl have

access to. secure aftordable health care.

There are 6 admlnrstrators for every hospltal patrent in the U.s. Yet{ .
one RN struggles to care for 10-15 acutely ill hospital patients.

‘Why? Because the. hospital must accommodate the. paperwork |
" | needs of dozens of different insurance companies and govern-

ment programs, Under Measure 23, each patient’s bill will be
sent to the same single payer .for reimbursement.. Less

.| money on admlmstrahon more money. for health care.

Nurses are patlent advocates who spend more tlme than any

.| other health-care provider. with patients and see firsthand the‘

problems caused by the current profit-driven system. .

Nurses have wrtnessed the suﬁenng of patlents denied care by a
system that puts profits before patient care, and have not been

allowed to do all they could to help those patients. Measure 23
‘| will cover medlcally necessary services for all ‘Oregon
‘| residents. .

When Measure 23 takes eﬁect no nurse W|Il have to go home and
worry about the welfare of patients discharged before they should
have been to save money for:an HMO." .

‘ VOTE YES| for Oregon Nurses
VOTE YES' for quallty of care
VOTE YES' on23

. (Thls lnformatlon furnlshed by Dan P Isaacson Yes on 23 Commm‘ee )

( Thrs s, ace quahfed for

1y §etman of 1,000 Oregon voters in
accordance with ORS 25 25 )

) “The prmtlng of this argument does not constitute an endorse—

. accuracy or truth of any statement made |n the argument

ment by the State of Oregon nor does the state warrant the R

E accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument

| The printing of this argument. does not constitute an endorse- ;
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the
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ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

Oregon Licensed Health Practltioners;for Méaéure 23

Leonard Rice, RN (E.D. TNCC ACLS)
| Carmel Decroos, MSN, MRE Retlred RN
Carol Goodman, RN
Darlene Gage RN
Jill Burge
‘Kenneth R: Hlndes RN
Kathleen Jones, RN
Anne Ehrlich O’Brien RN, MSN
Clarice Bates, RN'
Mary Lou Carey, RN
Charlotte Maloney, OTR/L
Judith Emmanene, OTR/L
Christine A. Veloon, OTR/L
Bngltte Galvan, OTR/L

(This lnformat/on furnished by Karina Isaacson, Health Care for A// -
Oregon.) .

(This space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251.255,)

: ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

| The American Federation of Teachers - Oregon

‘Raymond G. Wolfe

‘| Deborah Strochlic - teacher k
‘Madalyn Patterson o

| Elizabeth A. Deutsch - -

Oregon Teachers for Measure 23

“Hundreds of Teachers across the state have endorsed Measure 23
including: )

Mary Ann Holser, MSW, MPA, Phd
Peter M.-O’'Day

David G. Duemier

Ellie McAlpine.

Steven Deutsch

Madronna Holden, Ph.D. -

Joyce Cedarlund

Peter Frank -

John H. Baldwin

Dr. Frank Vignola
Mildred M. Thompson
Jerome Garger

Carmel Decroos, MSN, MRE, Lane Communxty CoIIege

Lane Community College Professor Steve Candee Political
- Co-op Director

Ruth Duemler

Vote Yeson 23
Vote Yes for Teachers
Vote Yes for Educatlon

(This mformat/on Iurmshed by Karina /saacson, Hea/th Care for All -
Oregon )

(This space purchased for $500 in accordance w:th ORS 251. 255, )

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the:
accuracy or truth of any statemient made in the argument..

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-
ment by the:State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the
accuracy or truth.of any statement made in the argument.
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ARGUMEI\IT IN FAVOR

Measure 23 Is Good Megrcrne for Senlgr

. Congress: debated prescription drug coverage for Medicare
_recipients, but failed to pass a bill. Even if they had, none of
their plans would have solved-the problem. The Republicans
-simply wanted to give more money to the insurance companies

to subsidize private drug insurance. The Democrats’ plan was

fcomplrcated -and would have left seniors’ responsrble for up
to $4,000 ayear. Measure 23 is different. It's simple. All

‘ prescrrptron drugs are covered. One,hundred percent No

. COoH pay No deductrble No cost.

Nerther Medrcare nor Medrgap poIrcres cover aIl ‘seniors’
health-care needs; it has been estimated that-Medicare covers
less than half of an elderly person’s health-care costs, But
Measure 23’s pIan covers vrrtually all “medrcally neces-
~ sary servrces , ,

Critics charge that government bureaucrats are Iess efﬂcrent

than private business—but seniors know that Medicare’s

" administrative costs” are far below -those of .most private

" _insurance companies (2% compared to an average of 25%).
' Measure 23, caps admrnrstratron costs at 5%, by law,

Many doctors no Ionger accept Medicare patrents because of
‘the low relmbursement Under Measure 23, we will all have the
same coverage; and we may see any doctor or other health-
“care practitioner we: choose. .

‘Measure 23 covers Iong term care, most rnsurance

. ~companies do not. .

Only 15% of seniors- have ‘private’ dental msurance and
Medicare does not cover routine dental services. Measure 23
.will cover our senrors dentat work—in full.

.| No longer erI our senlors, the “Greatest Generatlon” who ‘

fought for our freedom, be forced into a new battle, choosing
between costly prescription drugs and their other needs. You
have the’ power to change their lives for the better.

. Vote YES for. prescrlptlon drug coverage
Vote YES for tull insurance coverage for our seniors
o Vote YES on 23

(This rnformarlon furnlshed by Dan.P. Isaacson, Yes on 23 Comm/ttee )

(Thls s ace quallfed for bfv a ;etmon of 1,000 Oregon voters rn
- accor ance wrth ORS 251.25.

I

| ARGUNIENT IN FAV FAVOR -

Measure 23 | s Good nMedrg ine for Children

Today for the first time in history, the largest group of Americans
living in poverty are children. 1 in 5 children live in'the most abject,
dangerous, hopeless back-breaking, gut-wrenching poverty any
of us could imagine. 1 in 5, and theyre children. Surely the
code of our humanity is farthful service to that unwritten
commandment that says we shall grve our chrldren better
than we ourselves received.

+ Measure 23 provides stable health-care fundrng that erI mean
/ that additional funds will not need to be found every year for
- teachers’ health-care benefits, so schools.can be adequately
. funded.
+ Despite the Oregon Health PIan and CHIP, accordrng to the-
- U.S. census, an average of almost 10% of Oregon children had
no health insurance between 1998 and 2000. Over 70 000;
Oregon children have no health insurance. ]
» Uninsured children do not receive health care until they are
sick, often very sick. But it is vitally important for children to
receive regular physical examinations and screenrngs since .
most uninsured children come from poor families, it-is even
. more vital that they-get checkups, since they are more likely |
than chrIdren from afﬂuent families to suffer from nutrrtronal
deficiencies.
+ Nearly 63 percent of chrIdren natronwrde get no dental care
~ each year. Measure 23 will -cover ‘the medlcally necessary
dental work —in full. -

| VOTE YES! for Oregon’s Children
VOTEYES!on23

(Thrs rnformarron furnlshed by Mark Lrndgren Health Care for AII -
Oregon.) ) ) :

(This space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251.255.)

ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the
accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument.

[The prrntrng of this argument does not constrtute an endorse- AR The printing of this. argument does not-constitute an endorse-

ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the
accuracy. or truth of any statement made in the argument

- 72

CONTINUED




&

i

S

Ofﬁcial 2002 General Election Voters' PamphIet—Statewide Measures

Measure No. 23 Arguments

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

Measure 23 Is Good Medicine for Business

If your business has been offering health insurance to your
employees, you know how steeply the costs "have been rising
(15.6%in 2002, 10.2% in 2001), and experts say this is not going
away. HMO rates for 2003 are expected to rise by 20% and a
study in June 2002 found that employers were facing increases
ranglng from an average of 22% to-a horrifying 94%.

Oregon corporatronswthat do business overseas are at a tremen-
dous financial disadvantage . because of annual double-digit
increases in health-care costs. The employees of their competi-
tors from other countries get excellent medical benefits at less

| than half the cost, through natiopal health insurance.

If you are a: small-business - -owner, and have not been able to
afford to offer health insurance to your employees, you probably

| agree with the majority of smali-business owners who said they

would probably do so if the cost was less than 5% of payroll. You
could pay as little as 3% under Measure 23, and have a'healthier,
happrer workforce. -

Contrary to popular belief, government can be miore efficient than
the. private sector, and private health insurance is much more

| costly and inefficient than universat health care. Several indepen-

dent studies have shown that about 25¢ of each health-care
dollar goes to the complex billing systems, marketing, and

‘| administration. of the U.S. system—three times the overhead

in Germany and Japan which provide health care to all their
citizens.

: VOTE YES! forOregon Business
VOTE YES! for Oregon’s Economy -
VOTEYES!on 23 .

(This information furnished by Dan P, Isaacson, Yes on 23 Committee.)

(This space quailfed for b 1y femion of 1 000 Oregon vorers in.
accordance with ORS 251.25 .

/| deductible to $5,000. Nonetheless, this year the annual premrum

.serving only consumers. We are ‘a comprehensive source for

"|ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

Measure 23 is Good Medicine for Consumers

Consumers Union of U.S. Inc’s goal for health care reform deveI-
oped over the past 64 years is: Every person must have access
to quality health care at an affordable price, with the right-to
choose providers and the right to have complaints resolved
fairly. We endorse Measure 23 because-we believe it meets this
goal and the average consumer will get more health coverage for
less money. "

If consumers do not have employer based insurance, have any
type of illness, ‘'or are too young (for Medicare), too rich (for
Medicaid), or too broke (to pay steép premiums), they might be
shut out of the health insurance market altogether.

Consider the case of one consumer, who bought a policy in 1992
that cost $1,665 a year and had a $500 deductible; it excluded
coverage for arthritis because a biood test suggested she was at
risk. Shortly- after, the company hiked her premium by 64%.
Premiums kept rising, and the consumer had to increase her

had reached $18,500.

Our patchwork system of paylng for health insurance leaves
millions of families in financial crisis when serious iliness strikes.
The working poor are priced out of health insurance. 423,000
Oregonians, many of them working families and |nclud|ng 70,000
children, lack any coverage.

Piecemeal reforms will not solve the problem. What's: needed is
coverage for everyone in a pool that spreads the risk, with each
person paying a fair share, and every person enjoying qualrty
coverage. .

Consumers Union of U.S. Inc. strongly supports Measure 23.,No,
Oregonian, and no American.should have 1o choose between
health care and food or paying the rent.

Consumers Unron of U.S. Inc., publisher of Consumer Heports is
an ‘independent, nonprofit testlng and information- organization

unbiased advice about products and services, personal finance,
health and nutrition, and other consumer concerns.

(This information furnished by Sarah Charlesworth, Health Care for All -
Orsgon; Elizabeth M. Imholz, Consumers Union ol US. Inc) -

(This space purchased for $500 in accordancé with ORS 251.255.)

The prrntmg of this argument does’ not constrtute an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the
accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument.

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-
ment by the ‘State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the |

accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument.
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‘ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

Measur 23 Helps Small Busin 'SS

A small~busmess owner from Medford tries very hard to provide

)| what he feels is a good benefits package to his 15 employees. He
‘has renewed his pollcy every year even though his premiums

aIways went up : .

But this year was different. He opened- his renewal Ietter only to

| find that his rates had gone up 52%! His choice was very clear:

cut benefits for his employees or cut emponees

His comments are echoed throughout Oregon: “My business
just received a 52% increase in its group health insurance
‘premiums. My monthly premiums are qurckly approaching
my house payment Where will it stop?”

Oregon small. business owners should not have to choose
between their business, their house, or their employees and their
health care—but that is exactly what many are forced to do every
day . :

Measure 23 prowdes a way for everyone to receive health care,
and for businesses to reduce costs. By replacing skyrocketing
costs and uhpredictable premiums with a stable payment on their
payroll, small business will pay drastically lower costs for
heaith care, The smaller the payroll the smaller the payment.

Measure 23 is intended to ease some of the burden of small-~

business owners in Oregon.

‘Votlng Yes! on’ Measure 23 ensures that you can provide
health coverage to your employees and know that:

1.-You never have to deal with's paperwork
2 Your payment will stay low. )
3. You will lower your costs, )
4, You will benefit from a healthier- and ‘more productrve
. workforce, less prone to costly sick days.
5. Your Workers’ Compensation costs will go down.
8. You and your family, as well as your employees, will have a
generous benefits package, including prescription drugs,
“dental, and vision, something that many small business
" owners cannot now afford. = .
- VOTE YES! FOR SMALL BUSINESS
VOTE YES! FOR BETTER BENEFITS
VOTEYES! ON 23

( This information furnished by Dan P Isaacson, Yes on 23 Comrnin‘ee.)

(Thls space quallfed forb

a ;etmon of 1,000 Oregon voters in -
accordance with ORS 251.2

n

R ARGUMENT IN FAVOR'

. Measure 23 Is Good Medicine -
or People wrth Health Insurange

Like every other American who gets health insurance through an
employer you are only a pink slip away from losing it. Measure 23

| will give you—and ail Oregon residents—secure health care

that cannot ever be taken away for any reason.

A recent study shows that onIy one out of flve people eligible for
continuing COBRA coverage actually recsive it because they

_can't afford to pay for it. The average cost is $7,194 per year, or

$600 per month. Could you-afford to paythis if you lost your job?

Does your current insurance cover dental work at 100%? Do you
have ‘mental’ health” parity? Lohg-term care insurance? Free |
prescription medications? Measure 23 will provide all this—
and more—to all Oregonians, and for. no more money than
we are spendlng on health care now. ) :

Health insurance premrums have been rising by double d|grts )
each year (15.6% in 2002, 10.2% in 2001), and experts say this
is not going away. HMO rates for 2003 are expected to rise by
20% and a study in June 2002 found that employers were facing
increases ranging from an average of 22% to a horrifying 94%.
The health-care coverage provided by your employer is going to
get worse, and it is going to cost you more, .

Your employer is struggllng to pay the premiums, and will be
asking you to pay an increasing share of the bill for your health |-
care. Measure 23 will stablllze health-care costs.

No co-pays. No- deductibles. No pre-authorizations required
Measure 23 simply pays for your medically necessary services,
as determined by you and your doctor.

You may seek care from any state licensed, certified or registered
practitioner—including alternative medicine practitioners—and
will not have to change doctors —because your employers insur-
ance carrier has changed.

VOTE YES! ON 23

(This information furnished by Dan P, Isaacson, Yes on 23 Committes.)

(This space qualifed for b fv ;etltlon of 1, DDD Oregon voters ln
accordance with ORS 251.25.

The printing of this argument does not constitdte an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the

The printing of this argument does not constitute anendorse'-
| ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the
accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument

accuracy .or truth of any statement made in the argument.”
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- ARGUMENT N FAVOR

Meagure 23 |§ Qogd Medrcme for Rural Communltle )

Because unemployment is more of a problern in Oregons rural
counties, people who live in rural areas are less: likely to-be
‘insured through an’employer. . Available JObS are ||kely to be low-
| wage, and have no health-care beneflts )

. Many doctors in ruraI communities will not accept Medlcare or
.Oregon. Health Plan patients because their reimbursements from
these programs are lower than for their urban counterparts. Under
Measure 23, we will all have the same coverage, and we will be
able to see any doctor or other health -care practmoner we
-choose ) : : .

Measure 23 is Good Medlcme for
Alternatlve Health Pract|t|on_e_r§

The "medlcally necessary” services of alternatlve health pract|-~

tioners who are licensed, certified, or registered by.the state will
be paid by the plan in exactly the. same’ way as those prowded by

. allopathlc phyS|C|ans

Measure 23 Is Good Medrcme for Conservatlve

Oregon corporat|ons that do busrness overseas areata tremen-~
dous financial dlsadvantage because . of annual double-digit-:

‘increases in health care costs. The employees of their competi-

| tors from other countries get excellent medical benefits at less

than haIf the cost, through natlonal health Insurance.

40% of bankruptcres inthe US result from medical bils. These are
families who may, as & result, find themselves dependent on
pub|IC assistance through no fé‘ult of their own ) .

Contrary to popular belief, government can be more efﬂctent

than the private sector, and private health insurance is much

| more ' costly and inefficient than universal health care. Several
-independent studies have shown that about 25¢ of each health-.
care dollar goes to the complex billing systems, marketing, and |

‘administration of the U.S. system—three times the overhead in

- '| Germany and Japan

VO]'E.«YES ON 23

e (This r'nformation furnished by Dan P, Isaacson, Yes on 23 Committee. )

( This space qualrfed S{

a ;etltlon of 1 000 Oregon voters in -
accordance. with OR

it

®

ARGUI\/IENT IN FAVOR

" > cannot afford the cost of insuring himself and h|s wufe untll ‘

Measure 23 rs ‘Better for You

+ A 38- year—old woman dies after her health plan refuses to
cover.a promising cancer treatment even though the therapy .
_is‘government approved.
+ A 19-month-old toddler goes into selzures while’ her mom
" struggles on the phone to convince her HMO to pay for an
“ambulance..
-+ A man serlously |nJured ina motorcycle accrdent is told he,
~ has to pay for six weeks of traction himself. )
-+ After a steelworker is laid off, his daughter needs surgery for‘
- -a cleft palate, Unable to pay for-the surgery, he faces. the:
: heartbreakmg chotce between bankruptcy and. farl|ng to help
his child.
"« A.B2-year-old man in poor health cannot retrre because he

- ‘he becomes eligible for Medicare at 65.
« A'woman is offered a better job but cannot take it because
_her son's cystic fibrosis i is a pre-existing condition that would .
" not be covered by the new employer’s policy. -

These are, ]USt a few’ of the thousands of true storles Oregons
‘current health-care system has produced. Measure 23 créates a
system that will make these and other. horror storles a th|ng of the | -
past . .

. If you are ‘tired- of paytng more money for less health
coverage, VOTE YES!-on 23

v Ifiyou-are tired of insurance compan|es d|ctat|ng to
you and your doctor what med|cal servrces you' need
VOTE YES! on 23.

« If you believe that Oregon’s health-care system is failing and

‘needs change, VOTE YES!on23.

(This. lnformatron furmshed by Bntt ‘McEachern, Health Care for AII -
Oregon .) : .

' ( Thrs space purchased for $5DD In accordance with OFlS 251 255, )~ k

| ment by the State

rgumentf‘does not constltute an endorse-~ )
on, nor does the state warrant the |

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse- :
ment by the;State  of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the
accuracy or truth of any statement made i ln the argument.. o

a accuracy ortruth f.an statement made ln the argument

CONTlNUED 9




Offrcral 2002 General Elect|on Voters Pamphlet—-—Statewrde Measures

lVleasure No. 23 Arguments

‘"ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

Oregon s Leaders:
.Speak Quton -
Measure 23 and Health Care

o “The ballot measure proposed by Health Care for All- Oregon isa
. .| noble  and bold step towards addressrng Oregons health care
) def|c|enc|es . S .

- Peter DeFazro L
United States Congressman
Eugene Weekly, August 22, 2002

. ~“From creatrng a chrldrens health rnsurance program to helping
| women access breast. cancer treatment, | .have been workrng
.| toward a day when no Oregonian has to forgo medical treatment

o srmply because they lack.an insurance card.. lie,alth,g_ar_e_rs_r,lo_t
bli 0crats Ve vV

I Di

‘Gordon smith
“-United States Senator ‘ v
: http //www gordonsmrth com/smrthfeature asp

| “Some. people argue that our country cannot afford a meanrngful

| ‘prescription bengfit for seniors, but | believe our country cannot
afford not to provrde such a benef|t g . ,

1. ~Ron Wyden
.. United States Senator .
http //wyden senate gov/feature/splcerelease htm

| “Asau.s. Senator BrII Bradbury erI continue the flght fo broaden
| access to care for all Amerrcans d : .

Bill Bradbury B '
Oregon Secretary of State ‘and candldate tor u. S Senate
http /N, bradbury2002 com '

Dozens. of Oregon } ors, el fici l l'|r Lar

ggm_rnumtv_g__qugs have endorsed Measure 23, |nclud|ng the | -

| following:

‘| DEMOCRATIC PARTY OF OREGON ‘t - ‘
| NATIONAL ORGANIZATION FOR WOMEN (NOW) OREGON

| PACIFIC GREEN PARTY OF OREGON
) Oregon Senator William Morrrsette -

Oregon Representative Robert Ackerman
Walter F. Brown, Oregon State Senator (retrred), Commander
~JAG Corps U.S. Navy (retired)

‘Lane County Commrssroner Peter Sorensen,

'Eugene City Councilor David Kelly -
Eugene City Councilor Scott Meisner

' | Eugene Crty Councilor Betty Taylor

US Senate Candldate Harry Lonsdale

(This lnfarmatron furnrshed by Sarah Char/esworth Health Care for All - .

. fOregan) k

( This space purchased for $500 ink‘accordance with ORS 251. 255 )

‘| During the.2001 Legrslatlve session, | was the proud sponsor of

‘| second, do'l know people who can't afford adequate coverage

| (his space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251.255,)

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

HB 3801, the Oregon Comprehensive Health Care Plan to offer:
medical coverage for ALL: Oregonians. HB 3801 W|th some:
‘modifications has become Measure 23. ‘) o

When this measure passes it will become a statute or law which
sets .the framework for the nation’s first ‘single payer’ health
plan. As gpposed to a constitutional amendment, a statute can
be amended by the Legislature: This will allow any percerved
problems to be addressed and fixed. ,

Why should you vote. YES on Measure 23?
Ask yourself these questions.

First, do | currently have adequate medical coverage, |ncludrng
prescription drugs and if so, is it affordable?

for themselves of their children?

Third, how much’ money and by whom is berng spent to deteat
this p|an'7 :

Fourth, do you want to send a message to the rnsurance )
|ndustry'7 ’ :

e hope the answer to these slmple questlons
will prompt you to

VOTE YES ON MEASURE 23!

( Th/s rnfarmat/on fumrshed by Oregon Senator Bl/l Marrlsette, Drstrlct 6 )

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-

| accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument

|| ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the |

The. printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the
accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument
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ARGUMENT IN FAVOR
Benton County Health Care Professionals Support Measure 23

As health care professionals, we take our patients’ health seri-
ously. Our first priority is their care, Too often, we are not allowed
to provide the care our patients need. We believe it is time to put
patients first. We urge you to vote YES on Measure 23.

You have heard the horror stories; we have lived them every day:

. Doctors 'spending time on the telephone arguing with a clerk
in an insurance company office tryrng to get a necessary
. procedure covered for a patient.

» "Nurses watching as patients who are not ready to leave the
hospital are discharged because their insurarice will not - pay for
more time.

+- Doctors gagged by an insurance company,' prohibrted from

- telling patients about a recommended course of treatment’

because their insurance will not cover it.

Measure 23.will promote healthy relationships between patrents
-and the health care providers of their choice, wrthout interference
from insurance company bureaucrats.

We care about our patients and we also care about the more
than 400,000 Oregonians who have limited health care optrons
| because they are uninsured. Measure 23 provides economic and

efficient access to health care for all Oregonlans B ‘

Measure 23: It's Good Medrcrne for Oregon

‘Endorsed by: Jayne A, Ackerman, M.D.; Betsy Anderson, M.D.;

Robert M. Burton, M.D.; Ted ‘EgFoulke, M D.; Denise Gee, CMA

Mary Jane Gray, M.D.; Karen Griffis, FNP; John E. Hult, M.D.;.

David D. Kliewer, MD Richard E. Lague Physical Therapist;
Craig B. Leman, M.D,; Kathleen M. Miller, R.N.; Gayle Riffle, adult
nurse practitioner; Rhonda Simpson, M.D.; Cosrmo Storniolo,
‘M.D,; Elizabeth Waldron, M D and Fred Wersensee M.D.

(This information furnished by Mike Beilstein, Chair, Mid Valley Hea[rh Care
Advocates PAC.)

i

(This space'purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251.255,)

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

|- registered health care practitioner. =

‘payroll will replace insurance premiums. The percentage will

,pharmaceutrcals establish a global budget and limit annual cost |

The time is now for heaith care for all in Oregon!
And Ballot Measure 23 provides |t

Itis universal.- All residents of the State of Oregon can get access
to the health care they need at an affordable cost.

It is equitable- Whether you are the Governor or working for a fast
food pIace poor or rich everyone is entitled to the same beneflts
Everyone is in the same plan

Security- This health coverage can never be den|ed evenif you or
any one in your fam|Iy changes jobs, retires, or has a pre-existing
condition. There'i is no wartrng perrod

Choice- You can choose' from any. state licensed, certlfred or

Affordablllty- Both Oregon busrnesses and |nd|vrduals erI onIy
pay what they can afford. No longer wil people have to pay .for
services and drugs not covered by the|r plan.

Financing: This plan has three sources of financing. Current
expenditures by federal, state, and local governments will provide
more than a third of the cost. A progressive tax on-employer

depend on payroll size, with only the largest corporations paying

the highest percentages. A progressive income tax will replace

most personal health care spending like premiums and co-pays.
Families at or below 150% of the federaI poverty level are exempt

from thrs tax. .

Cost containment: No Iongerwr!l Oregon busmesses and fam|I|es
have to face annual health insurance .rate hikes of 20% and
more - while they watch -their benefits shrink.. BM23 will cap
administrative costs, eliminate waste, negotiate the best prices for-

mcreases

Vote YES on Ballot Measure 23!

The Oregon Health Action Campaign is a coalition of individuals
and more than one hundred member organizations working to
empower the consumer in the development of quality, compre-
hensive and affordable health care.

(This information furmshed by Ellen Prnney, Oregon Health Actron
Campatgn )

(This space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251.255.)

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the
accuracy or tru‘th‘Of any statement made in the argument.

The printing. of this argument does not constitute an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the
accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument.
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ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

VOTE YES ON 23

‘Oregon crtlzens can lead the nation in flxrng a farled health-
care delivery system. In.the 1980s, certain economists sug-
gested that competition between health insurance organizations

would. result in fower costs and improved access to health care.

Insurance companies jumped on_the health bandwagon with a
mission—to reward their stockholders, To succeed they insured
“healthy groups, leaving the sick without insurance; cut services;
and merged with other companies, reducing competition. -

| In"our employer-based ‘system, with government-funded care
* | tied to poverty, many working poor are not offered group health
insurance and individual plans are unaffordable. The mission. of
physicians and other health-care professionals is to provide
cure, care, and comfort. The goal of amarket system is to
"make money for the seller, The result: total failure of the market
[ system to effectively and efficiently delivet the health care - our
citizens need. 423,000 Oregon residents, more than 70,000 of
them-children, have no health insurance and many more under-
.insured. The stagnant-economy increases the number. Despite

~|'the Oregon:Health Plan, Children's Health Plan and “safety net”

clinics, Oregon ranks 7th from the bottom of states in those
without .health. insurance, The market-controlled prescription
drug companles continue to increase proftts and prices, greatly
,|ncreasrng costs, ) ; .

With elimination of the profits and wasteful adm|n|strat|ve and

_marketing costs of a multi-payer system you can have the quality
health care you are already paying for, but nor receiving.

‘Research. behind our financial&estimates and those of other

states’ single-payer plans demonstrate that this is workable and
feaS|ble . .

You will have policy control by electing two Board members,
from your Congressional District to this publrc corporatlon

separate from the State legislature,

Vote ves on 23, .

the Oregon Comnrehensrve Health Care Finance Act!

'(Thls information. furn/shed by Mark L/ndgren, Health Care for All -
Oregon.)

- (This space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251,255.)

ARGUMENT IN OPPOSITION

A Meseage from the Opposition to Measure 23

Do not vote for Measure 23! The present' health-care delivery
system is market based. If you have the money to pay or you have
insurance, you get care. If not you don’t. That is the way it rs should
bel .

This plan to replace the current system with one that provides
care based on need and allows doctors to make medical deci-
sions is flawed. It assumes that your doctor knows more than your
insurance company. ‘it assumes that.spending blllions of your
health care dollars on advertising, management, and CEO
salaries is wrong: We must pay our CEQs and managerssub-
stantial salaries 16 remain competltrve even if that ra|ses your
premiums.

We cannot trust your doctor to make unbiased medical decrsrons

‘because heor she is too emotionally involved. While our admin-

istrators do not have a medical degree, they do have a degree in |
business. This allows them to think of the bottom line and profits

for shareholders rather than gettrng emotlonally involved in your :
health care.

The present system is a major part of the economy Nat|onaIIy,
we'generate at least $309 billion in paperwork for health care
seryices. At least half of that is unnecessary, but it contrlbutes,
significantly to the economy. : '

Cutting the profits of insurance companies and HMOs would hurt
one of the largest industries in the nation. While the economy has

‘'soured and health-care costs have soared, we have made more

money than most companies, all based on this policy of trusting
our business people over the congerns of your doctor.

The passage of Measure 23 would inevitably cause universal |.
health care to sweep across the US. A huge number of non- |:
productive jobs would be eliminated. This is bad economics. It |
should be prevented at all costs. That is why we are willing to |-
spend $20 million to defeat this flawed measure,

Vote NO on Measure 23

(This information furnished by Kari ‘Hice. ) :

(Tl h)'s space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251.255,)

‘The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the
accuracy or truth of any statement-made in the argument. -

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-
ment-by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the:
accuracy or truth of any statement made in-the argument.
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ARGUMENT IN OPPOSITION

. Stayton Dentist Fred Girod
" Explains Why He Opposes Measure 23.

| practiced dent|stry in Canada and learned firsthand how a
-| government-run health system .affects both. the quality of health
care and its costs. When | decided to-pursue a Masters in Public

‘Administration ‘at Harvard, | chose the economic disaster of the

Canadian Health System as my thesis topic. .

Now Oregon voters are being asked to vote
on Measure 23, an initiative to create a Canadian-style
' economic disaster in Oregon.

Canadlan health care ‘system is’ bureaucratlc It rations care,

Ilmlts tnvestments in- new treatment technologies.and forces
citizens to wait for needed services. But bad as it is, the system
proposed by Measure 23 wouId be worse.

“Measure' 23 would provrde no cost controls and cover vrrtuaIIy
‘every imaginable service. It would put complete control of every

Oregonian's health-care in the hands of 15 elected and .appointed
bureaucrats. Those bureaucrats would have sweeping powers to
| raise taxes, borrow money and ration health and dental care.

| - Paying for Measure 23 would require huge tax increases, -

S To pay for virtually any service any Oregonlan wants from any
provider, Measure 23 would require huge tax increases. State
officials estimate the annual costs for Measure 23 when it's fully
lmplemented will exceed $12 billion per year
total general fund budget currentIy

: Measure 23 could nearly double the state’s top lncome tax

‘rate, from 9% to 17%, raising individual tax bills to as much as

| $25,000. Employers ‘could be taxed up to 11.5% of their total

' | payroll. Bureaucrats in' charge ‘would have unlimited borrowmg

authonty using state revenue bonds.

As an economist, | know the tax. increases would cost Oregon
thousands_of jobs. As a ‘health care provider, 1. know that low
government reimbursement rates would force many doctors and
dentists to con3|der moving thelr practices to other states.

I strongly urge you to Vote NO on 23.°
(This information fumished by Dr. Fred Girod, DMD.)

| (This space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251.255.)

twice the state’s

ARGUMENT IN 0PPOSIT|ON

'MEASURE 23 WILL MAKE OREGON g

THE WORST STATE IN THE NATION
TO RUN A SMALL BUSINESS

BaIIot Measure activists once again are trying to Jerk Oregon
taxpayers-around with a short-sighted proposal that would crlpple
Oregon’s small business owners like me.

Bureaucrats would be in control of our health care system.f

Measure 23 sets upa lavish health care benefit system and gives
a board of bureaucrats complete authority to' nearly double
personal income tax rates .and add a tax of 11. 5% on every‘
employer's payroll. : .

Paying for Measure 23 would cost Oregon jobs.

-My business can’t aftord Measure 23's new state health insurance

program that would more than double the state’s current General

Fund budget. If Measure. 23 passes, we will simply have to cut

jobs due to the enormous tax.increase that our out-of-state

competitors don’'t have to pay. My business can’t afford a new

11.5% payroll tax. My employees can’t afford a new 17% personal
income tax rate .

Oregon s taxpayers and small business owners
shouldn’t have to pay for California’s uninsured ill

The worst part ‘of Measure 23 is that people I|vmg in-California, or
anywhere in the country, who become ill and lack the health
insurance coverage to pay for their care, can move to Oregon and
quallfy for full care at Oregon taxpayer expense.

As a third generation plumber and busmess owner, Ive taken,
great care to make sure we continue to offer our employees good

wages and benefits, including health care. Measure 23, puts my

employees’ jobs at risk and nearly doubies their personal income

tax burden. .

‘Measure 23 ls a problem that my business and my employees just

don't need. Please protect Oregon’s small business jobs:
Vote NO on Measure 23.

(This information furnished by Jony Egge, MP Plumbing Co.)

({This space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251.255.)

{*[The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the |-

| aceuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument.

accuracy or truth of any statement made |n the argument
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ARGUMENT IN OPPOSITION

Un|versal health care Health care forall; Sounds great: In fact,
] |t is a concept that we support; Unfortunately, there are serious
| flaws in Ballot. Measure 23, the so-called universal health care
) measure and we must. urge a “No" vote in November

~In partrcular Measure 23 fails on the ‘issue of payrng for thls

" | universal health care. Let's step. ‘back-a'bit. The premise. behrnd_
the'idea of universal health care is that every Oregonian deserves

| at least basic health care c0verage Under the current system,
who doesn't. have: coverage" Typically, the underemployed and

‘ unemployed - the "workrng class of Oregon, s0 to speak..

their-current insurance is’ partlally employer-funded or purchased
| outright.- “That just" S|mply doesn't make sense. Proponents of
Measure 23 can make your head sprn with all: of their numbers

) | and lustrfrcatrons, but the bottom line is that this: cost- shrftrng isa
/| poison prll that makes Measure 23 srmply unacceptable

1. Aga|n we support the concept of ‘a: smgle payer, untversal
-1 health.care system, We feel it's an issue long overdue for serious
| exploratron ‘and discussion. But realistically, universal health care

.| for all = if and when'it occurs — will likely come from the federal

level it's also lrkely to come in'a series of small steps: What won’t
‘| work'is an all- at once tatally-tlawed state ballot measure.

We strongly urge you to keep an open mind about universal

. health care. But as well- mtentloned as/ Ballot Measure 23 may be .
: ‘|ts not the answer for Oregon at thrs time. . )

We urge you to vote "No" on Measure 23

( This rntarmat/an turnlshed by Don Lovrng, Amer/can Federatlon ot State
County and Munlcrpal Employees (AFSCME) ) §

( Thls space purchased for $500 In accordance wlth ORS' 25 1.255. )

" ARGUMENT IN OPPOSITION

passes .

Retrred Chemeketa Community COIIege President
Jerry Berger Descrrbes His Ob]ectlons to Measure 23

Measure 23 overreaches It would preempt reasonable tundrng ‘

" | alternatives that would help public schiools, commumty colleges,
and universities that' have been espectally hard h|t by state
‘budget cuts. o

Payrng tor Measure 23 could bankrupt our abrlrty to
tund other prtorrtles adequately

'| No one argues with the desrrabrlrty of grvmg free’ health care |

- And th at's th e crux of the problem wrth Measure 23 there -coverage to every Oregonran However, the reality of paying the .

lis a srgnrtlcant cost shift TO the working: class

bill for such a huge program is that it could bankrupt our- abllrty to

B provrde qualrty educatlon and other essentral publrc servrces

. If . Measure 23 passes workrng people - by vrrtue of an.
| assumed 4.percent income tax:rate.increase — would be paying |
.| MORE for their health care.insurance than they do now, whether

Measure 23 would |mpose such substantral taxes on- mdlvrduals )
and businesses that raising any . other new taxes would become
|mposs1ble The .negative economic impact of the largest tax | .
increase in Oregon htstory would mean lost Oregon jobs, turther-, :
ing the economic CrISIS that Oregon is already facrng

‘Measiire 23 would be: too expenslve because it would do nothrngt :
" | to control costs long-term It would" generously pay. for any
licensed provider ~ from doctors, dentists and'chiropractors to

music_therapists- and herbalrsts To pay for these uncontrolled |.

|.costs, Measure 23 grves a 15-person board. of ‘elected and

appornted members extraordinary powers — 0. nearly double top
state .income tax rates, to levy a new 11.5% payroli tax on all
employers to ‘borrow unlimited funds through state revenue -

o ‘bonds, and to ratron benefrts when resources can’t keep up w1th
-cost rncreases . :

Oregonrans need to be cautious about nice- soundrng proposals

Measure 23 has an appealing objective — to -ensure every .
Oregonian has access to adequate health care. But the speclfrcs
of Measure 23 make it too high-priced to be a realrstlc route to

reach the- objectrve of universal access.

Thmk carefully about what programs wrll suffer |f Measure 23

k Then please jom me in votrng NO on 23
Thank you )

Jerry Berger
Retired-President.”

‘| Chemeketa Communlty College

( Thrs lntormatron furnished by Jerry Berger, Retired Presldent, Chemeketa |
Community College.)

 (This space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251.255.)

ment. by the. State of Oregon, -nor does the state warrant the
accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument

‘ The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse— A

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-|.
‘ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the
accuracy or. truth of any statement made in the argument N
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ARGUI\/IENT IN OPPOSITION

MEASURE 23 DOESN'T TREAT
OREGON’S HEALTH CARE PROBLEMS
IT ONLY MAKES OUR STATE BUDGET SICKER

Every day, Oregon hospitals see too many Oregonians who can't
afford regular health care, They come to us sick or injured with
nowhere else to go. But Measure 23 is the wrong choice for
addressrng Oregon s health care needs. .

Measure 23 Would Put Oregonrans Out of Busrness

Measure 23 would. shift. health care costs from those who pay
premiums to Oregon taxpayers, It would add a huge payroll tax on
every Oregon employer; even-school districts, hospitals, libraries
and churches. If they can't afford that tax, employers could close
their doors—or move. outsrde Oregon. . .

Measure 23 Would Bloat The State Bureaucracy

Measure 23 would create a new 15-member board authorized to
‘raise state taxes ‘and revenue bonds:-and to negotiate the- rates
‘paid to_ health care providers. ts members would also recelve
fuIl time salaries and benefits,

Measure 23 Fails to Target Essenttal Servtces

Measure. 23 would pay every provider for any service they g|ve
their “patients, ‘including “ those " that aren’t "even _necessary.
.|:Measure 23 would be a bIank check for health care that Oregon’
taxpayers can ill afford.. . .

i

Non-Residents Could Come to Oregon for Free Health' Care

Measure 23 would give such geaerous coverage that peopls in
other states without health insuranee could move to ‘Oregon and
get full coverage, even if they were injured on-the- -job elsewhere.
Oregon taxpayers -and businesses should not toot the bill for
urilimited health services for all.’ ‘

# Measure 23 Would Cost Oregonians Brlltons

‘State officials est|mate the cost: of the plan would be at Ieastf
-| $12 billion a year. Oregon taxpayers simply can't afford this — we
can't even pay for our current state pyograms.

The Oregon Association of Hospnats and Health Systems urges
you to Vote NO on 23,

(Thls information furnished by Bruce A. Brshop, Oregon Association of
,Hospltals and Health Systems.)

(Thls space purchasedf for $500 In accordance -with ORS 251.255,)

Measure 23 would_add billions in new costs to the state’s
programs- such as schools. If passed, __h_a_n_d!_LLo__ang_med
income and payroll taxes, and would have authority. to borrow

to basic heaith care, That is NOT what Measure 23 provides, Its

i "busmesses and cost Oregon jobs.

You can see why, accordlng to state officials, once all eligible

‘Associated Oregon Industries (AOI)

ARGUMENT IN OPPOSITION

OREGON BUSINESS LEADERS OPPOSE MEASURE 23

already strapped budgets, reducing funding for other priority

and elected officials _could dramatically increase state

unlimited addmonal funds to pay for the program.

» The 11 5 percent payroll tax contained in Measure 23
. would cause Oregon employers to leave the state or
close their doors, costrng Oregon more jobs.

'+ Personal income tax rates would be nearly doubled -
to 17 percent — resulting in tax |ncreases up to
$25,000 per individual per year. ;

The 20,000 Oregon businesses affiliated with Assocrated Oregon
Industries share a belief that all Oregonians should have access .

is sky's-the-limit coverage would mean skyrocketing costs. Taxes’

to pay those bills will hurt individual taxpayers, cnpple Oregon’

M | r ure ,

ot wouId guarantee payment for services and prowders
most. Oregonlans would never use, like massage therapists,
-herbalists, music therapists, and marriage counselors: Such
services are not basic health care.

2w n re

1t would guarantee coverage to anyone from another state that
moves to Oregon to get free health care,

It would have no limit on admiinistrative costs for three years
and would do nothing to control rising health care costs.

residents shift into the new system, the cost of Measure 23 would
be at least $12 billion a-year in taxpayer expenditures — more than
double the state’s entire current General Fund Budget.

Please jain us in voting NO on Measure 23,

(This rnformatron furnished_ by Richard M Butrick, Assocrated Oregon
‘Industries.) ,

(This space purchased for $500 in a'_ccardance’wlth ORS 251,255.) --

The-printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-
‘ment by the State of Oregon;, .nor does the state warrant the-
accuracy or truth.of.any. statement made in the argument

| ment.by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the

The printing of this argument does not constitute an-endorse-

accuracy or truth.of any statement made i |n the argument

:

CONTINUED




: Official 2002 General Electton Voters’ Pamphlet?-Statewide Measures

Measure No 23 Arguments

ARGUMENT IN OPPOSITlON

" OREGON’S HEALTH INSURANCE AGENTS
RECOMMEND A NO VOTE ON MEASURE 23

We know how rapidly health care costs are rising. We ‘work

with employérs-all across Oregon to develop health ‘insurance-

packages for their. employees. Unfortunately, Measure 23 would
make the problem worse, not better.

.Measure 23 is too expensrve
It sets up.an autonomous 15- member. board that could v1rtual|y
. |'double- Oregon s persohal income ‘tax rates and impose a payroll
| tax of up to 11.5% on'all employers. This board could also borrow

unlimited additional funds through revenue bonds, addlng to the
state’s debt, .

) The same board would set health care” benefrt Ievels for all
,Oregonlans and would ration benefrts if budgets had to be
reduced. . N SO

Measure 23 has i no cost controls o :
* Virtually ‘any item or ‘service billed by any: health care

provider wha s licensed, registered or certified in Oregon-

“— including herbalists, music ‘therapists andmarriage

counselors. — would be pa|d by the state at taxpayerf

expense:

+ . Anyone, ‘no- matter: what iliness they have,- can move o’

Oregon from another state and receive automatic coverage.
. »People who work in° Oregon but live in other states would
* receive total medical coverage.

) The members of the Oregon ‘Asseciation of Health UndenNrrters
ask you to Qlease vote NO on Measure 23.

Measure 23 would be costly for taxpayers. -

State officials estimate Measure 23 would cost at least $12 bl|||0n
per year. That's more than twice as much as the state now pays
for schools and all other state services comblned

board The board could:
Nearly double state income tax rates up to- 17%, the h|ghest
state income tax rates in the country.
+ Levy a new 11.5% tax on every employer's total payroll
* Borrow unlimited funds through state revenue bonds.
+ Ration health care benefits and services.’

Vote NO on Measure 23.

(Th/s information furnished by Lori Hendley, President, Oregon Assocrat/on
of Health Underwriters.)

(This space purchased for $500 In accordance vyth OHS 251,255) -

E ARGUNIENT IN OPPOSITION

Measure 23 would put jobs at rrsk
Like many Oregon,busrnesses, Oregon’s food procesSors are |-

struggling. The industry faces stiff competition from companies in’

other states and internationally that have much lower operating
costs. Yet processors have struggled to maintain good wages and
benefits for employees and keep food busrnesses here

" | Measure 23 threatens workers & companles wrth new taxes.

Employees in the food industry cannot afford a ne ..additional
personal ingome tax of 8% to finance this new program. Measure

‘23 would make company costs skyrocket too. Adding a new, addi-

tional 11.5% tax-onto payroll would force food processors to limit
employment and make it even harder to compete with' companies
in other states and around the world- that don't have this huge-|.
cost. -

Measure 23 wouId do nothrng to control health care costs

‘Measure 23 would do nothlng to controI rapidly rising heaIth care
‘costs: In fact, it would open: up unbridled access-to all kinds of

health care practrtloners and would use. taxpayer money to pay
for unlimited services that are hardly ‘essential to basic health,

‘such as mus|c therap|sts herbalists, or marrlage counselors.

Oregon s open’ door policy would invite people to come to Oregon’
for. health care, encouraging those ‘most in need to move here :
where they can get care for nothrng .

Health care qualrty inevitably would sufter o
Desprte the huge tax increases needed to get the program

‘running, “stich an overly generous plan would run low on |
‘| revenues. and be forced to ration care, limit mvestments in new. |

technologies, . and lower reimbursements to providers. - Many
physicians would not want to work under such a’government-run )

'system that limits how much they can be paid.”

Measure 23 would give too much POWET to ItS 15- member' ‘Measure 23 would make businesses like food processrng“ less '

'competltlve and put Oregon ‘jobs at risk.

Please Vote NO on Measure 23,

(This . rnformatron furnrshed by Ken -Yates, Oregon Food Processors

FOODPAC,) -

(This space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251.255.)

.| The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-.
ment by:the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the |-

The printing of this argument does not constrtute an endorse-
‘ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the |-

‘accuracy ortruth of any statement made in‘the argument; -+

accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument.
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, MEASURE 23 THREATENS OREGON'S
* ‘ECONOMIC RECOVERY AND RISKS SCARING
o BUSINESSES AWAY FROM OREGON.

Measure 23.would overhaul Oregons entire: health care fundmg
‘system and replace it with a-new government-run program-that

invest unique authority in a new board of 15 elected and
appointed bureaucrats

| powers would, |nclude
. Authorlty to

© taxes as much as $25 000 per year; -
-+ Authority to WM&&M&%M
payrolls of every employer. in Oregon; . ’ )
- Mmusiwmaﬂmmuwmmusmg state revenue

bonds;
- Authority to

) Authorlty 0. ) i liml
administrative costs for the first three years; -
3 Authorlty to r_aﬂg_n_h_e_ajm_m_s_e_m_c_e_g to all Oregonlans
) Implementlng Measure 23 would be costly

State ofﬂclals estimated Measure 23 would cost $12 billion per
year when fully implemented. Measure 23 backers use a study

- Measure 23 would: double or triple the- current budget all by |tself
Sharply hlgher taxes would crlpple Oregon 's economy.

Oregon leading the nation in unemployment adding huge new tax
bills to businesses and lnlelduaIs is likely to do serious damage

expand health care coverage.

Citizens for a Sound Economy recommends
a NO vote on Measure 23.

(This lnformat/on furnished by R. Flussell Walker, Oregon. Citizens for a
Sound Economy.) .

(This space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251.255.)

would pay for all health care services for all Oregonians. To pay.
for and manage the massive new health ptan, Measure 23 would .

The Oregon Comprehensive Health Care Flnance Boards '

, and raise rndrvrdual taxpayers income

that says: it would cost $20 billion per year. The entlre state |
general fund budget is currently just $6 billion per year, so |

With Oregon businesses waverlng at recession. levels and,

to Oregon’s fragile economy and would be an ineffective way to.
) , .| Dr-Ronald Powell

o Famlly Physician

Measure No 23 Arguments
~ [ARGUMENT IN OPPOSITION -

A PHYSICIAN SPEAKS OUT AGAINST MEASURE 23.

| As a physician | find it painful to see families struggle to get basic

_health care. Much.as | share the desirefor guaranteed access to
“health care for all Oregonians, | can’t support an extravagant plan.
like Measure 23 that encourages abuses and costs taxpayers -
billions. .

Measure 23 vlmuld glve a'15-member board of elected and

'appointed bureaucrats the power fo.,

...ralse Income taxes by as much as $25, 000 per person,
...impose an 11.5% payroll tax on all employers;
...borrow money and put the state In debt;

Cere ratlon and control health care benefits.

Measure 23 makes no- provrslon for managlng fast-rising health

| care costs. It proposes to cover all services by all providers to all
| Oregonians and all those who move to Oregon for free health‘
.care, S o

While the comprehenslve coverage would increase demand for
services substantlally, | worry that many physicians would leave

2 | the stats. Doctors in small or solo practices would pay both the
‘higher income taxes and the payroll taxes. Coupled with already-

expensive malpractice insurance premiums and fow government
reimbursement rates, the government-run pract|ce of medicine
would not be very attractive here,

D|scourag|ng doctors, addlng substantial new taxes on Oregonk

‘businesses and boosting income taxes — these things are not

good for Oregon health care or Oregon's economic health.

Measure 23 would put too-much authority In the
"hands of its board of bureaucrats.

The goal of health care coverage must be achieved in a system‘

" | that encourages the best medicine to be practiced and prudently

uses public resources to expand coverage to those who other-
wise don't have access to good care. :

£3

.Measure 23 goes too far. Please ]oln me in votlng NO on 23.

(This lnlormatlon furnished by Dr. Ronald Powell Family Physrcran )

(This space purchased for $500.in accordance with ORS 251.255., )

The printing of this argument does not constitute an,endors,e-‘

accuragy or truth of any statement made in the argument. - :

-| ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the|

The printing-of this argument does not constitute an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the
accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument. -
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FIREFIGHTERS OPPOSE MEASURE 23 : i, : “ - OREGON BUSINESS ASSOCIATION -

o STRONGLY OPPOSES MEASURE 23
C Many of our- members provrde care da|Iy to Oregonrans who are .
| 'sick or injured; We understand the value of adequate health care. -Measure 23 would replace the current pnvate health insurance
. | ‘access and-the reality that some Oregonlans don't get the basic | system in" Oregon: It would replace the workers’ compensation.
) health care ‘they need. : . | system,."employer-sponsored health plans and government'
K 'programs such as Medrcare and Medrcald :

Measure 23 Adds Crushmg Costs :
‘ Measure 23 would be extremely expenslve

- Worthy as the goal ot Measure 23 “may be - to provrde access to i .
" | health care for all Oregonians. ~ the: specrflcs of the measure’s “Because of its ambltrous scope . and a lack of cost controls,
| ‘crushing costs make it impossible for f|ref|ghters to support it. - | Measure 23 would be extremely expensive to implement. State

. ‘|- officials._gstimate ‘it would cost $12 billion per :year.when all-
. Measure 23 vests enormous power ina 15 member board that Oregonians have transitioned to coverage under the plan,

- WOL;Id gontrol the dcare Oregortuan\sl %Et Thefmeasulre doesrttht l|m|t~‘ Sponsors of Measure 23 say it would cost even more — $20 billion-
|| GOsts, byt expancs coverage 1o everyone ofvirtua y everything. - ‘per year. Those numbers dwarf the current $6 billion ‘annual

" | The new board’s power to raise taxes also concerns us; NearIy general fund budget for all state programs, including schools, |
doubling income tax rates and burdening businesses with a new ‘pflSOﬂS ‘health-care;; hrgher education, pubIrc safety and much.
1:11.5%. payroll tax are terrible. for the economy here and make it. jlmore : '

more difficult for other public services, like schools, police and fire | o
| services, ‘to get public support for additional . funds they might | - )
"| need. The measure will also impose-an additional income tax of 'Measure 23" would- give exceptronal authorlty toa 15- member,j
- | .up to 8% on-all Oregon emponees lncludrng flrefrghters nurses ‘| board of bureaucrats to boost state income taxes, impose payroll
:and other workrng famrlres EE | taxes: and borrow: without: limits, The board of elected and |
. : | appointed officials would be able to raise income taxes. from a top
We th'”k Measure 23‘ aims at the rrght problem but oﬁers the: rate of 9% loday to 17%; and raise. taxes on individuals as much”
-| wrong squtlon as $25,000. 1t couId impose a payroII taxon all employers of up to
Oregon F|ref|ghters urge you to Vote NO on 23 [~' 11.5%. It could |ssue revenue bonds to borrow money by puttlng

| the state in débt, - L
o (Thrs rnformat/on furn/shed by Bob Llwngsron Oregon Srare Frre Frghterst
Councilt) T Ee R | The board could raise these taxes and |ssue bonds w1thout voterk

: approval if Measure 23 passes o ‘

Taxes to pay for Measure ’23 onld be huge

Replaclng Oregon s workers compensatlon
o system would be worrisome c

’ Measure 23s replacement of Oregons workers compensatron: '
.| would be’ troubling. 1t would ‘make insurers’ ability to manage
| claims ineffective, reduce worker safety incentives and increase
workplace rnjury costs substantrally Oregons substantlal o
improvements in its workers’ compensatlcn system over the Iast :
decade would be lost. . o

T R | Measure 23 would do serious damage to Oregons fragrle
o o ©o | economy and would be an ineffective way ‘to expand heaIth care
coverage, , .

Oregon Busmess Assoclatlon recommends
~ a NO vote on Measure 23,

[ o . : o ‘f (This rnformatlon furnlshed by Lynn Lundqurst Pres/dent Oregon
! ‘ o -.| Business Association.) .

{ (Thrs space purchased for $500 in accordance wIth ORS 251 255, ) (This space purchased for $500 in accordance wrth ORS 25 1 -255, )

The printing of this argument does hot constrtute an endorse- | | [The printing of this argument does not constltute an endorse— '
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the | [ ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the 1o
accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument s accuracy or truth’ of any. statement made in the argument ‘
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MEASURE 23 WOULD PUT OREGON JOBS AT RISK.

Nobody can argue with the goal of guaranteeing every Oregonian
access the basic health care they need. But Measure 23 would
threaten the health-of Oregon's already weak economy, and the
unrestrained health care benefits it offers would be far too costly
for Oregon employers and taxpayers to bear.

Busmess would face new payroll taxes

Our business would.face'a new tax of 11.5% of our total payroll
Our employees would.face a.near.doubling of their income tax
rates and increases as much as $25,000 per 'year. Measure 23
replaces Oregon s h|ghly regarded workers’ compensation system,
disrupting our insurer's ability.to manage claims effectively, and
reducing workplace safety incentives. It's Ilkely to return Oregon
to the inappropriate, inadequate and excessive treatments for
injured workers-that plagued our workers’ comperisation before
reforms were implemented more than a decade ago. '

Measure 23 does nothing to control health care costs.

Measure 23 does nothing to control medical costs that are rising
twice as fast as inflation. Instead it offers a wide-open coverage
plan that pays for virtually any treatment: by any licensed
- providers on any Oregon resident. It goes far beyond essential
health care to include music therapists-and marriage counselors.

It invites those from around the country who .can't afford the |
health care they want to move to Oregon where they can all they
want for free. .

Measure 23 will cost billipns to implement.

State- estimates say the.cost when all Oregonians. fall under its
coverage will exceed $12 billion per year. Backers of Measure 23
estimate it will cost as much as $20 billion per year to lmplement

VOte NO on Measure 23.

(This information furnished by John Thomas, CLU ChFC, MSFS, CFR,

- President, Pacific Benefit Consu/tants ) (

(This space purchased for $500 in accordance w:rh ORS 251. 255 )

The printing of this argument doe not consmute an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, I oes the state warrant the
accuracy or truth of any statement» made i in the argument
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Measure No 24

-| Proposed . by |n|trat|ve petition to "be voted on at the General
Election, November5 2002.

| _BAL‘LOT TILE

| TEXT OF MEASURE.

Relatrng to denture technology, creatrng' new 'prowsrons; ‘and -

. amendlng ORS 680.500, 680.510, 680.515 and 680.545.

| Whereas: Since the passage of the Oregon Denturrst
Initiative of 1978, Oregon seniors have had the opportunity |
to'go to lrcensed rndependent denturrsts to purchase their
dentures; .

*| Whereas: Oregon seniors and other denture consumers have
paid a far greater prices to purchase dentures from a dentrst
then from a denturrst :

] Whereas Oregon lrcensed denturlsts are not currently

| allowed to provide partial dentures directly to the public;
| Whereas: Oregon dentists and denturists are not currently

allowed to maintain any cooperative business or professional
assocratron based on their respectlve areas of expertlse,

Whereas: Many lower and middle- -income seniors and other
.| low-income consumers are having great drﬁrculty affording

| partial dentures;

Whereas: Denturists in- nerghborrng Washrngton state,
Montana, and all of Canada have been successtully dispens-
ing partial dentures to public wrthout any major problems for
‘years; and .

Whereas Oregon hcensed denturlsts should have the right.

to: 1) provrde the public access 1o low-cost full . or ‘partial

| upper or lower dentures and 2) maintain any mutually

agreeable business or protessional assocratron wrth dentrsts ]

.| for the benefit of the public. -

Be It Enacted by the People of the State of Oregon
ECTrgN 1. ORS 680.500 is amended 1o read:.

680.500. A used in ORS 680 500 to 6"
requrres othenrvrse

72' unless the context

(1) “Board” means the' polrcy makrng bodytknown as the State
Board of Denture: Technology :

@ ) “Denture” means. any removable fu{ and/or par al fupper or
lower prosthetrc dental appliance to be worn in the'human mouth
to repIace any mrssrng natural teeth ) :

(3) “Dentyrist” ‘means a person lrcensed under OFlS 680. 500 to
680.572 to engage in the practice of denture technology and who
is authorized within their. ‘scope of practice to provide to the
pubtic futl or partral upper or Iower dentures to be worn in the
‘human mouth S K .

( 4) “Health chensrng Office” means the agency of oversight
(5 )“Practice of denture technology .means:

(a ) Constructrng, reparrrng, reIrnrng, reproducrng, duphcatrng,
supplyrng, fitting or altering any. denture inrespect of which a
service is pertormed under paragraph (b} of this subsectron and

(by The takrng of |mpressrons bite, regrstratrons try- |ns, -and
sertions of or in.any part of the human oral cavity for any of the
purposes listed in paragraph ( } of this subsectron ) .

SECTION 2. Sectron 3 of this. Act is added 1o and made a part
of ORS 680 500 to 680. 572 :

SECTION 3. A dentlst as' defrned in. ORS 679 010, and a

denturrst may cooperate and maintain any business or pro-
fessional association that is mutually agreeable with each
berng responsrble for therr respectlve area of expertlse :

NOTE Boldfaced type |nd|cates new Ianguage [brackets and
italic]. type indicates deIetrons or comments :

EXPLANATO RY STATEMENT

Ballot Measure 24. changes current law 1o allow hcensed dentur-
ists to install removable upper and lower partial dentures to
replace missing natural teeth. Current law allows licensed dentur-
ists to install only removable upper and lower full dentures.

‘This measure also allows licensed denturists and dentists to
cooperate in'and maintain mutually agreeable business and pro-
fessional associations in which each professronal is responsrble
for their treatment .

- Committee Members:
Jim-Davis .
Ken Holden

Jane Myers* -

Dr. Larry Over* -
Phyllis Rand

*Member'dissents (does not concur with explanatory statement)

Appointed By:
Chief Petitioners
- Chief Petitioners
Secretary of State
" Secretary of State
Members of the Committee

(This commrttee was appointed to provide an rmpartra/ explanatlon of the
ballot measure pursuant to ORS 251 215.) )
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‘Measure No.

24 Arguments

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

LEGISLATORS URGE SUPPORT FOR MEASURE 24

We the undersigned legislators.urge our fellow Oregonians to
vote yes on Measure 24, which allows Oregon consumers access
to a licensed denturist for the complete range of denture services,
including both a full and a partial denture.

Efforts to pass this isste through the legislative process, have

been thwarted during the past 4 sessions, requiring senior and |
| consumer advocates to turn to the initiative process. Measure 24

has strong support among Oregon Ieglslators and consumer,
senior and disability groups.

Denture patients have the right to .choose where they receive
important denture care services. Yet, current law only allows con- -

| sumers to'purchase a full upper or.lower denture from-a denturist,
The consumer who goes-to.adentist to be fitted with a denture is
frequently paying a third more. In'most cases the dentist has his
dentures made at his dental Iab or by a licensed denturist being
used as a lab. A &

There -is. no. good reason why consumers seeking partial
dentures: should not have the option of going directly to the one
professional trained and licensed in Oregon specifically to make
dentures.

We look wrth interest to_our nelghborlng state of Washmgton
which has a successfu! denturist program that was modeled after
| the one in Oregon. There is one exception, however — they can do

partial dentures, and have been doing so since 1994 without

problems, foliowing a trend established in Canada and Europe.
Otegon’s licensed denturists have a long and successful

record of providing professional service to a mostly senior.
and low-income clientele. Consumers, both young and old,"

deserve the right to choose where they 'go for their denture
care. Please vote yes and support the Consumer Denture
Care Act, Measure 24,

Senator Rick Metsger
Senator Cliff Trow
Representative Gardner
Representative Mark Hass
Representative Kurt Schrader
Representative Max Williams

_{This information furnished by Rep. Kurt Schrader, State Representative

Dan Gardner, State Rep. Steve March, State Representative Mark Hass )

Sen. Cliff Trow, Rep. Max Williams, Sen. Rick Metsger.)

(This space purchased for $500 in accordance with-ORS 251.255. )

~|ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

Measure 24 Give an’sumers More Options
for Quality Denture Care

Measure. 24, the Consumer Denfure Care Act'is co-sponsored by
Oregon- State Council of - Senior. Citizens, United Seniors of
Oregon, and the Oregon. State Denturist Association. It allows
Oregonians direct access to a licensed denturist for the complete

range of dental prosthetics, including both a full-and partial den-

ture. It will also give denturists and dentists the ability to enter into,
mutually beneficial business associations, providing denture
patients with quick and easy access to all of the dental services
they need.

The most significant change that Measure 24 will make to
current Oregon law is to allow denturists to work directly
with patients to provide them with partial upper or fower den-

tures. Although trained to -désign, make and fit partials, Oregon

denturists are’ now:limited to provrdmg only full: upper or lower
dentures to their patients. B

in Washington ' State, Montana, and- throughout Canada and |

Europe, denturists safely and economically provide their patients
with partial dentures, Where partials are part of the denturist
scope of practice, there have been no reported health-related
problems, few.complaints and strong consumer support.

The denturist profession began in Oregon.in 1978 as a result of
an overwhelmingly-passage through the initiative petition process.
Oregon’s denturist program was the first of its kind in the nation
and is recognized ‘as being’one of the most successful now in
operation. Governed by the ‘State Board of Denture Technology,
more than 110° denturists -are: currently “licensed throughout
Oregon to provide full upper ahd lower dentures -directly to the
public. Oregon denturists have a superior record of consumer
service.

Please vote to improve consumer access to quality, afford-

1 able denture care. Vote yes on Measure 24.

Oregon State Denturists. Association, Chief Sponsor
Oregon State Council of Senior Citizens, Chief Sponsor
United Seniors of Oregon, Chief: Sponsor

(This information' furnished by Jim Davis, Oregon State Denturist

Association, United Sen/ors of Oregon, Oregon State’ Council of Senior
Citizens.)

(This space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251.255.)

The printing of this argument does not constitute. an endorse-
ment by.the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the:
accuracy or truth of any statement made |n the argument.

[The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the
accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument

87

CONTINUED [




Offrcral 2002 General EIectron Voters’ Pamphlet———Statewrde Measures

- Measure. No 24 Arguments

| ARGUMENT N FAVOR

OREGON DENTURISTS ARE THE MOST QUALIFIED
PROFESSIONALS TO MAKE DENTURES

Oregon denturists are fully trained to design, create and fit

patients with partial dentutes.. “They can nowlegally repair,

reline, design and manufacture- partral dentires’as a laboratory -

service to dentists. In fact, before receiving their licenses, many of
Oregon's I|censed denturlsts spent decades as dental Iaboratory
technicians. g

Oregon’s state Ircensed denturlsts have dedlcated them-

selves for more than 20 years to serving Oregonians with
| quality, affordable dentures. Oregonians have enjoyed this

community-based option with full dentures and now they deserve
the same optrons wrth partial dentures o

Measure 24 also aIIows denturrsts d. dentlsts to |0|n rn cooper—
ative busiriess ventures. Such” sa
| be mutually beneficial in the past and there certainly is no reason
to limit efforts ‘that. create more cooperatron within the dental

: communrty and better service for consumers

‘ AIthough denturlsts and dentlsts have voiced an mterest in.

developing strong, collaborative: relatronshrps current Oregon law
|| places restrictions on the ability of these' professionals to enter
‘into a mutually beneficial business arrangement This resuits in
unnecessary. delays additional expense and compromrses in the
‘quality dental servrces that patients recerve ‘

Since the dental and denturrst professions are hrghly mterrelated ]

it makes sense to create a sefimléss service environment. Such
business alliances have been- proven to rmprove servrce qualrty
and patient satisfaction. :

Measure 24 represents simple change in Oregon Iaw that erI

- greatly benefit the ‘dental health’ consumers by’ providing a

considerable .cost savings on partial dentures. Please vote yes
| on Measure 24 and support a person’s right to choose.

Oregon State Denturists Association, Chief Spohsor .
Oregon State Councrl of Senior Citizens, Chief Sponsor . ;
United Seniors ‘of Oregon, Chief Sponsor '

(This information - furnished by Jim. Davis, Oregon State Denrunsr
Association, Oregon Slate Council of Senlor Citizens, United Seniors of
Oregon.) :

' (This space purchased for $500in accordance with ORS 251.255.)

alliances have proven to.

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

o SENIORADVOCATES SUPPORT MEASURE 24

* | The Oregon State Council of Senior Citizens, United Seniors

of -Oregon, ' Gray .Panthers, and “Advocacy Coalition for

‘Seniors_and People“with 'Disabilities enthusiastically join

with other senior, dlsabrhty and’'consumer groups to express

‘our strong support for Measure 24, which allows Oregon’s

licensed denturists to. fabricate partlal dentures as a part of
their scope of practice. . .

Oregons Denturists are the only professrona!s trained and
licensed specifically to fabricate and.provide dentures to-the |
public. Dentists have surprisingly little practical experience in
denture technology and most often use a dental lab to have
dentures made for their patients, -

Oregon’s denturrst professron was created by the overwhelming
victory of a public initiative in 1978. Governed by the State Board
of Denture Technology, Oregon’s: denturist. professron is ‘consid-
ered one of the mOSt successful and effective in the nation.

Denturists currently Ircensed in Oregon are able to provide
quality dentures to the public for far less than consumers
would pay through :a dentist and the dental labs they use..
Oregon denturists have a superior record serving tens of thou-
sands of senior and low-income "patients over the past 22 years.

Oregon denturists are allowed to provide full dentures. to their
patients, but not partral dentures. Partials have been part of the
denturist practice in parts of the US, including Washington State
and Montana,-and throughout Canada. In each of the ‘areas
where the development of partials is. ‘allowed as part of the

denturist, scope of practice, there have been no problems, few
-complaints, and strong consumer support. . . . <

'Many Oregon seniors are now forced to.live with holes in their

mouths because they cannot afford to buy a partial through a
dentist. Oregon seniors need to have access to denturists for
partial dentures.

We urge voters to support Measure 24,

Oregon State Councrl of Senior Crtrzens

United Seniors of Oregon

Portland Gray Panthers -

Advocacy Coalrtron of Seniors and People with Drsabrtrtres

(Thrs rnfarmatron furnished by Jim Davis, Portland Gray Panthers, Unrted

Seniors’ of Oregon, Advocacy Coalition of Seniors and' People with
Dlsabllltles, ‘Oregon State Counc/l of Senior C/tlzens )

(Thrs space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251,255.)

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the
-| aceuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument.

The printing -of this argument does not constitute an endorse- |
‘ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the.
accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument
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err job is in 1eopardy,‘~

rause the money and go

n, thts person has two opttons

szens should have -access to every optron ava|lable to them for .

‘qualtty dental care, In ‘shlngton they'do. In’ Oregon the story

'yes on Ballot Measure 24.

Phil Dreyer
‘Portland Gray Panthers

. (Thls /nfarmatlon furnlshed by Ph/l Dreyer Portland Gray Panrhers ) :

- (This space pul “ RS 251.255. )

ind-a front tooth is knocked out. i they don't get
nd so'is their future.

ferent, Let's correct this fault i inour. healthcare system Vote |

i :George and Irene Starr
Oregon Consumer League -

;( Thls /nfarmar/on furnlshed by George Starr, Irene Starr Ore on
‘League, Portland Gray Panthers ) .

+(This space

:needs. If one, tmy teeth needs repalr Ican
all of the der sts in my area. If | need a new

my - chonce tS not so free where partlal dentures are }
he law. now. prevents Oregon dentunsts trom

lr\current qualmcatlons

ystem is built on-the |deat ‘of - competttton if- the
vice is comparable between suppliers a
e_to freer choose. from among all ] -

[ kurchased for $5DD in accordance with ORS 251 255)

|- |'ment by the: State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the |
s Laccuracy or truth of any statement made | in the argument

The prtmmg ‘of this argument does not constttute an-endorse-|. |
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: 'ARGUMENT IN FAVOR
SENIORS SHOULD NOT HAVE TO STRUGGLE
TO ACCESS DENTURE CARE SERVICES

: Those in need of a partlal denture e|ther for the f|rst time . or as
a replacement ‘are ‘now required by law- to go to-a dentist. For

' first-time partials, dentists do -all of the necessary preparatory’
work, including diagnosis, general examinations, extractions and-

| cleaning. For either first-time or replacement: partials the dentist

then'takes an‘impression for the partial and sends it to a dental

laboratory anng W|th written rnstructlons ‘and documentatlon

cThe lab reads the. |nstruct|ons ‘Teviews documentatlon selects a

| désign application and creates a partial. The partial is returned to

) -thé dentist who' installs- it ‘into the patlents mouth, Oftentlmesﬁ
adjustments -and - modifications ‘are required, so the_ partial is

returned 10-the Jab, modified, and returned to the dentist. The

| patient returns to the dentist for another, hopefully final fitting. tt is

| not:unusual for thig process to'take one to two- months from the

g “time of the first impression and: three or more" appomtments )
;'I'here is no. need for a person-to unnecessanly struggIe through:
th|s tlme consumlng process e : .

| f:a denturist is allowed to provide partlal dentures d|rectly to their |
“patient, the procedure will be simplified. Dentists will continue to'|

|.do all preparatory work involving live teeth, Dentunsts will not be

-involved-in any alteration of live tooth structure, which is the area | -

| of dentist expertise. But rather than sending impressions to a den-

.| tal lab, denturists will work directly with the patients to design and | -
create the best-fitting partial. genture They-will -also be abIe o’
©['make subsequent adjustments and modmcatlons Co -

kUltlmately, the process is slmplilled and patients save both
] tlme ‘and. money Please support Measure 24 o

i ‘Oregon State Denturist AssoC|at|on
- | Oregon State Councnl of Senlor Citizens

k . (This lnformatron furn/shed by J/m Daws Oregon State Council of Sen/or
szens Oregon State Denturlst Assocratron ) .

'(Thls space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251. 255 ) )

ﬁARGUMEI\IT IN FAVOR

REDUCE HEALTH CARE cosTs!

. Oregonlans have a rare opportunity to both |mprove healthcare
_services and reduce healthcare costs at the same time. By

supporting Ballot Measure 24, you will allow Oregon’s licensed |

~denturists to - prov1de partial denture services: dlrectly to ‘their |

patients. This will improve access to healthcare by increasing the.
number of qualmed professionals who can prowde this servrce
You will also reduce healthcare costs, because denture services

.| froma denturlst can.be as, much as 40% Iess than if received from, R

a dentlst

Denturlsts are skilled professlonals tra|ned to deS|gn and manu-
facture both full and-partial dentures, They have an advantage
over dentists in this regard. Dentists rely on dental laboratories to-

.make -and frequently deslgn the replacement teeth thelr patlents‘

will, wear.

~Denturlsts are

s 'Skilled prolesslonals who must take requlred educatlon
. from an accredlted coIIege before qualifying to practlce in
.+ Oregon,

'+ Rigorously tested on thelr knowledge of oral health and
their practical ability to make replacement teeth before they‘ :
* .are allow to practice.in Oregon.

+ Licensed and regulated by the: state through the HeaIth
- Licensing Office.. -
_« Required to receive: an average of 10 hours of contmurng
“ education each year.

©« Experienced, with a track record of provrdmg Oregonrans’

“wrth quality dental servnces for | more than twenty years

Dentunsts have demonstrated that they are qualrﬂed to provnde o ‘
. | replacement teeth directly to their patients. Oregon law. now’
‘| unnecessarily prevents them from proV|d|ng partial dentures You

can right this wrong.
Do your part to control healthcare costs and lmprove access

‘to needed services by votlng yes on Ballot Measure 241

Phil Dahl, Licensed Denturist .
President, Oregon State Denturlst Assoc:atlon

(This /nformat/on furnlshed by Phil Dahl Oregon St‘ate Denturlst
: ,Assowaﬂon ) o

(Thls space purchased for $500 in accordance wlth ORS 251.255 )

| | ment by the State of’ Oregon nor-does the state warrant the
| accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument

| The pnntlng of this argument does not constitute an endorse- N

‘ment by the State of Oregon,. nor ‘does the state warrant the' |’ g

accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument
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A Many of my patients have both a partlal denture and a full upper‘

i

| from, Support a patient’s right to choose where they get their

'Jana Moga Llcensed Denturist ;
' ~.State of Oregon and State of. Washmgton ,

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

FOLKS HAVEIT BETTER IN WASHINGTON

i-am a licensed denturtst in Oregon and Washington.-Since 1996,

I have provided'a number of partial dentures for my patients in
Washington. They ‘have been happy with the products and ser-
vices | provide and have saved about 40% over what a dentist
mlght have- charged them,.. L :

or lower denture, They: are better served because | can make
both for them. | wouid be far less effective at providing them with
a good full denture if | had to make it to work with a worn out or
poorly made partial that came from someone ‘else. They wouIdnt
be happy, and neither wouId 1 .

People deserve. the best -possible dental 'services they can find.
Allowing Oregon_ denturists ' to ‘provide -both full and partial
deniures. 1o their patients gives them more -options to-choose

dental care. Support Ballot Measure 24

( Th/s lnformat/on furnished by Jana Moga. ) '

(This space purchased for $5DD in accordance wlth ORS 251.255.)

| ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

needs to-be replaced they naturally think that |.can do that for
.| them as well. hington

‘| dentures, My patients like the work | have done. for them and

|

T8 NOT YOUR PROBLEM

Why shouId you care about partials? You have all of your own
teeth and are doing just fine, thank you. You should care because
someone you know probably wears a partial. r|ght now. Maybe it's
a parent, or an aunt or-uncle. It could be a cousin, neighbor or a
good friend. Do you think it’s fair that people who you know and
care about are forced to go to one.source for partials made by a
third party and pay nearly twice as much in the process?

Oregon denturists have the skill and- expertise to effectively make

and fit partial dentures for their patients. They have been doing it .
in Washington, Montana, Arizona, Canada and Europe-for many

years with as much if not more success than dentists. If it were.
your parent, relative or friend, wouldn’t you want them to have a

chorce as to who they see.to get the care they need?

| hear this, every week from.my- patlents who find themselves in,
need of a partial denture. In most cases | have been providing for
their. full denture needs for many years. When a single tooth

. But in Oregon,
| can't. Partial denture serwces are avallable in Oregon exclu-
sively through a dentlst ‘

1 have the trammg and practlcal ablllty to make and fit partlal
want me to continue to provide for their replacement tooth needs,
This unnecessary restriction to my ability to serve my patients not

only costs them more, it |ncreases the time requnred to get the
partial they need.

Help me to help'my pat|ents have the nght to choose Vote Yes on
Ballot Measure 24. )

Tad Burzynski,
Licensed Denturist,
Bend, Oregon

(This information furnished by Tad Burzynsk/‘. )

(This space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251.255.)

The printing-of this argument does not. constttute an endorse-
‘ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does'the state warrant the | .
accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument. -

accuracy or truth of any statement made-in the argument. . | |
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. ARGUNIENT IN FAVOR

SAVE MONEY ON DENTAL CARE
‘While you must go to a dentlst for most: dental’ needs such is
not the case for denture wearers. Consumers can go to either a

dentist or a denturist. It's-their choice. But not'so with partial
-dentures. Oregon law gives dentists a stranglehold on this busi-

“ness, and it'is the consumer, insurance carrier and YOU, throughi

~h|gher insurance premlums that pays the prlce

k -| Studies show that dentlsts charge more for therr servrces than‘

‘most denturists — sometimes a lot more, Because the ‘dentist is

not the ‘one who. actually makes dentures it usually also takes.
longer fora patlent to'get their denture. This often transiates into |

| theii inconvenience of addmonal appomtments that your lnsurance
1company pays for S .

The, cost of dental care can put comprehenslve dental care out of~ e

| range for many of Oregon s'poor and middle class patlents As a
| result, many lose teeth and cannot afford-a dentist's fees for par-

" tial and- whole denitures. Losrng teeth and lacking-an appropriate”

‘denture can puta person ’s entire health at risk. Consumers must
have a less expenslve alternatrve ‘ . :

Do your part to keep the cost of dental servtces to yourself and,

your. insurance company down, which means lower premium
payments to you; by supportrng effective, cost saving: options

" | such as denturists. That's what Ballot Measure 24 provides = an

economical alternative. for partial denture servrces I urge you to
vote Yes on Ballot ‘Measure 21,

Jason Reynolds Executlve Drrector
Oregon Consumer League

(This - Informatron furnrshed by Jason Fleynolds Oregon Consumer

. League )

- (This space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251.255.) .|

‘why we endorse Measure 24, The Consumer Denture Care Act.
'Conslder these facts about Oregon dentunsts :

‘here in Oregon

1 ’Oregon State’ Council of Senior Citizens

ARGUMENT INFAVOR ]
SENIORS AND CONSUMERS SHOULD SUPPORT
BALLOT MEASURE 24

lt Gtves You ihotce and Saves You Money

We think that those payrng for theit own- dental care should have
access to providers who are both qualrfred -and.affordable. That's

Y They are tramed to make parttals rhose who also prac-
. tice in Washmgto‘n already make partials tor pat|ents in
that state. o o - ,

. They work with- dentlsts in their. communities r|ght now,
prowdmg full upper and lower dentures to'their pat|ents

+* They consistently save patients more than- 40% from |
’ what a dentlst wlII would charge tor the same thlng

For more than six years Washlngton S senlors have been. able 1o
choose between a dentist and a denturist-for all of their full and
partial denture needs. We believe that Oregon seniors should
have that choice too' Measure 24 will g|ve them that chotce

In Oregon, the ch0|ce lsn’t between and denttst and a. den-
turist = it's between a dentist and not having a- parttal at all.
So those who can't afford the high prices a dentist charges go’
around with missing teeth. Measure 24 will help seniors fill those
spaces with an affordable replace ment tooth. ’

It makes no sense that dentunsts almost everywhere. else in the
world can make partial dentures for therr pat|ents but they cant

Do the sensible thmg Vote “YES” on Measure 24 o

United Seniors of Oregon. ) )
Advocacy Coalition of Seniors and People with Dlsabllttles
Portland Gray Panthers

Oregon Consumer League

Campaign for Patient Rights

3

( Thls information furnished by Jason Reynolds, Oregon Consumer League;
Jim Davis, Campaign for Patient Rights, Advocacy Coalition of Seniors and
‘People with Disabilities, -United Seniors of Oregon, Oregon Stafe Councll
of Senior szens, Portland Gray Panthers ) .

(This space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251.255.)

The printing. of this argument does not constitute an endorse-, 7
| ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the |
taccuracy or truth of. any statement made in the argument

[ The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-

ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the |-
accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument
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S a: patlents natural teeth. Before a partial removable denture is

Measure No 24 Arguments

"ARGUMENT IN OPPOSITION

We do not agree- wrth the explanatory staf’ement because we
think it is ‘unfair to leave out the fact that nothlng in the measure |
'guarantees that the patient is going to get a diagnosis or discus-
sion of all treatment options before the denturrst “instalis” a partial
removable. denture

The measures Ianguage that authonzes dentlsts and Ilcensecl
- denturists to- maintain mutually agreeable business associations
is misleading to the conclusion that a dentists is always involved
in the patient's care. There | is nothing that requires this important
_patient protection. The proponents refused to put this into the’
explanatory statement 50 we add it here:

Passage of thts measure would aflow the individual to seek care
|| for removable partial dentures without seeing a dentist for diag-
nosis or advice about other tregtment opttons

Passage would allow the licensed denturist to. act alone to.plan
the treatment as well as fabricate the removable partial denture
without a complete dragnosts or regard for the patlents overall
heahh

-This i |s lmportant because partlal removable dentures mcorporate

“attached, the patient deserves to be thoroughly informed about
the health of these teeth and his or her entire oral condition, It is
_important that the patient is offered all- treatment options which
.are based ‘on this complete dragnosus -Advanced academic and |~
| clinical education of the dentists qualifies them as the best indi- |

'viduals to provide this compreh%rtsrve service. Denturtsts are not
: ~tra|ned in the dragnosrs or freatment of tooth and gum conditions. .

If you beI|eve that the patient is guaranteed to save money by
-going to the denturist, consider whether it is likely to be true that |
“all denturists will do it for less than all dentists, and whether-it is a
1 good trade-off .for severely limited choices and lack of a full
diagnosis which may compromise total dental health and patient
sattsfactlon ‘ ' ' . i

( ThIS rnformat/on furn/shed by Jane Myers, Director of Government Affa/rs,
| Oregon Derital Assocratron ) . :

' (This space pufchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251.255.)

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse- |- '
| ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrarit the
accuracy Ortruth of any statement made in the argument.
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Measure No 25

,____________-lll-l

Proposed by initiative petmon to be voted on at the General in calendar year 2003, the,commissioner shall calculate an |-
‘Election, November5 2002. - adjustment of the wage amount specified in subsection (1).
- of this section based upon the increase (if any) from
August of the. precedrng year to.August of the year in
-which the calculation is made .in the U.S. City Average |
Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers for All
ltems as prepared by the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the
Unrted States Department of Labor or rts successor.

. ;BALLOTTITLE"- |

(c)The wage amount establrshed under thls subsectron
‘shaII '
' (A) Be rounded to the nearest f|ve cents and o
(B) Become effective as the new 07390““ minimum.
- wage, replacing the dollar figure specified in:
ORS 653 025(1), on January 1 of the followrng
year. -

Sectlon 2, ORS653. 040 is amended to read

653 40, The Commrssroner ‘of the Bureau of Labor and .
N Industrres,‘m addltron to the commrssmners other
powers ‘may: : :

(1) lnvestlgate and ascertain the wages of persons .
s employed in any occupatlon or place of. employ- |
< -ment in the state. :

* (2) Require from an employer statements, rncludmg
- sworn statements, with respect to wages, hours,
. names and addresses and such other information |
- pertaining - to the employer's employees or their
) femploymenf as the commissioner considers neces- |
‘sary to carry out ORS 653,010 to 653.261. )

(3) Make such rules .as the commissioner considers
appropriate to carry out the purposes of ORS
653.010 to 653.261, or necessary to prevent the
circumvention or evasion of ORS.653.010 to
653.261 and. to establish and safeguard -the
minimum wage rates [sefl prowded for under ORS
653.010 to 653.261. -~ :

If any part of this statute is held to be unconstltutronal under-
the state or federal constitution, the remaining parts shall
not be affected and shall remarn in full force and effect.

NOTE Botdfaced type |nd|cates new language; [brackets and
ltallc] type mdlcates deletions or comments

| TEXT OF MEASURE
The Minimum Wage Inflation Adiustment Act.
) ‘Belt Enacted By the People of the State of Oregon

- ‘Section 1. ORS 653.025 is amended to read:

653.025. (1) Except as provrded by ORS 652.020 and the rules of
the Comm|ssmner of the Bureau of Labor and Industries issued
-under ORS 653.030-and 653.261, for each hour of work time that
“the employee is gainfully employed no employer shall employ or
.agree to employ any employee at wages computed atarate Iower k
-than:

(1) For calendar year 1997, $5.50 *

(2) For calendar year 1998, $6.00

(3) For calendar years after December 31, 1998, and before
- January 1, 2003, $6.50.

(4) For calendar year 2003, $6.90.

-(5) For. calendar years after 2003, a rate ad]usted for
inflation. .

o ‘5(2) (@) The Oregon mrnrmum wage shall be ad]usted annu- k
 ally for rnflatron as provided rn subsectron (2) (b) below

(b) No later. than September 30 of each’ year, begrnnlng i

od T T T T T CONTINUED
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Measure No. 25

EXPLANATO RY STAI'EIVIENT

Ballot Measre .25 amends Oregon statutes to increase the
state minimum hourly wage to $6.90 for calendar year 2003. For
calendar year 2004 and beyond, the measure requires the mini-
‘mum hourly wage to be adjusted annually for inflation. .

“Under current state Iaw, the state minimum hourly wage is set
at $6.50. Current law does not adjust the minimum hourly wage
for inflation. . : . .

Ballot Measure 25 requires the Commissioner of the Bureau of
Labor and Industries to calculate the adjustment to thé minimum
| hourly wage each September. The adjustment is based on any

increase during the previous 12 months in the U.S. City Average
Consumer Price index for All Urban Consumers for Al ltems. The
measure requires. the adjusted minimum hourly wage amount to
be rounded to the nearest five cents and to take effect on January
1 of the year foIIowrng the adjustment

Commmee Members Appomted By
Representatlve Dan Gardner Chief Petitioners
Representative Diane Rosenbaum Chief Petitioners

~Julie Brandis L - Secretary of State-

_ Bill Perry ' . Secretary of State
Ron Chastain : : Members of the Committee

(Th/s commlttee was appointed to provide an /mparnal exp/ananon of the
ballot measure pursuanl to-ORS 251.215.)

E
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Measure No. 25 Arguments

ARGUIVIENT IN FAVOR

VOTE YES ON MEASURE 251.
re Oregon’s minimum w rs?

‘Minimum wage workers care for our elders as health aides.
They watch over our children in day care centers. They pick
| our food from the fields and serve it to us in restaurants..

' Today, full ime minimum wage earners make ]Ust $13,500 per
year. Many people are supporting families and have to rely on
food banks and government assistance.

%'Accordrng to. the Oregon Center for Public Policy, most
‘mrnrmum wage workers are women (60%), most are 20 or
otder (73%), and many. are srngle parents (25%)

' Measure 25 grves you, the voter, a chance to raise the Oregon

minimum wage-to $6.90 per hour in January of 2003 and provide,

an annual cost of lrvrng increase in future years.

“The average minimum wage worker is not a teenager lrvrng
at home.

‘| With- more and more. adults worklng in Iow—wage jObS we are
“quickly realizing this is not a livable wage. People working fulI trme
‘shoutd not struggle to, buy food and pay rent.

‘More than 100,000 low-wage workers in Oregon haven’t
"had a raise since voters’ overwhelmingly approved the last
;mrnrmum wage rncrease in1996.

Voters can provrde Oregon s lowest paid workers a modest rarse
You can help families who are struggling to escape poverty

N wh wrkfll- hould liv
Srncerely, '

in pover

State Representative Diane Rosenbaum -
Labor'Commissioner—EIeCt‘Dan Gardner-

(This information furnished by State. Rep. Diane Rosenbaum.) ,

'

"(Thrs Space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251.255.)

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

| Living On $1040 a Month

| Let's give Oregons mrnrmum wage. workers a frghtlng chance to

.|

P Ye son
It's tough to survive on $6.50 an hour,

| used to make more money, but lost my job after there was a
company management change. . .

Between rent, utilities, car and insurance payments food gas and,
basic essentials for my children, we have a hard time maklng ends
meet. It adds up so fast

1 Am Not Alone.

| am like thousands of other working moms, struggtrng every day
to manage work, chiidcare and put food on the table. | don’t want
a handout. | want to make my own-way...for a wage thatis enough
to take care of my family, '

Increasing Cost of Living '
Providing an annual cost of living adjustment helps Food costs go
up, rent has rncreased and utility bills just continue to grow

Wages, Not Welfare

Oregon’s minimum wage workers need a raise. Ask yourself thrs
question: Gould you and your family survive on $1,040 a month?
| can tell you from my own personal - -experience that it is nearly
impossible. :

make ends meet.

Please -join me in votrng yes on Measure 25
Thank you,

Sylvia Lokey

(This information furnished by Sylvia A. Lokey.)

(This space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251,255.)

The printing of . this argument does not constitute an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the
-accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument

‘| The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the
accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument.
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Measure No 25 Arguments

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

Oregon Catholic Conference Supports Measure 25
To Raise The Minimum Wage

In the hope that voters find our social teaching “helpful, the
Oregon Catholic. Conference shares its perspectlve on the
minimum wage.

Work has a special place in Catholic social thought: it is more
than just a job, itis a reflection of our human dignity, and a way to
contribute to the common good. Most important, it is the ordinary
way people meet their material needs and community obligations.

In Catholic teaching, the principle of a living wage is integral to
our understanding of human work. Wages must be adequate for
| workers to provide for themselves and their family in dignity.

While the minimum wage is not a living wage, the Church has
-supported increasing.the minimum wage over the decades. The
minimum wage needs.to be raised to help restore its purchasing
.power, not just for the goods and services one can buy, but for the
self-esteem and self-worth it affords the mleldual

The Oregon Catholic Conference urges Oregon’s voters to vote
“Yes"on Measure 25 to raise the minimum wage.

“(This information. furn/shed by Robert J Castagna, Oregon Catholic
Conference.) *

(This space‘ purchased for $500 in accordance with-ORS 251.255.)

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

| am the program developer for'the Poverty Action Team and
work at the Oregon Food Bank as a policy advocate.

THE PEOPLE | ADVOCATE FOR:

We're talking about adults working full time to put food on the
table.. Make no mistake, the stereotype of teenagers earning
minimum wage has passed our society by.

Many are single mothers struggling to meke ends meet, Imagine
raising-a family on less than $13,500 a year. .

| also find many two-parent households working temporary jobs
fighting to get as many hours: of work possible. Many minimum
wage employers hire parlt time and these families work less than
a 40-hour workweek.

THE JOBS THEY DO

Many are working at child-care centers while others baby-sit out
of their homes. From certified nurses assistants in elder care
centers with no benefits to service sector jobs like fast food, it is
a tough way to make a living.

THE PLACE THEY WANT TO BE: )

They want more education and training so they can get better
paying jobs.- Right now, minimum wage earners: are -making
decisions based on necessities, .

No one wants to be a crisis away from being homeless, |
know because five years ago, | was a single parent attending |
college on a scholarship and earning the minimum wage.

Even with college tuition paid, Section 8 housing, food stamps
and subsidized day-care, it was nearly impossible to meet-my
family's basic needs.

| Heat or eat...

Medication or clothing...
School supplies or lunch money. -

Today, | am proud to have earned a Bachelors and Masters
degree from Portland State University.

| know first-hand the value of a paycheck based on my
experiences as a single parent receiving publlc benefits and
my life as an advocate.

Join me in supporting this sensible minimum wage increase. .

| Oregon’s lowest paid workers haven’t received a minimum wage -

increase in four years. That's too long.
Please vote ‘Yes’ on Measure 25.

‘Cassandra Garrison
Poverty Action Team

(This information furnished by Cassandra Garrison, Poverty Action Team.)

(This space pufchesed fol $500 in accordance with ORS 251.255.)

-| The printing-of this argument does not constitute an endorse-
ment by the State of Qregon, nor does the state warrant the
accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument.

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the
-accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument.
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Measure Ne

25 Arguments

| ment. by.the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the

: if“ARGUIVIENT IN FAVOR

A message from Gene Pronovost Presldent
Unlted Food & Commerclal Workers, Local 555

‘im pr|V|Ieged to represent over 22,000 workmg Oregomans in

industries from retail sales, healthcare, food processing, garment.

| and boot.making, warehouses hair care provnders law offlces
) ‘web des|gn and numerous other profess|ons .

‘Not just for the'men‘ and women of Local 555, but that all

: Oregonrans receive fair compensatlon for an honest days work.,

) Oregonlans worklng full-time should not have to rely on

| public support. Welfare checks, food boxes and reliance on state
health care are all too’ common when a famlly wage earner IS

-making the m|n|mum wage S

“Think.about it. S :
Full time work. for onIy $1 040 a month
That's less than. $1 3,500 a yearl 5

Could you live on that'7 It gets pretty tough after payrng rent ora

. mortgage food, clothmg gas, car insurance (donteven consider
. |-a.vehicle breakdown) ‘water utilities and the electrlc b|II Nearly .

: every penny is eaten up by necessities.

Many of these. people havent recelved a raise since - 1999‘
Passing: Measure 25 provndes a modest wage lncrease for the
;Iowest wage earners . .

1 urge aII Oregomans tqtsupport lncreasmg the ‘
: ‘minimum wage because people working full-time
shouldn’t end up on pubhc asswtance :

Vote Yes on Mgagure 25 .

N This rnformat/on furnlshed by Gene Pronovost )

} :‘(This space purc‘hased for $500 in accordance,with ORS 25 1.255. ) k

ARGUI\/IENT IN FAVOR

LetsJust be fair. L

_That should be the bottom Ilne in any debate about Oregons :
m|nrmum wage. Unfortunately, the minimum wage debate often |
becomes a game of political football. But that shouldn’t be the
case. for our most economlcalfy challenged workers,

Batlot Measure 25 w1l| f|x the process.

k Measure 25 does two things. F|rst it bumps up the current
minimum wage to $6.90 per hour. Do the math. No one is going’
to-get rich at $6.90 per hour, but it will be a wefcome -addition. to
famlhes strugghng to make ends meet .

- Measure 25 also includes a cost of llvmg trlgger that will annu-
ally increase Oregon’s minimum wage relative 1o the Consumer
,Pnce Index. That's something we. have needed alI along..

~In relative terms Oregonlans worklng for the’ mrmmum wage

| make less money today than they did in the 1970s, That's just not |.

‘ frlght But again, under our current system of "catch -when catch-
can,” modifying the minimum wage becomes polltlcal football, w1th
the wage earners the pIayers left on the.sideline.

‘Measure 25 fixes that problem and takes the issue out of the .
polltlca! arena :

Who are mlmmum wage earners” Opponents to Measure 25 |

But thats not true..

Almost 6 out of 10 m|n|mum wage ‘earners are women
.| Moreover, 25 -percent of -all minimum wage earners are single
mothers, | many of whom work full-time- butrsttll depend on charlta-

| 'ble agenmes 1o help feed their fam|I|es

And while there are some young workers in the fast food

lndustry, there are thousands. upon thousands-of Oregonians

earning minimum wage who either-care for our children or care

B for our elderly. These are some of the most important jobs in our |
society, and it's a shame that people workmg them struggle to |

‘stay above the poverty line..
Let's be fair. Vote “Yes” on BaIIot Measure 25

(Thrs information furnished by Don Lovmg, Amencan Federation of State c
County and Municipal: Employaes (AFSCME) ) ;

(This space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251.255.,)

[The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-

’ accuracy or truth of any statement made inthe argument

The printing of this argum‘ent does not constitute an endorse-

) accuracy or, truth of any statement made in the argument
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Measure No. 25 Arguments

ARGUMENT: IN FAVORa :

. The ‘Coalition to Ftarse the Minimum Wage represents a diverse
cross-section of Oregonrans . :

We believe those workrng fuII trme shouId not live in poverty.

Minimum wage earnérs are nursrng home assistants and child-
care workers. They work for large and small businesses. While
many are single parents, increasingly we find two parent house-
holds struggling to make ends meet.

Alito often, these hard workrng people have to seek out charitable
assistance or welfare Ftemember $13 500 a year only goes so
far. '

Please j jorn us in votrng ‘Yes on Measure 25.

_ITION TO RAISE THE MIN
~ _ AFSCME Local 3336
Amencan Federation of Teachers — Oregon
. - Better People. .
Campargn for Patient Rights
Cement Masons Local 555
'Coalition for a Livable Future
‘Columbia Pacific Building Trades Council
Commrttee in Solidarity with Central American People, Eugene
) - Communications Workers of America, Local 7901 :
Ecumenical Ministries of Oregon
Harlequin Beads & Jewelry, Inc.
Human Services Coalition of Oregon (HSCO)
Laborers Local 483
- National Council of Jewish,Women, Portland Section
Northwest Oregon Labor Council, AFL CIO
Oregon Action
Oregon AFL-CIO.
Oregon AFSCME, Council 75
Oregon Education Association
) Oregon Food Bank. -
Oregon Law Center
. Oregon Machinists Council
- Oregon Nurses Association
Oregon Roads, Inc.
* Oregon Schoo! Employees. Association
Oregon State Building and Construction Trades Council
Oregon State Council of Senior Citizens
Oregon Women’s Political Caucus
-Pacific Northwest Regional Council of Carpenters
" Paul's Bicycle Way of Life
Portland Association of Teachers
- Portland Fire Fighters Association
Portland Gray Panthers
Portland Jobs with Justice
United Food & Commercial Workers, Local 555
United Seniors of Oregon
" United Steelworkers of America,-Local 6163
Women's international League for Peace‘& Freedom

WAGE

For a complete list of endorsers please go to our website
T atwqu@ggnManumage&gm ,

| (This rnfofmaf/on furnlshed by Labor Commissioner-Elect Dan Gardner )

(This space purchased for $500 in accordance. with ORS 251.255.)

-minimum and low-wage jobs. These working Oregonians, many. of

| the cost of living. Living expenses such as housmg, healthcare,

~ | During the nineties, Oregon’s median hourly wage grew twenty-
‘| two percent. Median rent, however, increased from $345 to $500

‘| 423,000 Oregonians, many of them working families, are without

| households.

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

A Message from Ecumenical Ministries of Oregon
Support working Oregonians ’
Everyday in Oregon, more and more working Oregonfa’ns‘are

relying on emergency food boxes, food stamps, and other
supports to survive, Many of these working Oregonians hold

whom are immigrants, women, elders, youth and people of color;
provide essential services in our socrety such as heafthcare
publrc safety, and-food services. )

No one working full-time should be forced to lrve in poverty due to
low wages :

i CUtpaa sates

For Iow-wage workers a disproportionate amount of their incorne
goes toward cost of living expenses. Wages have not kept up with ‘

and food have far outpaced wage levels for working families.

a month or an increase of forty-five percent. Home prices rose
twice that ~of income during the nineties. Over 100,000
Oregonians are on the Oregon Health Plan. An estimate of over

health insurance. The poor spend nineteen percent of their”
income on healthcare compared to three percent in wealthier

Qeggmsineﬂunguest_stammtmatmamm
tothe U.S. Dept, of Ag iculture. About 74,000 working Oregonians-
are food insecure, not mcludmg the many unemployed
Oregonians due to the recession.

inimt ge | honors workin ‘nin

Raising the minirium wage from $6.50 to $6.90 an hour would
increase the annual earning to $14,352. Oregon's current | -
minimum wage is just sixty percent of Oregon’s living wage. The | -
minimum wage needs to be adjusted to inflation, guaranteerng at

least a minimal raise yearly.

Justice demands more than a handout or charity. Increasrng the
minimum wage honors a hard day’s work so that more workrng
Oregonians can live in dranty ’

(Thls information furnished by Phillip Wong, Ecumenlcal Ministries of
Orsgon.) .

(This space purchased for $500.in accordance with ORS 251. 255 )

The printing of this argument does not constitute an-endorse-
ment by the-State .of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the

;| mént by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the

| The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-

accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument

‘accuracy or-truth of any statement made in the argument. -
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ARGUIVIENT IN FAVOR

Vote Yes on Measure 25 — Helping Those
Who Help Themselves

| Dear Fellow Oregonians:

| ask you to Jom me in voting Yes on Measure 25, whnch will

increase the minimum wage and help it to keep pace with inflation
so that fult-time working Oregonians do not have to live in poverty.

Every day, over 100,000 hard-working Oregon families struggle to
survive on less than $13,500 a year. The average minimum wage
worker is not a teenager living at home; instead, 60% of minimum
wage earners are women and 25% are single mothers. These are
| full-time workers who deserve dignity and Tespect for. the work
theydo. .

| 'In these tough economlc tlmes itis the people at the lowest end
of the economic scale who need our help the most, and an

increase‘in the minimum wage will make a real difference in their

| bottom lines. In addition, these workers spend a high ‘proportion
of their income, wh|ch will prowde another boost to Oregons
economy.

| 1f we truly are to value-work, we must vaIue aII of our workers,
‘| especially.- minimum - wage - workers. These" hard-working
- Oregonians are playing by the rules, working full-time to. help
| themselves, and we should help and support them in that effort,

- Please ]om me in votmg Yes on Measure 25,
‘Slncerely, a ‘

Bill Bradbury i
Oregon Secretary of State

E3

“| (This-information furnished by Bill Bragbury, -Oregon Secretary of State.)

H

(This space purchased for $500 in accordancewith ORS 251.255,) ‘

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

RAISING THE MINIMUM WAGE
HELPED OREGON’S ECONOMY
IN 1913, 1989 AND 1996.
IT CAN DO SO AGAIN IN 2002.
VOTE YES ON MEASURE 25,
OREGONIANS HAVE ALWAYS HONORED THE WORK ETHIC:

Startmg in 1913, ‘wnh the documentatlon ; of sweatshops
prepared by Caroline J. Gleason (later Sister Miriam Theresa)
came the first enforceable wage-hour law in the U.S. That became
the model for the Federal Fair Labor Standards Act.

Continuing in 1989, our Oregon legislators listened to their con-
stituents ‘who were workung full time and living in poverty. They
also noted the fack of wage protection for farm workers who were
the backbone of our agr| -business economy. The. Legislature
chose, to increase the minimum wage to $4 75 an hour and add

| farm.workers to Oregon S Iaw

'Increasmg in 1996 the mmlmum wage was raised through the
citizen initiative process. Because the 1995 Oregon Legislature

refused to acknowledge the diminishing purchasing power of the
minimum wage, the Minimum Wage Coalition was forced to go to
the voters to seek economic fairness for the workers who drive
our economy, Voters overwhetmlngly approved raising the wage,
to $5.50 in 1997, $6. OO in 1998 and $6,50 in 1999.

| OREGONIANS CAN CONTINLIE TO HONOR THE. WORK

ETHIC:

By supportmg in 2002 Measure 25 which raises. the m|n|mum
wage to $6.90 and adds a cost of ‘living index. This initiative
should not have been necessary. The 2001 Oregon Legislature

" | refused to hold a work session and ignored the credible economic
studies' as well as, Oregon’s own ‘positive experience with:

providing fair compensation to workers. This inaction- transfers -
the responsibility: to all. Oregonlans Please jom me in exerclsmg

| that respons|b|hty

VOTE YES ON MEASURE 25

Ellen C. LOWe .
1989 Minimum Wage Coalition Chair
1996 Minimum. Wage Initiative Chief-Petitioner

( This information furnlshed by E/Ien Lowes.)

(Thls space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251.255.)

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-
| ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the

The printing of this argument does not constltute an endorse-
‘ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the |

accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument.

accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument
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ARGUI\/IENT IN- FAVOR

_° THE OREGON CENTER FOR PUBLIC POLICY. .
HAS DOCUMENTED THE SUCCESS OF MINIMUM WAGE
INCREASES AND THE NEED.FOR MEASURE 25

The Oregon Center for PublicPoIicy analyzed the impactsfof the
voters’ 1996 decision to raise the Oregon minimum wage.

k Our report, Getting the Raise They Deserved:The Success of
Oregon’s Minimum Wage and the Need for Reform
(http://www.ocpp. org/2001/es01 0312.htm), revealed that:

.+ Reversing a trend the starttng wages of former weIfare

-recipients rose. with the minimum wage increases. After

three years of increases, the average starting wage of those
leaving welfare hit $7. 56 in the first quarter of 1999, but fell
by nearly two percent |n 2000.

-+ As many as 16 percent of.all Oregon workers benefited from
the last minimum wage increases. Between the first quarters
of 1998 and 1999 alone, 177,000 workers recelved raises

- taking them up to or above $6.50.

. Low- -wage workers, not Just minimum wage workers experi-
“enced real wage gains, after adjusting for inflation, with each
phase of the minimum wage increase, These workers’ wages
began faIIlng aga|n foIIowrng the f|naI phase of the increase
in 1999 . .

_+_The employment rate for young workers with low education |

grew faster than the rate of the workforce as a whoIe after
the minimum wage lncreases

it’'s been nearly four years since Oregon Iast |ncreased the
minimum wage. . .

The increase in the cost of1|vmg since 1999 means that minimum
wage workers have seen their wages decIJne

‘ Measure 25 restores some of the purchasing power of the mlnl-
mum wage lost since January 1999, and will annuaIIy adjust the
minimum wage to keep pace w1th rising prlces in the future

Measure 25 may spur wage increases for those earnlng just
above the minimum wage, helplng more than JUSt minimum wage
workers. .

Measure 25 will help low-income, workmg families make ends
meet and pump more money into Oregon’s economy.

THE OREGON CENTER FOR PUBLIC POLICY URGES
“YES” VOTE ON MEASURE 25

(This /m’ormat/on furn/shed by Charles Sheketoff, Oregon Center for Public
Policy. ) ,

_ (This space purchased farkk$kk50tqii ¥

cordance wrth ORS 25 1 255 ) -

'|ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

I'am the owner of a business in Oregon
| support raising Oregon’s'minimum wage and [ want to tell
you why. .

I know when | can pay my employees a fair wage that alfows them
to keep food on the table and pay. the|r bifls, good things. happen
for my company.

o Turnover is less

+ Training for new employees costs Iess

+ Employees are more satisfied with thelr jobs

+ My customers receive better service

Whether employees work in a day-care center, a leasing com-
pany like mine or a restaurant, providing these workers with a fair
wage relieves some of the burdens of their day-to-day life, No one
who works full- time should have to live in poverty.

When Oregon last voted to raise the minimum wage in 1996,

opponents said Oregon would lose jobs and businesses would |

close. Just the opposite came true. Jobs for low-wage workers in
Oregon increased and our economy was booming.

Why do the interests that advocate economic growth oppose
wage growth and. financial security for the working people of
Oregon? Working people ‘don’'t hoard their money or put it in
international investment schemes . They spend right here in our
community. :

Oregons mmlmum wage workers haven't had a ralse since
1999.

+ Meanwhile the cost of living has increased.

+ -Rents have increased. ~

+ The cost of utilities has |ncreased

+ It just costs more to live today than it did in 1999.

“Now it is time to glve Oregon’'s low-wage workers a raise.

Please join me in voting yes on Measure 25.

Joseph McKinney
Oregon Roads Inc.

(This information ffurnished-by Joseph L. McKinney, Oregon Roads, inc.)

(This space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251,255.)

‘not constutdte an endorse-
does the state warrant. the
argument

| [The printing of this argument do
ment by the State of Oregon; n
accuracy or truth of any Statement

'| The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the
accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument

COI\ITINUED’




Official 2002 General Election Voters’Pamphlet—'Statewide Measures

Measure No 25 Arguments

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

The Pacific Green Party of Oregon supports a Iiv'ing wage for

every ‘worker. However, a living wage .measure is not.on the

ballot, so the PGP enthuslastlcallv endorses the minimum wage: than New York City while Heppner and Hermrston already have

‘a minimum wage hrgher than Honolulu.

rmtlatrve Measure 25.

Measure 25 erI raise the minimum wage to $6.90 an hour in 2003
and index the wage to inflation in future years.

gAccordlng to-Holly Sklar, author of Raise the Floor: Wages and
Policies that Work for All of Us, if earnings. had kept pace with
rising productivity since 1968, the minimum wage-would have
risen to $13.80 by 2000. Orégon’s $6.50 an hour minimum wage
is inadequate. Families cannot live on it; many households have
two or more minimum wage earners, each working two jObS Just
to survive, :

Forty percent of minimum wage earners in the Unrted States
are the chief breadwinners for their famities. How many $6.50
an hour apartments or houses have you seen for.rent in your
town? 1t is an unlivable wage, and we must do everything in our
| power to take each step towards a Iiving wage for all Oregonians.

| The people of Oregon can and must afford to pass this initiative.
‘| In difficult economic times, the people at the-bottom of the ladder-
are hatdest hit, and for them, there is no down. They're atready
there.

Meanwhrle in 1980, chref executrve offlcer (CEO) saIarres were
42 times. greater than the average employee salary. By 2000,
CEO salaries had risen to 531 times ordinary workers' salaries. If
companies can afford to overcompensate their corporate heads,
they can certainly afford to adequately compensate those who do
| the basic Iabor to create the company’s wealth.

When the minimum wage |ncreased from $4.75 to $5. 50 an hour
[in 1997, studies showed no expected drop in employment as a
| result of the increase in the minimum wage. Opponents of a new
‘minimum wage are simply unwilling to support reasonable wages

| Please vote yes on Measure 25.

(This ,rnformatron turnished by Hope‘Marsfon, Pacific Green Parly of
Oregon.) . )

- {This space purchased for $500 in ac'cordance)fwith ORS 251.255.)

'ARGUMENT IN OPPOSITION

Don’ t saddle rural Oregon wrth Measure 25.
Nyssa and Newport already have a hrgher mrnrmum wage

Across rural Oregon, .double- d|g|t unemployment rates, bank
foreclosures and businesses on the brink of closing are far too
common. . o

Measure 25 would make aII this sufferrng much worse. The wage
rates and indexing requirements of Measure 25 would hammer

‘rural communities with costs that are. too high even for big cities.

The inflation rate Measure 25 uses to calculate wage increases is
based on urban areas. The cost of living next door to a high-tech
plant in a large city is much higher than living in downtown John
Day or Milton- Freewater or Burns or Sutherlin. o

At $6 50 per hour, Oregon 's family farmers and ranchers and
rural small-business owners already have a minimum wage
that is higher than New York ($5.15) and Hawaii ($5.75) where
the. cost of living is certainly higher than Stayton or- Astoria.

Oregons minimum wage is one of the highest in the U.S.

Oregon agrrculture depends on exports .to other states and
“countries 10" survive. Measure 25’s large and continuing wage

hikes would make the most effrcrent Oregon farmer or rancher
unable to compete.. . .

Rural famrly -owned businesses do not have the customer base
or economy of scale that-their urban.cousins have. Rural small
busrnesses cannot: absorb increased costs like Measure 25 would

.| impose.

In agrlculture desprte the Iowest famrly farm income since 1983,
wages paid to employees continue to climb.without Measure 25. |-

.At.$785 million, wages to employees was the largest single

expense paid by Oregon agrrcultural producers last year.

There is no ]ustrflcatron for ra|s|ng smatl-town Oregons minimum
wage to $1.75 per hour higher than New York’s minimum wage.

Mainstreet rural Oregon cannot afford hrgher -than-Park Avenue
wages.

The family farmers and ranchers of
‘Oregon Farm Bureau urge youto
" VOTE NO ON MEASURE 25.

(This information - furnished by Barry Bushue, presrdenf Oregon Farm
Bureau Federation.)

' (This space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251.255.)
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ARGUMENT IN OPPOSITION

“It's Not the State’s Job
Measure 25 Vlolates Baslc Bible Teachlng
Accordmg fo. Romans 13 and 1 Peter. 2, the civil magrstrates job

freedom of the marketplace to determine these matters. The

owner to pay widely. dlh‘ermg wages. He said “Don’t | have the
| right to do what | want with my own money?” (Matthew 20:14). The

State of Oregon would answer, “No, you don’'t. We'll tell you what
: your employees must be paid.” S .

Let My Teenager Work Measure 25 Hurts Kids

| if Measure 25 passes: While it would mandate | pay, it would. not
| mandate. any increased productlwty on the part of workers.
Employers either have to raise prices or lay workers off as wages

would do the latter,

© Let My Teenager‘Learn Measure 25 Hurts Kids }

| provided. . ) .
Ny ThlS Measure purports to help workers but it actually hurts them

If a law could be passed mcreasrng productlwty, maybe we could
| look at passing one increasing wages. But the State is not God,

| Workers by legislation.

Prepared hy:-the. Parents Educatron Assoclatlon a lamlly based
brbllcal alternative to the National Education Association
See all our Ballot Measure recommendations at -
" ‘WWW.peapac.org .

. (Thls lnfarmatlan furn/shed by Denn/s A. Tuur/ Parents Educatlan
Assocratron)

| Oregon Has One of the HIghest Unemployment Rates In the

is to punish criminals, not to .set wages. God has given us the

parable of the workers in the vineyard asserts the right of the -

More and more young 'people would lrkely face unemployment ‘
‘increase without resultant productuvnty increases. At Ieast some |-

1In days gone by, young teens would Iearn job skills and a’
proper work ethic by doing slmple tasks for lesser wages.
|)f the prlvate busmessman can no- longer . pay a young teen
| lower wages for such work, these jobs would go away, and along
| with them, the training .and. expenence opportunltles they once :

| even though it sometimes thinks it is. It cannot make betterﬁ

( Thls‘space purchased for $500 In accordance with ORS 251.255.) "

ARGUMENT IN OPPOSITION .|

Country

Oregon Has a Miserable Economy, Why Make it Worse°
Economists say that increasing the Oregon minimum wage will ,
worsen our economy and put more people out of work. Measure
25 increases the minimum wage every year, even in the middle of
a recession.

30,000 More People Could Be Out ot Work Economists estl-
mate that nearly 30,000 more Oregonians could lose their jobs as
a result of the new higher minimum wage. Oregon already has the
highest unemployment rate in the natlon we cant afford to lose

more jobs.

Rural’ Farmers Will Be Requlred to Pay Portland Prices.

Economlsts indicate that if we pass one of the nation’s highest
minimum wage standards, rural farmers will be hit the hardest
by a wage standard based on.a Portland CP). Measure 25 will
force a Portland indexing on rural communmes with double-digit
‘unemployment.

Food, Gas, Healthcare and Housing: Costs ‘Will Rise
Dramatlcally Economists believe that with one of the nation’s
highest minimum wage standards, food, gas, healthcare and )
housing costs will escalate out of control,

‘Let’s Get'Oregon Back on Track: Oregon already has one of the
‘highest minimuym wage rates in the eountry. With. Oregon in a-
recession, this is no time to increase the cost of labor and prod-
‘ucts. Let's stabilize Oregon’s economy, solve our school funding
crrsrs and get people back to work to feel secure again.

Vote No on Measure 25. Now IS Not the Trme

( Thls information furnlshed by Bll/ Perry, Qregon Hestaurant Assocrat/an )

- (This space purchased for $500 in accordance wrth ORS 251. 255 )

| The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse- |
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ARGUMENT IN OPPOSITION

Oregon Small Busrness Owners Request a NO Vote on #25

| The National Federation of Independent Business (NFIB) repre-
'| sents nearly 13,000 small-businesses in Oregon. Over two-thirds
of these busrnesses have less than 10 employees. NFIB opposes
Measure 25

Oregons economy currently can’t sustain Measure 25:
Oregon’s economy .is in the deepest recession of the past 20
years. Small businesses are folding or scaling back. Our unem-
ployment is -among the highest in the U.S. While the booming
economy of the late 1990’s allowed us to significantly raise the
minimum wage without repercussion, we are in a vastly diferent
economic crrcumstance today.

Measure 25 will increase prices: When the cost of operating a |

business gbes up, the prices for their.goods and services must go
up. This will hurt low and fixed income consumers, particularly
senior citizens on tight budgets and those who've become unem-
ployed due to the recession.

‘| Measure 25 will cost new jobs: Measure 27 will increase the

cost of an entry level job by several hundred dollars.-per year.
- | Whatever prospect there is fornew jobs in our local communities
| will be considerably dampened by the realities - of mandated

| increased labor costs.

Measure 25 will make it harder to reduce high unemploy—
ment: Oregon’s unemployment rate has been the highest in the

U.S. for most of the year. Many argue that our minimum wage, |

| which is already among the highest in the country, is at least

' partly responsible. Measure 25 will only exacerbate the problem,.
making it more difficult to pull out of our recession and createv.

more jobs.

Measure 25 will mean cuts to employee benefits: Currently
over 90% of Oregon small businesses provide benefits in addition
| to wages. Measure 25 upsets that balance and causes employers
to cut benefits that might only be affordable through the employer
(i.e.-Health Insurance) to meet the cost of Measure 25.

Please Vote NO on Measure 25

| (This information furnishsd by J.L. Wilson, NFIB/Oregon.)

(This space purchased for $500 in accordancg with ORS 251.255.)

‘AND EMPLOYERS DURING A RECESSION! -

‘| Portland area’s inflation rate — never mind that you may be

Mandated minimum wage |ncreases greatly’ |mpact the bottom

.| middle of the recession .

ARGUMENT IN OPPOSITION

PLEASE VOTE NO ON ARTIFICIAL WAGE HIKES

Associated Oregon Industries, representrng over 20, OOO Oregon
busrnesses aNO VOTE on Measure 25, SR

INCREASES IN THE MINIMUM WAGE HARM EMPLOYEES :

lmagrne yourself as an owner of a’business durrng a recession,
you may wish or need hire a New employee to better serve your
customers but you can't. e

Imagine that the State has told you to increase your entry level
wage from $6.50 to $6.90 and further increases will be tied to the

located in a rural communrty where the economy is much worse.
The RECESSION is causing double dlgtt unemployment in
rural communities. - .

Now as the employer you must consider how the minimum wage
increases other costs that are tied to wage rates — .

Social Security Taxes
Unemployment Insurance Taxes -
Workers’ Compensatron Taxes

Further if the new employee is earning a wage that is artrfrcrally‘
inflated- by the State —.you may have to raise the wages of your-
current employees — even though your annual budget for wages
and benefits has been set. This increased wage may reduce the
money available for the important benefrts your employees have
asked for, such as health care.

imagine you are a business owner — busrness is down because of
a recession, employee costs contrnue to rise ~ you will.not hlre
the entry-level employee.

Minimum wage rncreases reduce the current and future number
of entry level ‘and training opportunities - for those with the least
experience, whom the proponents of a hrgher minimum. wage
purport to help. . o

line of Oregon’s small and family owned businesses and cost
vulnerable individuals an opportunity to work, Oregon is in.the
. LET’S NOT ADD MORE COSTS OR
MORE UNEMPLOYMENT TO OUR STATE.

Please vote NO on Ballot Measure 25.
Assocrated Oregon Industries (AO))

(This information furnished by Richard Butr/ck Assocrated Oregon
Industries.)

(This space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251.2585.)

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor-does the state warrant the.
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| ARGUMENT IN OPPOSITION

Why One of Oregon’s Most Important Employers
Can't Afford Measure 25

Oregon food processors have struggled for frve years
against global competitors who pay a fraction of Oregon’s
minimum wage - already one of the highest in the nation. .

Oregon food processors already pay well above the Oregon min-
imum wage, but cannot afford the upward wage pressure a higher
minimum wage creates for all its employees, and still compete
against domestic and mternatronal competrtors who don't have
this added cost. . :

The same lnltlatrve as Measure 25 passed four years ago in
Washrngton State; where a major food processor is. consid-
ering leaving the state as a direct result of Washington’s
non-competitive minimum wage. Hundreds of famrly wage jobs .
‘could be lost, and a whole communrlys economic and tax base |

| could be vrrluaIIy wiped out. . . .

Rural farmers will be requrred to pay Portland wages Rural .
farmers would be hardest hit if forced to pay wage standards sim-
ilar to downtown Portland. Measure 25 will. force Portland price
indexing on rural-communities already strugglmg with double-digit |
unemployment. How will a minimum wage . tied to high Portland |-
prices help rural communities with lower inflation,.but much higher | .
unemployment, create jobs and economrc opporlunmes for its

young’ people’? T

A higher -minimum_ wage creates mflatlon whlch rlpples_
‘through. the -economy. Oregonrans will .pay .more for food,
|| energy, health care, and housing. “Can consumers afford inflation
| when they re aIready worrled about keeprng the|r _jobs in an
economrc recessron”

Let's Get Oregon Back on Track Oregon aheady has one of~
| the ‘highest . minimum wage rates in-the country: With Oregon in
|-the worst recession in twenty years, this is no time to increase
the cost of labor and products all Oregonians buy. This
well-intentioned measure is the wrong solution. Measure 25 will
rob workers of economic securlly and drive unemployment hlgher
|in Oregon ‘

s

| Vote No on Measure 25. Now is Not the Tlme

(Thls /nformallon furnished by. Ken Yates,. Oregon Food Processors
FOODPAC. )

e (Th/s space purchased for $5DD in accordance wrth OHS 251.255.) .

‘| [The printing of this argument does not constltute an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the
accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument.
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Measure No. 26

Proposed by initiative petition to be voted on at the General
Election, November 5, 2002.

BALLOT TITLE

| TEXT OF MEASURE
1To protect the integrity of initiative and referendum petitions, the

People of Oregon add the followmg provisions to the Constitution
of the State of Oregon:

It shall be unlawful to pay or receive money or other thing of value
based on the number of signatures. obtained on an initiative or
| referendum petition. Nothing herein prohibits payment for signa-
ture -gathering which is not based, either directly or indirectly, on
the number of signatures obtained..

EXPLANATORY STATEMENT

Ballot Measure 26 amends the Oregon Constitution to make it
unlawful to pay or receive money or any other thing of value
based on the number of signatures obtained on an initiative or
referendum petition. . .

Current law does not limit the ways in Wthh persons sponsor-
ing initiative and referendum petitions may pay for signature
gathering. This .measure makes it unlawful to pay money or
anything of value for signature gathering activities when such
payment is based on the number of signatures obtained.

Current law also does not limit the ways in which persons
gathering signatures for initiative and referendum petitions may
be paid. This measure makes it unlawful to receive payments of .
money. or anythlng of value based on the number of S|gnatures
obtained.

* This measure does not prohibit paying or receiving payments
for signature gathering activities that are not based, directly or-
indirectly, on the number of signatures obtained.

This measure makes unlawful:
. paylng or recelvmg a specified price per S|gnature obtained; | .
"« paying or .receiving amounts per signature based on the
number of signatures obtained; and,
* paying or receiving bonuses or comm|SS|ons based on the
~ number of signatures obtained.

This measure does not prohibit:

~+ paying sngnature gatherers an hourly wage or salary;

« - gstablishing minimum signature productlon requnrements for

" signature collectors; and,

- paying persons for S|gnature gathering projects that are-
not related to the number of signatures collected, like
making phone calls or mailing and processmg petitions to
prospective signers.

‘| Signature gathering activities by: unpald volunteers are not’
affected by this measure,

This measure applies to |n|t|at|ve and referendum petmons at the

| state, gounty, city and district level.

Comsmittee Members:
Ellen C. Lowe-
Timothy J. Nesbitt
. Dan Meek Secretary of State
Bill Sizemore Secretary of State
. Representatlve Lane Shetterly Members of the Committee

Appointed By:
Chief Petitioners
Chief Petitioners

(This cammlttee was appointed to provide an /mpartlal exp/anatlan of the
ballot measure pursuant to ORS 251.215.)

106

T T CONTINUED




‘ ~Ofﬂcial 2002 General Election Voters’ Pamphlet—Statewide Measures

Measure No. 26 Arguments

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

Forgery
Fraud
" Identity theft

The payment-per-signature business has gotten out of control.

Measure 26, the Initiative Integrity Act, will bring some welcome
accountability to Oregon’s initiative petition signature gathering

“industry.” That's right — industry. Because with the advent of paid |
signature gatherers a decade or so ago, gathering signatures has

become’big business in our state and now it's a business run
amok. ;

This most recent eIection cycle saw convictions on a variety of
forgery, fraud and identity theft counts, charges pending against
- others and allegations of dozens more.

‘What's the answer?

Measure 26

Measure 26 takes the incentive for fraud out of the system with
one simple step — it mandates that signature gatherers be paid
by the hour, not by the signature. No more signature “bounty
| hunters.” Signature gatherers would be paid just like everyone
else: an honest day’s wage for an honest day’s work.

If Measure 26 passes, there will be'no reason to cheat. A person
can work 8, 10, 12 hours a day. gathering signatures and be paid
accordingly — without the mcentrve to copy stgnatures from one
petition to another.

The Supreme Court has ruled that states cannot ban the use of
paid signature gatherers. Measure 26 protects that right, while
properly regulating the method of payment: The Initiative Integrity
| Act is a “win-win” measure for all parties involved EXCEPT for
those wishing to defraud the system for-their own gain.

This is, srmpty put, a great idea.
Vote “Yes” on Ballot. Measure 26

(This information furnished by Don Loving, A'rnerican Federation of State,
County and Municipal Employees (AFSCME).)

500 In accordance with ORS 251,255.)

+ Do we really want our signatures to be bo'ught and sold

ARGUNIENT IN FAVOR _

BUSINESS AND.LABOR AGREE
‘Measure 26 is good for Oregon

When an tndustry has no accountability, it is ripe for fraud and
abuse. The signature gathering business is no different. It should
be held to minimum standards for honesty and integrity. -

It's time to ensure accountability in-our initiative system.

like commodities? Under the current system, our signatures

- have a street value that rises as petitioners compete for names’
on their petition sheets. But this “marketplace has little over-
sight and -no accountability. ‘

« Do we feel safe with a system that rewards forgery -and
fraud? It is- simple economics. When paid by the signature,
petitioners have every incentive to lie and cheat to get the
highest return. The more signatures a circulator turns in, the
.more cash he is paid. It's no wonder that hundreds of people
‘report their signatures were forged this election, and that's only
the tip of the lceberg

+ Is this any way to conduct the publlc S busrness" One ch|ef

petitioner says, “When a petitioner leaves my office and goes

_to-collect signatures, | have no idea where they go...frankly

they’re completely-outside my control.” (Bill Sizemore, KATU

~ news May 13, 2002) During the past year, two of his petitioners

were conwcted of forgery, and complarnts dre pending on more
-than a dozen others. ‘ .

Measure 26 offers us the opportunity to remove the incen-
tives for fraud and forgery in the signature gatherrng process
and restore accountabllrty and |ntegr|ty in our rnrtlatrve
system. .

Istime to reign. in the fraud and abuse
of the Oregon initiative system
The Initiative Integrity Act puts much- needed
accountability back into the system.

‘Measure 26 isrgood for all of us.
Vote “YES” on Measure 26 -
. Tim Nesbitt
- President
Oregon AFL-CIO

(This information furnishéd' by Tim Nesbitt, President, Oregon AFL-C/O;'
Lynn Lundquist, President, Oregon Business Association.)

Lynn Lundquist
President
Oregon Business Association

(This space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 25 1.255,)

(This space, purchase z
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ARGUMENT IN FAVOR
LONG-TIME INITIATIVE ACTIVISTS
 SAY MEASURE 26
RETURNS THE PROCESS TO THE PEOPLE

Fifty years ago as a young Ftepubllcan and a young Democrat
we worked together on a successful citizen initiative to. grant

every Oregonian an:equal vote in our represe‘ntative democracy. .

| We didn't agree on much, ‘but we-did acknowledge the necessity
to use the initiative. process to achieve election fairness,

~We were part of a long" history of citizen activism through the
ballot box. These |mportant reforms happened because of ballot
measures : :

‘ Women ] Right to Vote
One person — One Vote

But now, the tnltlatlve system |s Iosmg its c|t|zen center .

The Oregon initiative process has been almost completely taken
over by signature gatherers who care only about making a quick
buck. Stories of forgery and fraud fllled the newspapers this
summer. :

Paylng by the bounty system has corrupted the lnltlatlve
process. S :
It has to stop:

T hats why we are ;ornrng forces once’ agaln We have .co-
sponsored Measure 26, the. Inltlatlve Integrity Act:

k Measure 261 isa simple fix .
» Ellmlnates the 1ncent|ve for fraud and abuse

. Protects the initiative' system from being: corrupted by those'

_who see.it only as a money- makung machine.-
«- Restores voter confidence so we all feel safe when we sign a
petition that our names wor't be copied onto somethrng else.
+ Returns accountablltty to'the process

Please, vote “YES” an Measure 26.
Return the people ] |n|t|at|ve system back to the people

Ellen-C. Lowe, Chief Petitioner
Hobert D Davis, Chief Petmoner

(Th/s information furnished by Ellen Lowe, ch/ef petrt/oner, Hobert D Davis,
) chlef petmoner ) )

" (This spacé purchasedfor $500 in accordance with ORS 251.255.)
§ v

ARGUMENT INFAVOR

These groups and individuals endorse MEASURE 26
to restore accountability and
reduce fraud in the initiative system

1000 Friends of Oregon
American Association of University Professors,
Portland State University Chapter
American Federation of State, County and
Municipal Employees Council 75 .. o
The American Federation of Teachers — Oregon
The Association of Engineering Employees of Oregon
~ Political Action Committee
- Assoclation of Oregon Corrections Employees
. Attorney General Hardy Myers
Assomatton of Oregon Faculties
Basic Rights Oregon
Bend Police Association
Eugene Springfield Solidarity Network / Jobs with Justlce
Governor Barbara Roberts
Governor John Kitzhaber, M.D.".
Hans Linde, Former Oregon State Supreme Court Justice
Human Services Coalition of Oregon "
IBEW Local 125 .
) League of Women Voters of Oregon
) © " Oregon AFL-CIO . . .
Oregon Building and Construction Trades Council -
Oregon Business Association
Oregon Council of Police Associations
Oregon Education Association
. Oregon Food Bank
Oregon Head Start Association
- Oregonians for Public Safety
 Oregon School Employees Association
Oregon Sportsmens Political Victory Fund
Oregon State Council of Senior Citizens
Pacific Northwest Regional Council of Carpenters -
Rural Organizing Project . -
SEIU Local 49
Servrce Employees International Union, Oregon State Council
Sierra Club
Siskiyou Regional Education Project
Smith, Gamson, Diamond & Olney
Voter Education Project
Victor Atiyeh, Former Governor
Washington County Police Officers Association
Western States Center

Vote YES on Measure 26'

It s time to take:fraud and forgery out of
Oregon s initiative process!

(This rnformatlon furnished by Chip Terhune, Oregonlans for Inltlattve
Integrity.)

(This space purchased for $500 In accordance with 053 251.255.)

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the
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“ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

Measure 26 is good law

The courts have agreed. Pervasive fraud and forgery requnres
action.

That’s why the US Appeals Court upheld a North Dakota law
with the same effect as Measure 26.

The court concluded that banning payment per- signature was
“necessary to insure the integrity of the initiative process.”

» Measure 26 is narrow in scope. It targets the corrupting
influence of money on the political process. It specifically

. prohibits the buying and selling of signatures, which has
been proven to be an incentive for. fraudulent content by
some circulators. ‘

+ Measure 26 is necessary. The cu'rrent system has become
irreparably corrupt. It rewards illegal activities,

- Measure 26 will not hinder the initiative process. It
affirms the right of chief petitioners to circulate measures
using volunteers or circulators who are paid hourly.

-« Measure 26 will preserve the systems integrity. When
petitioners are paid per hour the inducement to commit fraud
and forgery to make more money isn'’t there.

The precedent is clear. :

The highest ruling on the issue of per-signature payments was
issued by the Eighth Circuit Court of Appeals. When asked to
overturn the ban of such payment schemes the court affirmed
the ban.

“Because these...regulations are designed to protect the integrity
of signature gathering, do not unduly hinder the circulation of
petmons and comport with the recent Supreme Court decision
in B v, A itutional Foundati , 525
U.S. 182 (1999), we affirm”

mm&&mmmww 2001

It's Good Law
Vote “YES” on Measure 26

Hans Linde, Former Oregon Supreme Court Justice
Betty Roberts, Former Oregon Supreme Court Justice
Former Oregon Governor Victor Atiyeh

(This information furnished by Hans Linde, Former Oregon State Supreme

Court Justice; Former Governor Victor Atiyeh; Betly Roberts, Former
Oregon Slate Supreme Court Justice.)

(This space purchased for $500 in accordance with QRS 251.255.)

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

OREGON SECRETARIES OF STATE
SAY MEASURE 26 IS THE BEST WAY TO ERADICATE FRAUD

It is illegal to sell votes,
re 2 kes it ill ign
This year marks the 100th anniversary of the Oregon initiative
system. For one century Oregon history has been formed by
citizens exercising their right to direct democracy.

But -now the initiative system needs our help.

The evidence of forgery and fraud is piling up. Investigating signa-
ture gathering crime is taking up more and more time for state
elections officials. Meanwhile, initiatives are failing to qualify for
the ballot because of the massive numbers of forged and invalid.
signatures.

It shouldn’t be this way

Signatures on initiative petitions are as important as signatures
on ballots in our elections. In both cases they represent the will of
the voters. But paid signature gatherers are abusing this process.
There is widespread evidence that they trick people into signing
initiatives they do not support or forge names from one petition to
another just so they can make more money.

We should not allow the buying and selling of signatures on
petitions any more than we should allow the buying and selling of
ballots in our elecﬁons

Measure 26 will cut the fraud and make the initiative process
more accountable to voters.

Measure 26 sdys that if petitioners are paid, it should be by the
hour, not by the signature. It is a simple fix of the system that can
be implemented immediately.

We urge you to help us cut the fraud.
Return the initiative system to the people of Oregon.

Vote “YES” on Measure 26.

Former Secretary of State Mark O. Hatfield
Former Secretary of State Clay Myers
Former Secretary of State Norma Paulus
Former Secretary of State Barbara Roberts
Former Secretary of State Phil Keisling
Oregon Secretary of State Bill Bradbury

(This information furnished by Former Secretary of State Mark ©. Hatfield;’
Former Secrelary of State Clay Myers; Former Secretary of State Norma
Paulus; Former Secretary of State Barbara Roberts; Former Secretary of
State Phil Keisling; Bill Bradbury, Oregon Secretary of Stale.) .

(This space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 25 1.255, )

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the
accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument.

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-
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* The Initiative System iscin Seriou’s Trouble
. We need Measure 26

The Voter Educatron Project spent months this su mmer gatherrng
information about srgnature gatherlng for ballot measures in
Oregon ) - . .

Thrs is what we learned and why we‘support Me‘asure 26:
+ Two petitioners were convicted of forgery. They had conned:

more than 10,000 Oregonians to sign a phony “gas tax :

. petition then copied their names onto real petitions.
+ The Portland Police reported on a 14-year old runaway who
. says he was part of a crew earning $50.00 a day gathering
_ signatures for one of the top signature dealers in the state.

The boy told police he was pa|d cash on the spot out of a-

seedy downtown hotel room.

+ One petitioner. scammed people into signing a petition_ to

" help disadvantaged children. Later, their names showed up

- on petitions that the donot support. -

"+ . Another petitioner turned in petitions that were falsely dated.
Turns out he was actually belng heId ina county jail on those
dates.

+ During the Rose Festlval another petitioner Iured people to
her table by giving away candy bars and pitching a fake
‘petmon to “stop child abuse.” Vrdeotapes of her clipboard
-show strong evidence of forgery.

) ‘Hundred of people have so far contacted the Voter Educatron
Project to report that their s gnatures were forged.

Those who say these are just &few bad apples are ignore the fact
that- the top signature producers in the state are, the ones who
generate the most complaints. .

‘Measure 26 is the single most effective thrng we can do.to
return- accounlabrhty and eliminate the incentive for forgery.
| 1t bans payment per signature while affirming the right to recruit
volunteers or pay signature gatherers per hour. -

The Oregon initiative system has served us 'wetI for 100 years.
Measure 26.will take it back from the rogues and forgers who are
destroying it.’

Voter Educatlon Project )

(This information furnished by Jeann/e Berg, Executive Director, Voter
Educat/on Project.) .

(Thrs space purchased far $500 in accardanc; with OBS 251.255.)
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ARGUMENT INFAVOR

Payment-per-signature
- encourages forgery
‘We know.
it happened to us. .

| And we are not alone. Hundreds of people report that their

signatures were forged on |nmat|ves this year..
probably thousands more. )

.there are

We want to trust the rnrtrafrve system again. Measure 26 is the
best way for all of us to be more secure when we sign petitions.
The initiative system is too important to leave in the hands of
forgers. When petitioners are paid cash for our signatures, some |
will say anything, do anythlng to earn more money )

Pstricia Moreno of vais, Or

I support the |n|t|at|ve system whrch is why | always srgn the
measures | want to see on the ballot So last. wmter I srgned a| .
measure | befieve in: L :

Later, I.was shocked to discover my s|gnature was used as a
sample to forge my name on at least two different measures that’
I had never seen. The frightening thing is there may be even more

forgeries of my s|gnature out there. IR

I have no way of knowrng how many different times my name
was forged and | no longer feel safe signing petitions.

I'm votlng YES on Measure 26.

Rebecca Geis of Portland: ) :
I'am.not sure how the person who forged my name got a copy-
of my signature. | am angry that my name showed up on a
petition that | am steadfastly agarnst

| think most people are not aware of what a big busmess srgna—
ture gathering has become. | didn't know until my signature was
forged. It is outrageous that the: Oregon initiative ‘system has
come down to how mugh money our S|gnatures are worth

We have to do somethirg to clean things up before it's too late.
I'm voting YES on Measure 26."

Please | jOIn us in stopping the forgerres and fraud - -
. Vote YES on Measure 26 ‘

(This information furnished by Patricia Moreno; Fr'ebecca Geis.)

(This space purchased for $500~in accordance with ORS 251.255.)
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ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

Signature gatherers,‘ -
. say . .
Measure 26 will clean up the streets

No one- cares more about the Oregon mltlatlve system than :

we do.

We are S|gnature gatherers who have years of experlence in the
business. We have worked in five states carrymg petitions for
|| initiatives on lssues rangmg from. medlcal maruuana to tax reform

We are fed up with the corruptton that payment-per-slgnature
encourages. The current system makes signature. gathering
| about money, not conviction. The news stories-about fraud that
came out thts summer were no surprise to us. We have seen
other petitioners lie, cheat and forge while bragging about how
much cash they re earnlng for every sngnature

Signatures have become nothmg but cash on a cllpboard
When petitioners are paid on -the bounty system, corruptlon
becomes pervaslve We ‘have seen it time-and time again.
Petitioners start caring only about getting- the valuable’ S|gnatures
and will try every trick in the book 1o get the name on the page.

'Electrons should have accountablllty, oversight and structure
‘Instead, we have a free-for-all where signature gatherers know
there is easy money to be had in Oregon )

Payment per slgnature has made it more difficult tor grass-
roots organizations -

" | When greed-driven mercenary pemloners control the streets it is
nearly impossible for activist petmoners to successfully gather‘

‘signatures.

“| When slgnature gatherers are patd per. hour, they don’t turn
in as:many bad signatures. -

Two campaigns paid per hour this signature gatherlng season
and they had the hrghest validity rate of all the initiatives.

'Measure 26 will restore accountablllty and -
eliminate fraud
and increase oversight

We know, we're signature gatherers
Vote “YES” on Measure 26-

Tracy D. Lincoln
‘Wendy Alexander
Noah Wilkinson
-Dustin Krueger
Chad McNeIII

(Th/s Jnformarlon furnlshed by Noah Wl/klnson, Dusr/n Krueger, Tracy D.
' ~Llnco/n Wendy Alexander Chad McNe/// ) o

d for, 500 In accordance w:th ORS 251 255 )

. ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF OHEGON
URGES “YES” ON MEASURE 26

" | Oregon. )

- (This space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251.255.)

fraud before i

The non- -partisan. League of Women Voters of Oregon supports
the ‘Oregon initiative system. We also support accountability
and good government practices. That is why the League has a
long-standing position against per-signature- payments for ballot
initiative circulators, We strongly endorse Measure 26. :

+ Measure 26 makes the Imtlatlve process more account-
‘able. Signature gatherers will be paid by the hour instead of
per signature: That means more oversrght and more control by

- the campaigns.

. 'Measure 26 reduces the temptation for fraud and forgery
Fraud:in the signature gathering process is a growing problem

. in Oregon. The lure of cash for every ‘SIQnature is.a huge incen-

~ tive to copy signatures or .scam voters into S|gn|ng somethlng
they do not support.

. Measure 26 restores conﬂdence in the initiative system
" Voters ‘should not have to worry about what happens when
they, sign a' petition. They should not have to wonder |f their
names will be forged onto another measure. .

+ Measure 26 restores mtegrlty to the |n|t|at|ve system
Whether to sign an initiative is an lmportant decision with long-
lasting |mpllcat|ons With per- S|gnature payments, too often.
petitioners ‘rush people into S|gn|ng initiatives they may not’
,understand .

) Vote “YES” on 26 ‘
It restores accountablllty and reduces traud :

LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF OREGON

( Thls /nformar/on furnished by Beth Burczak, League of Women Vorers of

(This space pur ;

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-
ment by.the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the

accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument.
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The Oregon Education’ Association
‘Asks You to Vote YES on: Measure 26

+ Measure 26 Is A Lesson in Falrness
In Oregon’s pUbIIC schools we teach our students that our initia-

tive process is a system of direct Jegislation by the people. To'

place an issue on the ballot, supporters of an issue must gather
a specified number of signatures from registered voters via initia-
tive petitions. For decades, volunteers committed to an issue
gathered signatures, Today, however many signature gatherers
carry initiative petitions for multiple issues and receive money for
each signature they. get. Recent events prove that this system
provides. too' much. incentive for fraud and forgery to occur.
Measure 26 eliminates this incentive, making Oregon’s initiative
process fair again. Measure 26 allows supporters of an issue to

gather signatures either through the use of volunteers who are.

committed to it, or paying others on an hourly rate ora salary
Vote YES on Measure 26.

. Measure 26 Restores lntegrrty To The Process

The Oregon Education Association seeks to protect the rlght of
individuals and organizations to place issues on the ballot.
- Unfortunately some wish to circumvent the system through illegal
tactics — through signature forgery. Measure 26 restores integrity
‘| to'the process and returns the |n|t|at|ve system to the people
Vote YES on Measure 26. :

+ Measure 26 Is A Workable Solution - . ’

This measure practices what it preaches. Slgnatures for this

measure were obtained through volunteers or by individuals who

were paid on an hourly basis, Thats a good Iesson for aIl of us.
Vote YES on Measure 26. :

RETURN OREGON'S INITIATIVE PROCESSTO OREGONIANS
VOTE YES ON MEASURE 26

Kris Kain, presrdent
Oregon Education Association

(This rnformatron furn/shed by Kris Kain, Presrdent Oregon Educat/on
Assocratlon) o .

(This 4s‘pace purchased for $500 in ,aecordanc‘g with ORS 251.255.) -

ARGUMENT INFAVOR -~

1t’s time to restore accountability
and stop the fraud

It's 'simple. Whenthere is a problem, you solve it. And right nyc'>w,
Qregon has a.problem. Forgery and other election law violations

' have iniecte’d the state initiative system. Fraud is common place.

The: evrdence of fraud commrtted by signature gatherers is
piting up For example, two were caught on videotape forging.
They were ultimately convicted after admlttrng that less than’
30 percent of the signatures they. turned in were valid.

When' voters sign ‘an initiative petrtlon they should not have to
worry about what someone is going to do with their personal infor-
mation like their home address. They should not have to worry
about having their names signed to other petitions. B

We have to do somethrng to get a handle on thls It seems
pretty clear that the money-per-signature system is encour-
aging people to break the law. .

Measure 26 is the way to go It takes away the promise of money .
for every signature; that takes away- the incentive to break the
rules.

Srgnature fraud wifl be reduced and rntegrrty will be restored to
the initiative process o

Vote YES on Measure 26
“It's the right thingto do . °

Oregon United SportingDogs Association
Oregon Trappers Association -

(This information furnished by Rod Klawitter, Oregon Uriited Sportrng Dogs
Association; Joe Colver, Oregon Trappers Assocratron ) R

(This space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251. 255,)

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-
‘| ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the
accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse~
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accuracy or truth of any statement made |n the argument,
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ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

1000 Friends of Oregon
~asks you to ‘
Vote YES on Measure 26

The Oregon initiative system is critically important to grassroots
environmental and land use groups. For example: four years ago
Oregon voters dedicated funding for Oregon’s parks and salmon.

We must protect the Oregon initiative system for the future.
The right of citizens to directly legislate is at risk. The initiative
system has become about money, not conviction. Initiatives are
starting to look like the rest of politics, where it all comes down to
the dollar.

Special interests are leaving little room for the rest of us.
Deep-pocketed donors can afford to pay the street price for
signatures, no matter how high it goes. People who are deeply
committed to a cause cannot compete with professional mercen-
aries. Aggressive and illegal tactics have become commonplace
by out-of-state signature hunters.

People are gemng turned off to the inmatlve system

Thanks to our current payment scheme that encourages fraud
and forgery, Oregonians are starting to be suspicious of signature
gatherers. This hurts the volunteers and dedicated activists who
truly beligve in the petitions they carry. .

The Oregon initiative system is for all of us. That's why we must
stand up and protect it from the 'special interests and mercenary
petitioners who are using it-just-to help themselves.

Vote “YES” on Measure 26

Take the initiative
and take the initiative system back -

1000 Friends of Oregon

( Th/s lnformarron furnished by Evan Manvel 1000 Fr/ends of Oregon )

(This space purchased for $500 in accordancewith ORS 251.255,)
hd , , 48

TARGUMENT IN FAVOR _

1

'SENIOR CITIZENS
ENDORSE
MEASURE 26
lt Makes the Oregon. Initiative System Accountable

We believe that ALL government should be accountable to the
people of Oregon. That's why we strongly support Measure 26.

+ The current system has no accountability.

+ The current system encourages petitioners to prey on
voters.,

+ The current system isn’t working for Oregon

Hundreds of people have reported that their slgnatures were
forged — many. of them senior citizens. Imagine what it wouid be
like to learn that your name showed up on a petition that you did
not support. But that's what happens under our current system.
When every srgnature is worth cash, forgery and fraudis the likely
outcome.

We are tired of being uncertain about what wiII happen with |
our names when we sign a ballot initiative. Measure 26 erI
make signing petitions safe again.

We believe our signatures are worth more than justr'a quick
buck. Measure 26 will restore meaning to the initiative system.

We know that fraud has no place in government ‘Measure 26
will take away the |ncent1ve for forgery and abuse.

It is time for all of us to stand up and protect the citizen initiative
system. Oregon s direct democracy i is worth saving.

“YES” on Measure 26 )
Because ALL government should be
accountable to the people

Oregon State Council of Senior Citizens

(This information furnished by Jim Davis, Oregan State Council of Sen/or
Citizens.)

(This space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251.255,)
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Oregon educators endorse
Measure 26

vWe have learned some hard lessons about the Oregon rnrtratlve
system this year:

e Money strongly tnfluences srgnature gatherers For petition-
- ers who are paid for every signature, |ts bastc math: more
S|gnatures = More money.

"+ When the initiative system becomes more about money than
conviction in an |ssue forgery and fraud enter the p|cture

e n Oregon today, srgnatures have become commodities to be
. bought and sold.

Q‘Aln 2002, hundreds of people came forth to say thelr signa-
" tures were forged on petitions. k

. Oregonlans srmply do not feel safe. srgnrng tn|t|at|ves
. anymore. ) t

Thrs is not the way rt shouId be

History. teaches us that the rrght of citizens to pass laws through

the initiative system is fundamental to Oregon. Civics teaches us -
o ylllegal means. to get signatures, offrcials say”

that dem0cracy should be accountable to the people

Now, the research is clear - the initiative system favors those
who have the money to. pay for srgnatures and rs no |onger

accountabte to the people

That is why Oregon educators strongly endorse Measure 26, 1t
gives campaigns the flexibility to pay petltroners on .an hourly
basis or use volunteers

Measure 26 |s about gettlng back to basrcs
That’s why we are votrng YES on Measure 26

Tony | Crawford, Canby

Jo Cooper, Rockaway

Dan Domenigoni, North Clackamas- .
Ed Curtin, Corvallis . .

Judy chhards Jackson County

‘(This information furnished by Dan Domemgom, North Clackamas; Tony

‘| Crawford, Canby; Ed Curtin, Corvallrs Judy Richards, Jackson County;
~Jo Cooper, Rockaway. )

(This space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251.255.)

| force, and they re looking for you”

I

~ [ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

The headhnes are clear:

Paying bounties for signatures encourages
fraud, forgery and abuse.

"We support the initiative system, but not how itis betng used
Out-of-state signature gatherersare hired and paid for every
name ‘they collect. It shouldn't surprrse us that fraud often is
committed to get these names. :

Untrl Oregon voters do something to fix this Iaw, oursystem wiII
be corrupted by some greedy folks. It's up-to-us to change and it

“can be done. It just requires citizens to realize that even the best

systems need updated and protected from people who would
explott it” .

- East Oregonran editorral

November 21, 2001

- “If you are pard a dollar a name, say, rt must be tempting to
augment your income by addrng a few otherwise Iegltimate :
srgnatures to the petrtrons you are circulating” )

Albany Democrat-Herald editorial |
. ) November 27, 2001

“Voters warned of |I|ic|t tactics. Some people are usrng

Stateéman Journal
* December 20, 2001

“The scandal surroundlng signature gathering for ballot initiatives
is raising’ concerns that there are a Iarge number of |nva|ld
S|gnatures . )
Oregon News Servrce

: May 28, 2002

“Safeguard your srgnature The autograph hunters are out. in

_The Oregonlan editorral

June8, 2002 | -

“It appears there isa direct correlatron between the rise in

‘the number of bounties paid for srgnatures and the number
of forged and duplicated srgnatures

* The Dally Astorian editorial
July 30, 2002 |

‘We took in 30, 000 srgnatures that we paid for before we realized’
none of the sheets could be used because most of the signatures

-on them were forgerres

B||I Sizemore, The Oregonlan
August 12, 2002

Return accountabrlrty to the citizen initiative system
“and stop the fraud

Vote “YES” on Measure 26
Oregonrans for initiative Integrity

(This information furn[shed by Chip Terhune, Oragon/ans for Initiative
Integrity.)

(This space purchased for $500 In accordance with ORS 251.255.)
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It ] Not the State S Job

Thls Measure would not. proh|b|t paymg S|gnature gatherers. It
wouId only prohibit a partlcular method of paying them. This is
wrong in principle, since accordmg to Romans 13 and 1 Peter 2,
the civil magistrate’s job is to punish crlmmals, not to set
wages or how these wages are pald God has given us the free-

"| dom of the marketplace to ‘determine the most effective means of*

getting any legitimate job ‘done. The parable of the workers in the
vineyard asserts the right of the owner to set the sort of wages he
will pay- (Matthew 20:4). : ,

Punlsh Forgers, Not Workers
The State clearly has a compellmg lnterest in punlshlng those

who would forge s|gnatures on government - documents, But this_

.| measure dogs riot increase penalties for forgery. -

The passage of Measure 26 will not result
in Iess forged 'signatures, but Iess freedom!

1 We beheve the gathering of signatures for |n|t|at|ves lies properly

in the private sector. The free market will be the most effective

means to accomplish the. goals of the initiative process.
We see no compelling reason for the State to mandate to the
marketplace which methods to collect signatures. :

-~ Protect Our Checks and Balances Vote No on 26

Lying behmd thls Measure, we thlnk we see a destre to diminish
- | or eliminate the citizen initiative in Oregon, an outcome with, WhICh
| we do not-concur. We think the inifiative process is providing a
| sort of check and balance that is needed in our time of collec-
tivism in both conservative and liberal circles, We think its time to
| move towards a more Biblical analysis of public policy issues.
The: initiative- process’ gives us a venue for that dlscussmn We
‘therefore ask you. to vote No on this Measure

Prepared by the Parents Education Assomahon a family-based
biblical alternative to the National Education. Association
a7 See all ourBalIot Measure recommendattons at ‘
www peapac org '

(This /nfarmatlan furn/shed by Dennis A. Tuur/

Pare’nts Education
Assac:at/an ). . o

(This space purch for $500 in accordance w:th OHS 25 1. 255 )

ARGUMENT IN OPPOSITION

WhlIe the Pacific Green Party of Oregon acknowledges that thére |
are: flaws built into the current initiative process, we oppose
Measure 26, that would ban payment per signature, because it

seeks to allow well-financed groups to dominate the initiative |. N

process while discouraging grassroots involvement.

First, Measure 26 is probably unconstitutional. In 1988, the
United- States Supreme Court struck down laws prohibiting pay-
ment for signatures.,Since 1994, most federal courts have struck
down “payment per signature” bans as violations of Freedom of
Speech under the First Amendment, Measure 26 would certainly
be challenged in the courts w1th taxpayer money wasted on
defending it. . . .

‘Second, even if valid Measure 26 would have no practlcal
-effect. According to the official Explanatory Statement, it “does

not prohibit establishing minimum signature production require--
ments for signature collectors,” such as 10 signatures per hour,
Chief petitioners would hiré a signature collector to be paid
“by the hour” but who would be terminated if not producing 10
signatures svery hour. The result is no real change, =+ -~ :

T hlrd, if Measure 26 were somehow interpreted to requlre all
paid collectors to be “employees it would vastly increase
costs for grassroots initiative efforts. Large, well-funded

' corporations and unions can -easily hire employees to gather

signatures. But grassroots groups are ‘founded on volunteerism,
not'commerciafism. We prefer to remove monied interests from
politics, lnsunng the opportunlty for cmzen Involvement

Grassroots groups sometimes pay a small |ncent|ve per S|gnature .
to supplement their volunteer efforts. If everyone who is paid must
be an “employee,” then grassroots groups will need accountants
to file literally dozens of governmental forms for each “employee.”

There is no proof that paying petition circulators by the hour will | -
bestow integrity. There are already crlmlnal penalt|es for submlt-
ting false srgnatures ) .

Measure 26 is not needed, 'uncbnstitutional' and either
meffectlve of harmful by reservmg ‘the initiative process only
for corporations and unions who can easily put slgnature
gatherers on their payrolis.

Please vote no on Measure 26.

(This information ‘furnished by Hope Marston, Pacific Green Party of |
Oregon.) .

* (This space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251 255.)
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*Measure No. 27

Proposed by initiative petltlon to be voted on at the General
Election, November 5, 2002.

BALLOT TITLE

TEXT OF MEASURE
Be it Enacted by the People of the State of Oregon:

The Oregoh Revised Statutes, is amended BY THE ADDITION
OF THE FOLLOWING NEW PART __ ,TO READ:

Part -
Declaratlon of the Peop\e

.| Labeling of genetically engineered food and food addmves shall
| be reduired in.order to create and enforce the fundamental right
of people in Oregon to know if they. are buying or eating geneti-

“cally engineered food and to have the choice in buying or eating

foods that have been altered through genetic engineering.

@) Defmltlons As used in this part
otherwnse requires:

(a) “Agricultural products”_means any agricultural, horticul- |

tural, viticultural, or vegetable product grown.or produced,;
(b) “Food” means any -articles used for food or drink for man
-or other animals, chewing gum, and articles used for

components, including food additivesy of any such article; |

(c) "Food additive” means any substance, the intended use of

which results or may be reasonably expected to result, |
directly or indirectly, in-its becoming a component or |

__. Labeling of genetlcally engineered food; N

unless the context:

‘otherwise affecting the. characteristics .of any food
(including any substance intended for use in producing,
manufacturing, packing, processing, preparing, treating,
packaging, transporting, or holding food and including any
source of radiation intended for any such use); )

(d) “Genetically Engineered” means grown, manufactured,

- - processed or otherwise produced or altered with tech-
niques that change - the molecular or cell biology of an
organism-by means or in a ‘manner. not possible under
natural conditions or processes,. |nclud|ng but not limited

- to recombinant DNA techniques, cell fusion, micro- and
- macro-encapsulation, gene -deletion . and . doubling,
~ introducing a foreign gene, and changing the positions

of - genes. “Genetically- Engineered” shall not include

- breeding, conjugation; fermentation, hybridization, in-vitro

. fertilization and tissue culture processes;

(e)"Label” means a display of written, printed, or graphlc
matter upon or connected to the immediate container or
surface of any article; and by or under the authority of this |
section a requirement-that any word, statement, or other
information appearing on the label shall not be considered
to be complied with unless such word, statement or other
information ‘aiso appears on the outside container or
wrapper, if any, of the bulk, wholesale or retail package
of such article or.is easily legible through the out3|de

" container or wrapper; .

- {fy “Labeling” means all labels and other wrmen printed, or
graphic matter upon an article or any of its containers or
wrappers, or accompanying such article; and

“Pnnmple display panel” means that part of a Iabel that
is most likely to be displayed, ‘presented, :shown, or
examined under normal and customary condmons of
. display for bulk, wholesale or retail sale.

-~

(9

3) Labellng All foods in. the followmg categones sold or
'distributed in-or from Oregon, shall bear a label, created by
the Oregon State Department of Agriculture, that is plainly
visible on the principal display panel and contalns the words
“Genetically Englneered’

(a) All foods derived in whole or in part from any genetlcaHy .

engineered microorganisms, -plants or livestock, if ‘that |
~genetically engineered material ‘accounts for more than | -
one tenth of one percent of the weight of the product;

(b) All food products prepared or processed using genetically
engineered ‘enzymes or other -genetically engineered
processmg agents, whether those enzymes or agents are |
present in the final product or not;

(c) All: foods derived from agricultural products culhvated
using genetically’ engineered agricultural inputs, whether
those agents are present in the final product or not;

(d) All dairy and meat products derived from livestock that |-
have been fed genetically engineered feed or feed
additives or ingredients, or derived from livestock that
have been treated with genetically engineered hormones
or drugs;

(e) All genetically engineered foods that are significantly
altered in composition or nutritional vaiue, or that require
preparation steps different from their natural counterparts |
which shall, in addition to being labeled “genetically engi-
neered,” be labeled to specify those changes in properties;

() All genetically engineered foods resuiting from trans- -
species gene transfers which shall specify, in the label,
the source of the fransgene used and the purpose of the
transfer. For instance, “This squash contains viral genetic -
information designed to make it resistant to viral mfectlon
and

(9) All genetlcally englneered foods resulting from transfer of
animal genes into plants which shall be labeled to indicate
this fact in a manner that will allow vegetarians and those
with dietary religious restrictions to observe their distary
guidelines. For instance, “this tomato contains genetic
material derived from the flounder, a fish of the family
Bothidiae.” :
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| (4 )Enforcement By the effective date, “the Iegrslature shall
‘prescribe, enact and enforce measures |mplement|ng this new
part __ . )

(5) Effective date Th|s new part shaII become effectfve
ninety days after the proclamatton n of the vote by the governor
and-shall supercede any federal law, act or regulation which

~ contains less stringent or less complete labeling' information
~for any product subject to the provustons of this part.

(6) Revisions of this" law, The voters of Oregon authorize the
- legislature:to - make ‘changes consistent with the intent of
this law so. Iong as the changes further ‘the purpose of this
"~ amendment:“Substantive changes, such as changes to the
i categones of foods: or food additives, the full or partial omis-
* 'sion-ofany. category of food or food additive, tolerance levels
'expressed as a percentage, definitions pertaining to-terms
used in this part or labeling requtrements are to be referred to

a vote of the people

 Measure No. 27

In_addition to being labeled "genet|caIIy engmeered” further

ol 4 shall be so'labeled to inform vegetarlans and those Wlth dletary

‘The measure declares that it supercedes any federal law or

‘passed. By that date, the legislature is requrred to enact laws to

EXPLANATORY STAI FEMENT

Ballot Measure 27 requires, by statute, all foods and beverages
sald or distributed in or from Oregon that ‘are derived from or |’
processed using genetically engineered (GE) materials to be so -
labeled. The Oregon Department of Agriculture shall create the
labels,

The labeling requwements apply ;to all foods and beverages in
the following categories that are sold or distributed for human or
animal consumption: :

+ Foods contalnmg more ‘than one- tenth of one percent GE
. material by weight; .

« Foods derrved ‘from or prepared with GE materlal whether or
- not that-material is present in the final product;

. Foods grown us|ng GE agncultural |nputs,

» Dairy and meat. products denved from anrmals that have been '
‘fed GE feed or feed additives; and

+ Products derived from animals treated wuth GE hormones or
drugs whether or not they are present in the final product.

labeling requirements apply. as follows:

« Foods that have a slgnmcantly altered composmon -Oor nutri-
tional value, or that require preparation steps different from
their natural- counterparts shall specnfy those changes in
_properties; : ,

. Foods resulting from gene transfers ‘between species shall
" specify the genetic source of the.gene and why it was added to
- the food; and .

- Foods resulttng from the transfer of anlmal genes into plants

religious resrictions.

Foods and other: substances are. defmed by the measure as
“genetically ‘engineered” if they. are grown, manufactured or
processed using means or methods that could not occur in
nature. Means and methods that could not occur in nature include
cutting and .splicing DNA, cell fusion, microencapsulation or
macroencapsulation, deleting. or doubling a gene, inserting a
foreign gene or changing the position of a gene. Genetic engi-
neering does .not include ‘breeding, -conjugation, fermentatlon

hybridization, in-vitro fertilization, or tlssue cultures.

regulation that contains less stringent or less complete labeling |
information for. any- affected food. It authorizes the legislature to
make changes that are consistent with the measure’s intent, but
requires that substantive changes be referred to a vote of the:
people.

The measure would take effect 90 days after it is declared'
implement and enforce the measure.

Appointed By:
Chief Petitioners
Chief Petitioners
Secretary of State
Secretary of State
Secretary of State

Committee Members:

Donna Harris
Laurie Heilman
Pat McCormick: -
Terry Witt
Kathleen Beaufa|t

(This cammlttee was appointed fo provide an impartial explanatlon of the -
ballot ‘measure pursuant to ORS 251.215.)
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Measure No. 27 Arguments

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

. The Center for Food Safety
Urges You to Vote Yes on Measure 27 -

r

Oregonrans should have the. rrght to know what they are -eating.
Up to 60% of processed foods on your grocery store shelves
contain genetically engineered (GE) ingredients. There is strong
scientific evidence of numerous potential -health and: environ-
mental risks of GE foods: These foods could be toxic, could cause
allergic responses, could have lowered nutritional value and could
| compromise the immune. responses in. consumers. They may
| .also .cause- environmental. problems, such ‘as the .growth of
“superweeds” and the extinction of native species, Under federal
government policies, GE foods reach your supermarkets without

any required testing for these human health and environmental-

problems

By passing "Measure 27 Oregon will become the first state to
“allow its citizens to make an informed. decrsron on whether or not
they wish to eat GE foods. o

« Without mandatory tabelrng, there is no way consumers
«can tell which foods are genetically engrneered o

« Without mandatory labeling, genetic engineering firms can

* use consumers and our children as unknowing guinea
pigs to test the safety of their GE foods.

« Without mandatory labeling, consumers and-health profes-’

_sionals will not know if adverse reactions to foods are due
" to their being genetically engrneered
-« Without mandatory labeling, consumers have no means- of

. holding the producers of GE foods liable should these

* foods eventuatly prove hazardous )
Mandatory | labels on GE foods would benefrt everyone — except

for the corporations .that want to bogst their.profits and deny .

consumers-the ability to know exactly what it is they are buying.
We urge the citizens of Oregon to" be leaders and to protect
consumers’ right to know. Vote Yes on Measure 2

| For more information, call the Center for Food Safety at
“1-800-600-6664 or visit our website at +
WwWw, genterfgrfgod§atetyg d.

(This information. furn/shed by Joseph Mendelson, III The Center for Food
Safety,)

, : . .
(This space purchased for $500 In accordance with ORS 251.255.)
.

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

Greenpeace Urges Yes on 27 Label Genetically Engineered
~(GE) Food )

Greenpeace supports Oregon ‘consumers’ rlght to know it
their food has been. genetlcally englneered and offers these
comments: L

‘Labeling GE tood does not increase prices: tn_more than 25

countrigs, labels-are currently required on GE foods. in these
countries, when labeling was. proposed, the biotech industry
threatened. that Iabehng would be enormously costly,’and taxes

-and food costs would increase. In fact, no country has seen |

price increases or higher taxes from GE food labeling. One
of England’s largest supermarket chains stated that GE: food"
labeling. required .no price increases. Every. supermarket in

‘| Europe, and many elsewhere, have conformed to labgeling laws,

and none has raised prices. Oregon citizens should not be bullied
by industry's empty threats.

Doctors warn that GE foods could harm our health: The New
England Journal of Medicine warned that GE foods could cause
new allergies. The leading doctors’ organization in England has
stated that a ban on GE foods should be considered if they are
unlabeled. A statement by over 2,000 doctors called the use of
antibiotic genes in GE foods “a danger to health that can be,|
avoided.” . '

Infants and children are most at risk: A Harvard University
pediatrician stated, “I especially worry about the safety of [GE] |

foods when it comes to children.” A leading scientific society has

noted that infants could be especially at risk for food allergies from

| GE foods. These doctors say GE foods are risky for chrtdren

Genetically englneered food harms the environment: Genetic | -
engineering means more pesticides on.our food and in the envi-

| ronment. Farmers who grow natural and organic food can lose

their harvest when GE crops contaminate their fields. Labels on

| GE food would protect farmers and consumers who want the right

to choose safe, natural non-GE food.

For a list of worIdWIde endorsers of Oregon Measure 27, see
Wwww.greenpeaceusa.org/oregon |

Greenpeace USA :
Charles Margulis, GE Campaigner .

(This lnformatlon furnished by Charles Margulls, GE Campargner'
Greenpeaca USA )

(This space purchased for $500 In accordance with ORS 251.255,) |

/| The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the
accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument )

accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument.
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- | farmers, producers, grocers

. |:to_.know what is in their food, what they are feeding thelrfamllles

) ,Officialf200ﬂ2ifGeneral ‘Electionf\/oters’ff Pam‘phtetQéStateWide MeasUre‘s’ '

| QJARGUMENT |N FAVOR
| f,Vote Yes on 27!

.| The. Colorado Genetnc Engtneenng Act|on Network (COGEAN)

; :stateWIde grassroots:organization of Colorado activists,: applauds
‘LOregon citizens -for- championing - the consumers -right to: know
| what is'in their food. We. fully support | the labeling initiative and
- | are ready to cooperate in any way, including working with local’
erative markets, to help:
| the' State of Oregon comply W|th this cru law. You are thei
‘| torchbearers on this issue, and we thank you. People have a rrght

| their, children; ‘The risks. are too high -not. to allow peopte to.
7 'choose: We ‘are accumulatrng a sign on ‘sheet of those in supp,
+| of your rmtlatrve at http //www foodlabelmg org

f‘ . (Thls lnformatlon furnlshed by Patrlck West, Colorado Genetlc Engl, erin
o Actlon Network ) ' N SO

 (This space pumhased for $500 In accordanice with ORS 251.255)

‘fi‘ARGUMEI\IT IN FAVIR

| The Campaign to Label Genetlcatly Engmeered Foods: has;‘ k

| been working since 1999 to pass federal legislation to require the |
mandatory Iabelmg of genetlcally engineered foods in the Umtedv

| States. We strongly support Oregon Ballot Measure 27:

2001 survey from ABC News, 93 per-‘]

Accordlng toa June 13 1

“cent of those polled said the federal government should require’

labels.on food:saying whether-it-has been: genetically ‘modjfied.
ABC News stated: “Such near-unanlmlty |n -public. op|n|on is rare.”|-

Whlle leglslatlon 1o require the. mandatory Iabelrng of genetrcally}h
englneered ‘foods nationwide was introduced.into both the 106th |

‘|-and ‘the current 107th U.S.: Congress; it -has. not’received: theﬂ; ,
= prtorlty treatment needed to pass |t lnto taw .

C fjln the E; top', an ;nton Australla Japan Chma and’ ‘many other; -
. natlons the controversy over genetacally engineered. foo'dsf'has 1

i "The food rndustry does not want Jabets on genetrcally engmeered I
R :foods because they: ‘are: concerned people w1|t start askrng ques-;

. FDA decrded that genetrcally engmeered foods are “substantlally‘,
‘equtvalent” 1o non-genetically engineered foods ‘and need. no
: addttlonal safety testmg or Iabellng Currently the btotech compa-

,;Genetlcally Englneered Foods ) :

- (Thls space purchased Ior $500 in accordance w:th ORS 25 1. 255 )

-['ment by the State of Oregon, nor dogs the state warrant the ‘
,accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument

| [The: printing of thls argument does not constttute -an.endorse- i

“The printing of this argument does not.constitute an endorse- | - Y
‘ment by the State’ of Oregon, nor'does the state warrant the -
accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument.:
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Measure No. 27’Arguments
i’ARGUNENT|NFAVOR_k 15ARGUMENT|NFAV0R7

‘ [Yes on 27 sl s Wl © | Market ot Chorce Urges Yes on. Measure 27

o “Informed consumers are essential to the ta|r and eﬂlclent ~
functionlng of a free market economy.” . -.:
- Congressnonal declaration of polrcy, U S. Code of Federal
- 'Fx’sgulatlons, January 1999 . - r

lBeIow |s a compilatlon ot poII results concermng ot genetl- » ,::/\cl)e 3t I\éla rkte)t ﬁ; Cho|chatelr;tht;s;ﬁztlrcaggdsurp %%tetrhfor'[%r:koef :::
; cally englneered foods Ilsted in chronologlcal order nSUmers oW W ,
17 4 . rnformed chorce |n our free market economy.

| Vote Yes on 27

'r\eenng processes should have specral Iabels on them o i
N (Rutgerg Unrverslty Food Polrcy |nstitute study,1ﬁ1/01) ; ,Rlck Wrrght V|c Presrdent erghts Foodlmer dba

s ‘Choice -

(ThlS lnformat‘lon furnlshed by Fr‘/ck anht erghts Food/rner, dba‘ Market
. ofChorce) . o S e :

| ,"[that they tnclude y B : : . -
from genetrcaltym k el B T

e ; N genetically engineered |
;rfoods (International COmmﬁmcations Research‘ ) .

. ;Ftesults,,t/OO)
: 2°o~of Am rt

|+ 81%: of: Amgrigan gon§_umgr§ beheve GE foodg should be|
labeled. 58% say that if GE foods were" labele ‘they would ‘
_ - avoid purchasing them. (Time magazine, 1/99).. . - o
|+ 93% of women surveyed say they. want all GE food clearly )
.labeled. (National Federation of Womens Instltutes, 1998) -

A Work Product of the Center for’ Food Safety Washrngton DC

| 2002 | > SO
For more polls see S
hitp://www.cen ert rtoodsafety.org/facts i‘ oIl hml

o (ThIS lnformatlon furnlshed by Donna Harns, Oregon Concerned Cltrzens
o for Safe Foods )

v g( ThIs space purchased for $500 in accordance wrrh ORS 25 1.255, ) ;| (This. space purchased for $500. m accordance wlth ORS 251 255 ) iE

~-{ The printing-of this argument does not constitute anendorse- | '|. | The printing of this argument does.not constrtute an endorse- :
sment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant: the: ' | ment.by the State: of Oregon,.nor does-the state warrant the:
R accuracy or truth ot any statement. made in the argument EE accuracy or. truth of any statement made in theargument
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| Please vote’ Yes on Measure 27..

B ARGUMENT N FAVOR‘

QBEGON CONCERNED CITIZENS FOR SAFE FOODS

ay‘ people “‘We are farmers and

‘and vegetarians, rich and paor. We have.
ined hand 0 br|ng you thls message .

,rug Admrntstratron (FDA) does not conduct
ests for the safety of genetlcally engrneered

‘ 5~It is trme to. assert our common sense.

kOregon Concerned szens For Safe Foods "yf R
: | om - SRR

| (Thls information furnished by Fllchard North Oregon Concerned szens

kﬂgForSafe Foods) R

| ;(Thls space purchase for $500 In accordance wlth OHS 251 255 )ﬂ

Measure No. 27,‘Arguments
TARGUMENT IN FAVOR

: Enyironrnentally Responsible Investors‘urge Yes on27..

*| engineering--:human health risks, environmental: risks, cultural -

.newness of the technology and the. confhctrng nature of the infor- |
“mation that is available. Asa result it is‘essential that genet|cally ~

twhether or not to purchase these modrfred fi ods

. ~Measure 27 provrdes much needed tran parency Note that o
1| Measure 27 does not prevent the 'sale’ of genetlcally engrneered )
3 foods and crops—lt S|mply requtres ‘tha

klncreased Chances of Altergic R ,actlons The transfer of |
‘genes from one.organism {0 another,vragenetlcengrneenng, has | .
% [ tremendous implications for individuals with allergies who, without | - -
‘| labeling, can inadvertently eatafood containin ls '
‘they are ‘allerg|c :

iRlsks 10 he Organfc Industry ‘Organtc farmtng, the processing |

j of organrc ‘foods and- products, and the sale.of these, products-is

‘a.growing |ndustry in Oregon Genetacally modlfued crops. present 'E
I

: developtng nattons

Support your right 1o know Grve consumers i 1.
... | choose whether to support genetic engineering giver the’ rrsks o]
*[ human heaith, the Jocal economy, the global envtronment and the T

‘Carsten Henningsen =~

’Flesponslble Investors.)

There: are smany” “documented. rlsks connected wrth genetlc o

and: commuinity risks. There are. also unknown ‘risks:.due to_the

engineered foods be labeled so that consumers can choose ‘

umers be informed, | ‘

developrng world

Troy Horton

(ThIS lnformat/on furn/shed by Carsten Hennlngsen Envrronmentallytz :

(This space purchased for $500 in, accordance with OFIS 251 255 ) '

f The prmtmg ‘of thi argument does. ot constrtute an endorse-
/| ment by. the: State of Oregon; nor does the state warrant the |

| The, prrntmg of this argument:does not. constrtute an endorse- .

] accuracy or truth of any sfatement made m the argument.

*|.ment: by the State.of Oregon; nor does the:state warrant the '

. accuracy or truth of anystatement made in the' argument
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i | on Measure 27 checl
'Rev.John'Pitney

o Father RobertW Krueger
: (Th/s lnformal/on furnlshed by Rabbi Y1!zhak Husbt

( This: 'sp “ie purchased for $5DD In accordance wlth ORS 251 255 ),

Rabbi Yltzhak Husbands-HankIn

,‘ ~( Thls space purchased for $500 In accordance wlth ORS 251 255, )

| | The pnntmg of this argument: does not constntute an endorse—‘ .
Ik ‘ tate:of. Oregon, nor does the state warrant the‘ -

accuracy ‘or truth of any statementt

The printing of this argument: does not constltute a endorse-, 1.
| ment.by the State:of Oregon, nor does the state warrant-
Uade in. the argument

T S ‘CONFINLIED \
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- : agrrculture with the’ transmognflca

Measure No

27*{6;Arguments

. I ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

Oregon Physicians for Social Responsrbrlrty, ‘a group of doctors

: commltted to human health, patient safety, scientific honesty andi

o envrronmental protection; supports a yes vote on-Measure 27.

|+ Less than a decade since their introduction, two-thirds of prod- :

- | ucts in U.S, supermarket shelves contain genetically engineered | ’
o ~(GE) mgredrents Only one-third.of Amencans are aware that their
" | foods contain GE rngredlents Multrple polls show that 85% to

95% of citizens favor labeling.

| .. Currently, food substances : are labeled for vrtamrn mmeral

: calorlc ‘and fat’.content; ‘wines, contalnlng sulfites .’ warn those"
| allergic. The' European Union requires labeling; many countrresi
| ban import of GE foods from the US; other-countries have or are
‘ ~consnderlng labelmg laws and-import ‘bans. ‘Unfortunately, US:
regulatory ‘agencies: rely on safety tests done by GE product-':

) exposure to pesticide-resistant crops, with ripple.effects on other

'| species; GE plants and.animals mterbreedrng with and contami-:
| nating wild populattons, GE. plants outcom eting, of driving to:

extinction, wild varieties; GE plants
| decreased agricultural biodiversit

tering soil quality;
i .corporate ‘control. of

| . "Labeling of GE ‘foods willpreve
. (as occurred in unsuspecting. con

: ;mgesttng milk from cattle”
| increases levels of potentr

nogenic 1GF-1 in'milk..
Labeling will increase. publlc awareness of genetlc engrneenng,

‘|-allow- us :freedom to choose. what we.eat. based on individual’
* | willingness to confront risk, and ensure a healthy public debate'

'| over the merits of genetlc modlfrcatlon of foodstufts

| Board of Directors
,Oregon Phys10|ans for. Somal Responstbllrty

(This lnforma!lon furnished by Marnn Donohoe, MD FACP for Oregon
Physrc/ans for Soclal Responsrbllr!y ) .

( Thxls .space. purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 25 1,255.) 1

| - Risks'of GE foods include: toxrcrtles from new: protems (deadly‘
; eosmophllra~myalgra‘syndrome in- consumers' of GE tryptophan | -
| supplements); “altered - nutritional value; transfer of -antibiotic:
| resistance.genes; contributing to antlblotlc resrstance ‘increased
| pesticide use when pests develop resistance to GE food:toxins;”
| herbicide-resistant “superweeds”; non-target insects dying: from

rmers into “bioserfs.” -
angerous allergic- attacks -
of soybeans' modified-|
| with Brazit Nut genes); allow vege rians to avoid: plants injected.
| with animal genes; and allow' concerned: individuals to avoid'
th recombmant BGH, which"

ARGUMENT N FAVOR

A Retall Grocer's. Perspectlve on. Measure 27

| As Presrdent of New ‘Seasons Market, a IocaIIy owned Portland
based .grocery chain, | ask you to join me in ‘voting Yes' on’
Measure 27, the campaign. {o label genetrcally engineered food.

| belleve strongly that our customers have the right to know what
they are buying and eatlng This includes, as much as possible,
labeling ‘where the food was grown or produced whether it's
‘organic and 'if it -has been genetically engineered. Congress
declared in its Fair Packaging and Labeling Act that, “Informed"
consumers:are essential to the fair and efficient functtonmg ofa
free market:economy” Without Measure 27 consumers.in Oregon :
and-throughout our -country will continue to be. kept in the dark
“about this risky. experlment wrth genetic englneenng The system '
is broken and th|s is-our chance to fix it.: : |

of genetrcally englneered food to our health and to the health of
our environment. In.the European - Union, citizens and govern-
ments have demanded that genetically.- englneered foods be
labeled so. that consumers can-make informed -purchasing
‘decisions.- | want-to offer that ch0|ce 1o our customers aIso :
They deserve it. e S

For many, food is. connected to reI|g|on culture, ethtcal concerns]
and the environment, For everyone, food choices are connected |
to health. lsn't it time. we. assert our rights as citizensof this

‘all of us’?

in one survey after another, a vast ma;orrty of Amerlcans have
-stated that they want to see genetically engineered foods labeled.
To me, it is not only. good business’ sense- to.comply with. the
| wishes of my. customers, It is also just plaln common sense. .

Yes on Measure 27

For yourself, your famlly andfor future generatlons please vote ‘,

/| Sincerely, -~ -
Brian Rohter

(This lnformatron furnlshed by Brian Ftohter, Presrden! New Seasons, :
Market.) . ‘

(This space. purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251.255.,)

accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument

The printing of this argument does not constitule an endorse-| |
ment by the State:of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the
E accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument

The printing of this argument does not’ constttute an endorse- ‘
.| ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the |

1
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Measure No. 27 Arguments

TARGUMENT IN FAVOR

GE: labeling statement by Harry MacCormack—Organic
Farmer and Co-Founder & former  Executive Director of
Oregon Tilth

The relationship between food consumers and the farmer-
J| manufacturers of those foods is. one .of trust. When that trust:is
| questioned or fractured, rules or laws are needed. We cannot
tolerate an incursion. into this relatuonsmp of trust by. those who
promote the genetic alteratlon of grains, vegetables, fruits, and
|| dairy-products. :

| In Oregon, which'has the oldest’ Orgamc Labeling Law, aware-
ness of the problems with genetically altered foods is becoming
| more: Widespread. That an estimated 70% “of foods on" store
-shelves contain genetically engmeered (GE) ingredients with 'no

: udentnfymg label makes the public leery. We need to know what is-
| in_our foods—we have the right to know. A GE labeling require--

'| ment is necessary.

spreading to all'corn’across the world, Wheat, rice, soy, canola—

| the list of GE crops grows. As growers, it is difficult to defend our- |-

selves from this outrageous violation of our sacred seed base.
‘|-GE:‘potatoes can-contain ‘a pesticide ‘and therefore ‘be toxic,

especially tochildren, But without labeling, how' does anyone.

kriow when they are ingesting these altered foods?

. How is it that those ef us who try to grow clean, health- prbmoting
foods in accordance with natyral, biological processes can be so
| quickly -displaced by ‘corporate arrogance? There has been

almost no testing of the effects on humans, ‘animals, or microbial

| life of this genetic engineering practice. We can only hope that

.a GE labeling requirement will slow down the practice until our-
collective knowledge catches up with reason to replace the.

{"Common sense' says, “if a food product is safe, nutritious, and

| secrecy that allows greed yet another victory. -
I will vote YES on Measure 27.
| Harry MacCormack

(This information furnished by Harry MacCormack,)

(This space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251, 255,)

|ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

YES ON 27

“Let Oregonians jo:in the growing global community” 7
Label genetically engineered foods

00untries that presently have existing bans or mandatory
labeling of genetically engineered foods:

Australia, Austria, Bolivia, Chile, China, Croatia, Czech Republlc,
Ethiopia, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Indonesia,
Ireland, Japan, New Zealand, Norway, Poland, Saudi Arabia, |
Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, South. Korea, Switzerland, United

Kingdom i :

Countries proposmg, or in the process of enacting, laws to
label genetically engineered foods.
Brazil, Hong Kong, Israel, Mexico, Russia

“Oregonians‘have the right to know”

i : . -~ | Public opinion ‘surveys in foreign' countries show that a vast
| As a farmer, | share concerns with consumers regarding drift from-
genetically-altered pollens. In-crops like corn, this drift is rapidly

majority {including 98% in Canada) of those surveyed, believe

that genetically engineered food: shouid ‘be labeled. More:than

xhrge billion peo p Itve in countrles with | aws in glace, planned or
cally.

. Why does Amenca whlch prldes itself on democratlc values,
keep its own citizens from having-the right to know how our
food has been genetically altered. ;

« -Why are some biotech companies and’ food industry groups

~ willing to spend millions of dollars to try to defeat this initiative,

which gives Oregon citizen's the opportunlty to-make informed
chmces?

Oregonians have the right to protect their families and future
from the potential unanhcnpated health effects of genetically
engineered foods. -

environmentally friendly, why stop consumers from having full
disclosure of these experimental products™? )

The United States, which produces over 70% of the GE food
globally, needs to have its citizenry take greater accountability of
the proliferation of these products.

+ Please join the worlds’ growing concerns about genetic
engineered food. ’

‘| » Help pass Measure 27 and et Oregon, again, be a leader: for

the rest of our country.
+ Oregon’s success will be heard and appreciated throughout
America and the rest of the world.

| Exercise your democratic right and vote “Yes” on Measure 27.

Mel Bankoff, President of Emeraid Valley Kitchen

(This information furnished by Mel Bankoff, Emerald Valiey Kitchen

| President.)

(This space purchased for $500 In accordance with ORS 251.255, )

The printing of this argument does not consmute an endorse-
‘ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the

.| ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the ‘state warrant the

[ The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse- i

accuracy ‘or truth of any statement made in the argument.

| accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument.
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Measure No 27’*Arguments

:f:'f'ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

Rachels Fnends Breast Cancer Coalition is a grassroots
| Oregon organlzatlonc(www rachelsfnends 0rg) concerned about
“{ environmental” toxin using ™ ‘breast and ‘other cancers. We
1 believe” in ‘the" precal |onary prmcrple ‘which. asks whether
fpotentrally ‘risky. behavior-‘can’ be - avoided: Our“support for
‘Ballot Measure 27 flows. from our orgamzatlonal purposes and
: ‘ph|losophy : , i

ot be' revers|b|e if- ultlmately found harmful.
ause these rrsks are not necessary, they should be avolded

:tomatoes contarn

: p
| crossbreed and pote

lally minate or. eliminate. non engmeered
“varieties. In the short term, we m

cholce which: cannot be: corrected :

) The theory of a free market conomy i hat products >
-or fail based on consumer: choice, Without labelmg, consumer

'| are poweriess to decide whether. they want to accept or av
| risks inherent in genetlcally engineered food. Passage
) Measure 27 would restore that freedom of chorce

' J(Thls /nformatlon furn/shed by Nancy‘Crumpacker Hachels'Frieny_ Breast"

E Cancer Coallt/on )

el F Professors of molecular b|ology at leadmg unlvers|tres such

f}',-‘jThe Royal Somety “of Canada

* | foods for health reasons or rellglous or ethlcaljprlnCIples If some | -
netic. matenal errved from flounders w1thout

B , ‘receive. greater yields, butin |
| the.long term we may discover that th|s was a traglcally wrong ;

3 AnFDA ‘official summartzed

7 "‘?‘No GE food has’ passed aII the safety tests the FDA

| (This /nformat/on furnished by Steven M. Druker, Exscutive Dlrecror
| Alliance for B/o Inregr/ry) .

| (This space purchased for $500 In accordance with ORS 251.255.) -

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

HUNDREDS OF. SCIENTISTS INCLUDING
THE FDA’S OWN EXPERTS, HAVE WARNED THAT

€] ENETICALLY ENGINEERED FOODS POSE HIGHER RI§KS‘
Q HQMAN HEALT THAN DO OTHER: FOODS

VOTE YES ON 27 TO LABEL THEM

“as Harvard; M.L.T., and the University of California, Berkeley |

have |ssued caut|ons about the abng[mal nsks of GE fggg_s_,

ve Professor Phlllp Regal a renowned expert at the Umverslty
. of Minnesota, has written: *,..there are scientifically justi-
“. - fied concerns about the. safety of genetrcally engineered
foods, and some of them:could be: qurte dangerous"
,;Declarat/on 5/28/9 o 5 i

tates it ‘is: “sgentrflgally
,u mstn‘rgb e’ to presumethat GE foods are safe. Expert

" ‘and repeatedly warned about em T is was exposed
. ‘when a lawsuit: by pubI|c lnterest groups forced the:-FDA to‘
~ divulge its files.- AT Lo ‘

s The FDA's'screntlsts concluded tha genetlc engmeer—
" 'ing is inherently hazardous and can produce unin-
" tended new toxins that are unpredictable and difficultto
detect. They cautioned that no GE food can be consid- -
. ered sate unless tt has pa gorous toxtcolog cal
*tests. ;

s rts’ op|n|ons by statlng
" “The processes .of genetic engineering and traditional
'breedmg are different, and according -to the technical
experts.in the agency, they lead.to. dtfferent risks” (Dr.
Linda Kahl ' memo, 1/8/92 #1 in: the set of. photocopres of
: ,FDA memos at html

. Nevertheless DA bu[eaug rats, who - admlt they are'
- i following. adirective 1o foster. the ‘biotechnology industry,
-disregarded their experts ‘input and - claimed - .there's . an |
overwhelming.consensus among experts that GE foods are

'S0 safe they dont need to betested; Based gn thls false .

experts said are necessary.

ting of this argument does not' constrtute an-endorse-
e State of Oregon, nor does the :state warrant, the

| The printing of this argument does not constitute-an endorse-

ment by the: State 'of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the

cy or truth of any tatement made in the argument

: accuracy or truth of any statement made rn the argument

R
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Measure#No 27 Arguments

:ARGUMENT |N ‘FAVOR

LABELING GENETICALLY ENGINEERED FOOD

‘on cost of moving to Non-GM was thus largely: minimized...The
‘ supply ‘chain' for non- -GM. materlals is now: much more estab-

jents? No. At the .outset, our; poltcy was' to

. longsnde routing: -packaging changes: However,: ‘as.exclu-
M: mgredlents became. more- practlcal thts _was-our

pro ucf qualr y nor cost to e consumer” ‘

1= RachelthIsoni Samsburys (UK’

e : excerpts trom answers by major tood retatlers
: f‘rncluded in“Labeling ‘of Genetically -Modified: Organisms

: (GMOs) is Bécoming ‘Standard-Practice Around The World

= References, Reports and Documents Greenpeace
-~ October, 2001 ‘ .

‘ Ameruca has the “know-how to label GE toods atfordably
and otter consumers ‘an Informed chorce

Wleggelgetgogs com o

”:

(This lnformatron furnished by Donna Harrls, Oregon Concerned C/tlzens ‘

k | For Safe Foods.)

”(This space purchased Ior $500 in accordance’wrth OHS 251 255,

- allergies to genetically- modtfled orgamsms :
- religious concerns about genettcally-modltted organtsms

torganlsms are not labeled i our state

. we! have elrmmated GM mgredlents from all our brand food pet
' food and dretary supplements mvolvmg over 4, 000 products by
nd maiz '

~ | from ‘genetically-modified organisms
: genettcally modmed organlsms do " not

s, second Iargest grocery ] fAs afirst step, Oregontans needs agl nce to choose'

| OREGONIANS. DESERVE A CHOICE|

1 (This lnformatron iurnrshed by Ffolf Skar Board Presldent Peoples Foo /

' i(Thls space purchased lor $500 ln accordance wlth OHS 251, 255.) :

: ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

k OFlEGONlANS DESERVE A CHOICEI

No matter what our personal food decrslons are, Oregonlans

k all agree ‘we. deserve a choice - the chorce to. buy and eatf
) i genetncally modtﬂed orgamsms or not. . Ce L
engmeered) denvatlves trom Safeway brand products the impact’ v

There are Oregonlans with

- personal health concerns “about genetically-modified- organlsms

- environmental and socral concerns about genetlcally modmed |-

_organisms

ails But none of these countless thousands ot Oregontans can make i

a srmple chorce ‘because toods contalmng genetlcally modmed

Thrs common sénse” propo

‘f Corporatronsthat profrtfromthe marketrng otgenetlcally modmed: S
organisms: will “argue - that - Jabeling - i~ unnecessary’ and “‘too | -

expensive. Nonsense.” We'-heard those ‘same-arguments”from

corporations when the publlcasked for seat belts and alr-bags o|

be requrred in cars

ur housands ot customers.

eserves igreater protectlon )
in_short; we believe that | -
elong on. our dtnner B

Wh|le labelmg is a- srmple step,
and memibers ‘believe-that ‘Orego

n our envtronment

VOTE YES ON 27"
Pe‘Ople's Food Co‘o'pera‘tive, Portland, OR'
Alberta Cooperatlve Grocery, Portland OR

Cooperatlve, Alberta Cooperatlve Grocery )

The printing-of thts argument does not Constitute. an endorse-t
_| ment by the State of “Oregon, nor does the ‘state’ warrant the’

: f”The printing of this argument does ot constltute an endors

;accuracy or truth of any statement made m the. rg‘ me

ment by the State’of Oregon, nor'doés the' state ‘arrant the:

e accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument

ERTR

should ot be contenttous ‘fiatter o
‘all consumer choice:is the- Very. basis of a healthy' market econ- |
omy. If products. list common ingredients like wheat, sugar and | -
| salt, why should they not also list geneti ] B
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Measure No. 27 Argu

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

Stahlbush Island Farms, Inc.
Vote Yes On Measure 27 '

Our famlly has been farming-in Oregon for 116 years (4.genera-
tions). We understand the need for advanced research and
modern agricultural sciences. Stahlbush Island Farms, Inc. has
‘received national recognition for advanced “sustainable farmmg
practices”: We support measure 27 for three reasons

| Chemigal Resrdue_s_ in Food...
|+ Stahlbush has likely done’ more chemlcal resrdue testing on

| food and. soils than-any farm in Oregon. If you apply BT
“ (Bacillus: Thurmgrensrs a natural insecticide) to a crop, or.you
genetically engineer BT into’ the plant, ‘'you still have this
'compound ih the environment. Any chemical, whether applied
~‘ag an jinsecticide or. genetically engineered into a plant, may
' end.upas-a residue.in'your food, or may leave a residue in the
~“soil.We would otknowrngly eat thrs or: feed it to our children,

Crop antamrnatro L )
+~ At Stahlbush, our nerghbors are conventlonal and organic

growers. Corn is- a  wind-pollinated crop, -so it is- virtually
|mposs|ble to prevent gene- drift.- Growing a -non-GMO corn

with neighbors,

gongumerg Should Know .

should know where your food s ‘grown. ‘Our Japanese &
European'customers demand: Non- GMO food and they label
where the food is grown, "

research’ on increasing - vields ‘to- provide cheap food for the
consumer in-order to “feed the world". In Oregon, we are close to
“feeding the farmers”,; as we have put so many good farms out
of business. We need to focus on niches, and specialty markets
to survive. We want consumers to trust we are growing the health-

choice.

Bill & Karla. Chambers, Owners
; Stahlbush lsta

v VoteYes on Measure 27

| Farms. )

- (This space pumhased'for $500 in accordancé’" with ORS 251.255.)

'VARGUMENT IN

‘ \Let Consumers Know
. Measure 27 ‘

‘quality of life, only to discover serious p

crop requires careful plannrng, communrcatlon and cooperatlon -

|+ You should know if your foods are GMO or not. We believe you .

For the past 100 years in the U.S.; we have focused agrrculturalf

iest.food products possible: Measure 27 helps communicate this |-

trust.-Most im ortant |t helps consumers make an rnformed'
- p P , . The consumer-owners ot

(Thls information furnrshed by Karla Chambers Owner, Stahlbush Island‘ )

srmply want to kn
We are askrng for basrc cor um

made with GE lngredl

' ‘more in-depth, long-ter
They feel these: produycts. have ‘been.
consideration. of. the- long-term - ‘effects
many new technologres hailed as innovativ

Problems that would not -have impacted: ;
adequate long term- research had been do '
them for publrc use. ;

" Concerns regardrng a negative ettect on
. economy and your cost of grocerres are unf
The European Union and Japan require labeling of G
major-US food manufacturers as well as Oregon: potato
are already supplying labeled products for. ‘export,

measurably affected the cost of foods in those count i

Very little’ GE food is’ grown in Oregon The !argest
cooperatwe in our-state has chosen to go GE free to mak
that it can satisfy it's ‘Pacific Rim customers, it won’t’
farmers, but will assure them that they can continue to
access to foreign- markets with a label that will give the
advantage over other agricultural states.

Major manufacturers already Iabel for: the rest of the worlcl.' %
Vote yes to give Oregonrans the same RIGHT TO KNOW ‘
what is in OUFI food. :

¢ Ashland Community Food Store, Ashland
« ‘Coos Head Food Store, North Bend - .

« First Alternative Natural Foods Co-op, Corvatlrs
« Food Front Cooperatwe Grocery, Portland '

* Oceana Natural Foods Cooperative, Newport

(This rnformatlon furnlshed by Laur/e ‘Heilman, First Alternative Natura/

. Foods Co-op.}

(This space purchased for $5DD in accordance with OFtS 251 258, ) :

| The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-
‘ment by the- State of Oregon, nor does the state- warrant the
'accuracy or truth of any statement made |n the argument

| ‘ment by the State of Oregon, -nor does the state warrant the

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-‘ .

accuracy or truth of any_ statement made i in the argument
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Measure No 21 Arguments

‘ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

Vote Yes on27

Is: the truth about genetrcally engmeered food belng
reported? )

‘In 2001, the- prestrgrous - | man Envrronm n l Prize”

WWW.Qo gmgngrrze ol g was gﬂaﬂedtg srx envrronmental heroes, :

*rncludrng WO o : icall
ngin ) { v

American dajries have been rnjectrng ‘into therr cows. As investi-

gative reporters for the Fox Television affiliate in. Tampa, Florida,
they drscovered that whrle the hormone had been banned in

niries, millions of Americans
were unknowrngly drrnkrng mrlk from rBGH-treated cows. The duo
[documented how the. hormone, Wthh ‘can: harm cows, - was

‘milk. They also’ uncovered S|

humans. Just before broadcast the statton ‘cancelled the wrdely
promoted” reports after’ Monsanto, the- hormone manufacturer,
threatened. Fox "News ‘with -“dire consequences" if the stories’ |
| aired. Under pressure:from Fox: lawyers, the husband-and-wife |

| team ‘rewrote the story more than 80 trmes ﬁer ghrggts g
d_sm_ss_a_ and ofters of Six- frgure sums thei
: ns’ ‘th

ggtprgnﬂD '1Q§ 8/23/02

| other Awards
“BOULDER, Colo . spﬂr_al_au_/ar_d_g___gguaggm Journallsm trom
the AILance__QL_emgs_ecx Mﬂ)&gnsum(4/30/99)
“WASHINGTON, D.C. e ‘A. Callow for
gg_uwg_ was presented to [Akre and erson] by the §hafge
(12/16/98 ‘
“LOS ' ANGELES - The ngﬁg’ggr s'gg"g;y of Ergfgsgrgngr
-Journalists (5 J) presented [Akre and erson] its Aﬂad g
Ethics...onl fourth he
ethics hgngr in_its gg ygg §19 v www,tgxgg suit.com
(10/24/98)
Jeft Peckman -

’(Thrs mformarron furmshad by Jeff Peckman B.l.G.G. Alliance.)

(This space purchased for $500 in a'c'cord;nce wirh'ons 251.255,)

~ |ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

Endorsements torMe_asure 27

Union of Concerned Scientists

Democratic Party of Oregon

Sierra Club ' ' ) o

James K. Wyerman ‘Executive Drrector 20/20 Vlsron

Organic Consumers Association .

Washington Biotechnology Action Council -

Carol Merrick, Chair, EarthSave Portland/Vancouver Chapter :

Britt Batley, Senior Assocrate ‘Center’ for Ethrcs and Toxing
_{Cetos) . :

Prof. Philip L. Bereano

‘Charles Margulis, GE Campargner, Greenpeace USA '

The Campargn 10 Label Genetically Engrneered Foods

“Hagelm NLP Support Oregon Initiative to Label GE Food
.| encourage all supporters of the Natural Law Party and advo-

'cates for safe food to support this initiative campaign in every way

possible, Our self-governing power is eroding faster than we can
imagine. We must reassert control directly through such ballot |
measures and reign in-our runaway.government, currently inthe |
grlp of specral rnterests” John Hagelin, Natural Law Party,
hitp: g Kol 2 2 B

“Consumers have a’ baslc rlght to Iabels telllng them '
what’s In their food and how it was produced

| sive'to those wantmg to avoid consumrng anima genes Wr hout k
labeling, consumers never know whether ammal genes are

present
-In addition, Iabe|s allow consumers to mfluence the decrsrons

| about. production. Mh_.ahets__consumc_s_.ean_gtc:‘_wt._ms.

forks” for alternatives to genetic engineering (of which there ‘are

many): Without labeling, consumers-are ‘stuck with a technology

chosen primarily- by the biotechnology industry and government.
‘Finally, labeling allows for the monitoring of any adverse

health- effects “caused - by genetic engineering. Without | .
‘labeling, consumers have no chance of connectrng unexpected

ills to particular foods. -
We live in an age adept at managrng information. Oregon’s

/| Measure 27.uses our technology to give consumers choice

and power. - Margaret Mellon Ph.D., J.D., Director, Food and

‘Environment Program Union of Concerned .Scientists” —

_tthLw_vxw_mQamoa_qn&.g@tates&cgsm_asmm 8/23/02
See www. ___,___gb_glgg_ggds_@g for more endorsements

(This information furnlshad by Donna Harrrs, Oregon Concerned. szans :
for Safa Foods.) Lo

(This space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251,255, )

The printing of this argument does not constitute an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the

The printing of this argument does not constitute an-endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the A

accuragy or truth of any statement-made in the argument..

accuracy or truth of any statement.made in the argument. -
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ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

The Pacmc Green Party supports the right of all Oregonlansi

to be informed about ingredients in the food we eat. The
ability to make‘healthy food choices is a human right.

Genetrc engineering alters genes and transfers them from one
organism to another. The resultlng products are called genetlcally
modified organisms (GMOs). ' A biochemist might insert selected
genes from soil bacteria into potatoes to-increase yield, or alter

"1 the vegetable so it's pesticide tolerant. Two-thirds of our food is

genetically modified - including staples Irke corn and soybeans
The act of restructurmg just these two foods “affects breads,
yogurts,. infant formula, ice cream, vitamin E, chocolate, alcohol,
| powdered sugar, salad dressings and. many more. Yet our food

b producers refuse to provide the information that would allow us to

) fmake |nformed cholces about what we’ take |nto our bodles as

no proofthat foods contarmng these mgredrents are safe to eat, If‘
individuals want to- participate in experrments to determine the
effect of GMO foods, that should be a conscious choice. It should
‘not lmposed on all of us by keeprng food content a secret )

populatlon either have or

| US exports fo'th r
~costiis not a fz ctor. Ni
~Iabel|ng ‘

g ‘GMO labehng Taws.
already being labeled, so

This is another case of corporate greed stepprng on basrc human
rights. Our commercial food- producers seem to have forgotten the.
duty- that comes with the. opportunity to sell their wares. That. duty
is to inform consumers about what they purchase. Food is essen-

-ial for life, it is vital that we know what we eat Please vote yes :

on: Measure 27

k(ThIS /nformat/on furnlshed by Hope Marston Pacmc Green Party of .

' Oregon )

ased for $500

7(Thls space;ipurch

tyu perCent,of Amencanssupp‘ort GMO

ARGUMENT IN OPPOSITION

‘AN ORGANIC FARMER SPEAKS OUT
AGAINST COSTLY LABELING LAW

I-am gomg to vote agamst Measure 27 because I feel that thns :
could possibly be a Pandora’s box of neediess and unwanted |
tegulations. | do not believe that in. the long run this ballot

measuie will see the desired’ benefit of helptng me as an organic |-
farmer. Rules :and regulations  always - multiply.. .they "do . not |

decrease, especlally when the government is involved. | see more
and more impossible regulations that will heavily burden the ¢ con--
ventional farmers.and the very real possibility that 1, as'an organic
farmer, will eventually be hit with some of these paperwork and |-
regulation rightmares, Thi§ will not make our food safer, but it w1||_
definitely make it- harder for the American farmer to compete on‘
the world market that is aIready unfair’

DON’T BELIEVE THE SCAFtE TACTICS

I believe, ‘that this | ballot measure-is" Iargely symbollc and. |s7 .
designed.to scare folks about their food supply. This is unpeces-

| sary. Measure 27 has been brought forward by organic pro-
-ponents: who would.have us believe that conventronally produced o

food is bad. This seems rather heavy handed. . ;
I th|nk this Measure 27 has been thrust upon us by out- of state

7 proponents to-use our state as a guinea pig for something that
| has failed in severaI other states numerous t|mes

| want people to. -buy my organrc products and to support the

values of sustainable agrrculture, but IE thlnk that we are above L

scaring people into buylng

Please take a careful look at Measure 27 o
. and vote NO wrth me.

( Th/s mformatlon furmshed b y Greg P/Ie Wl//amette H/ver Organ/cs, mc )

r $500 in accordance with. ORS 251.255)

N laccuracy or trut ‘of any statement made in the argument‘

“ln;accardanceji‘wlthQH‘S“25J1.~25‘:5.) : spac

gument does not constitute an endorse- |
Oregon, nor does the state warrant the| (.
;statement made in the argume t
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. ARGUIVIENT |N OPPOSITION

As former Director of the Oregon Department of Agrlcul-
‘ture and Director - of -the ‘Oregon ‘Economic - ‘Development

Department, | am concerned about decent paying jobs and

J profltabmty for those assuming risks inherent with business

in a global market place I find Measure 27 to be one more
extreme, badly. written measure ‘that .adds unrecoverable
| costs to already cmically priced products

If you are concerned about your knowledge of the food you. |ngest

healthy food, food nutrition; -nutrition-oriented disease; starving'

| people-around the globe, jobs in Oregon, a diverse economy,

sustaining family farms and rural communmes, you wnII not votef

for Measure 27

The issue is not Iabellng The issue is protecting the con-
| suming publlc wnh scarce resources in a: global market

| place.

[ The issug is not labellng contents, pomts of ortgm or consumer
education; It is about improving the human condition; eradicating
starvation and addressing disease derived from food deficiencies.
|| Measure 27 steals scarce resources away - from these paramount
food polrcy objectlves .

-in Oregon,

| The extreme aspect of Measure 27 relates to the uncontrollable,

expenses and taxes that will have to'be borne yby the market
place. These cumulative costs will be extracted from the. pro-

" | ducer's pocket, further pushipg Oregon: producers into extinction.

The Envuronmental Protectlon Agency, Food and Drug Admin- |
‘istration ‘and Oregon’s Department of Agriculture manage the.
Federal system of food safety through intense, continual scrutiny..

Thousands’ of university-based, publicly financed research
pro;ects provrde basis for protectlon of food and flber supplles

| The: consequentral loss of jobs, livelihood and tax revenue adds
burden to the remaining taxpayers to cairy the burgeoning costs
of a la carte ballot measures such as Measure 27: By Department

of ‘Agriculture estimates, Measure 27 will add $118 million to'|"

our already oversized general fund expenses through 100,000
|inspections and by adding 60 new staff positions. )

_Robert Buchanan
Former Director

{ Oregon Department of Agnculture and Economlc Develop-‘c

‘ment Department

(This information furnished by Bob Buchanan.)

(Thls space purchased for $500 in accordance with ORS 251.255.)

Measure No 21 Arguments

ARGUMENT IN'OPPOSITION

Nobel Peace Prize Laureate
o Norman E. Borlaug
e Explams His Concerns About Measure 27.

Measure 27'would hinder the contlnued progress of science
in expandmg the world’s food supply -

In the fast 20 years blotechnology has become an lnvaluable
scientific tool to improve and increase the world's food supply.
Anti-technology . proposals, like Measure 27; seek to. ban this
important, safe ,tech,nology‘by,scaring consumers into-suspecting
there's something to fear in their food. As numerous studies. and
Ieadtng health. organlzatlons around the world have affrrmed this
spurious claim.is wholly. unfounded ‘ . :

,,Extrem|sts in the enwronmental movement from rich natlons like | -

ours seem to be doing everything they can to ‘stop: scientific
progress. Small, but vociferous anti-science groups are attemptlng
to slow the appllcatlon of new technology

‘While affluent nations can certalnly afford to pay more for food

produced by so-called “organic” ‘methods, the one billion chroni--
cally-. undernounshed people of the Iow -income,  food- deficit

| nations cannot.
The issue is. uncontrollable cost ot produclng tood and flbers

World populatlon doubled from: 1960 to 2000, lncreasmg from 3

| billion to 6 billion. Food production kept up.with populatlon growth

because we created and’ adopted. many -new technologies ~

_better techhiques to” cultivate soil, new irrigation’ technologies,

more advanced biodegradable pesticides, better genetlc strains
and better machinery. But by 2050 world populatlon is expected
to rise to 9 billion. :

While blotechnology alone is not the onIy answer 10. feedlng the |.
world, it is vital to our continuing quest for genetic: improvement of |
crops — an effort that's been undenNay since the dawn of agncul-
ture more 10 000 years. -ago. !

'We can’t afford to let anti-science acthlStS force us'to reject a tool

s0 vital to food improvement and hunger relief effoits.
' ~ Please Vote No on Measure 27.

Norman E. Borlaug, Professor of lnternattonal Agrlculture,

~ was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize in 1970 for his "Green
'Revolution” which helped Pakistan, India and a number of

- other. countries- improve their food productio'n Since then .
he has continued working tlrelessly in savtng mllllons from
starvatlon and syffering. . ‘

(This information furnished by Dr. Norman E. Borlaug. )

- (This space purchased for $500 in accqrdance wlfh ORS 251 255.)

1 | The printing’ of-this. argument does not constltute an endorse-
“|'ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the

‘| ment-by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the | -

| The printing of this argument . does not constitute an endorse- | -

accutacy. or truth of any statement made in the argument..

. accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument
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* ARGUMENT IN OPPOSITlON

A Message Opposlng Measure 27 trom
: Peter Barton Hutt )

Coauthor .of Casebook on Food and Drug Law
t Lecturer on Food and- Drug Law at Harvard Law School
Member ‘of the Institute of Medicine ot the:
National Academy Sciences

The Food and Drug Admlmstratlon (FDA) revrews aII food crops
devel0ped ‘through blotechnology to assure that t
as safe as conventionally bred crops. Leading cal and scien-
1 tific: organizations also ‘have ‘all declared thei conhdence in_the
safety -of - biotech foods - including “the’ American “Diétetic
Association, .American Medical Association;

Nations, National- Academy of. Smences and. World Health
- ‘Organlzatlon ~ : o

Food Iabels requrred by Measure 27 2
) would mislead consu

ent of mtormatlv - food.

k repared the first regulations
ng nutntlon labe g,

g 1 urge breg

| (This intormation furnish

Measure No 21 Arguments

Former Chief Counsel of the Food: and Drug Admimstratlon , :
| I'believe Measure 27 is a. poorly written and costly- labeling | -

ytare at'least |

B ‘Institute -of Food:
: ?Technologles, Food and Agnculture Organrzatlon of the United |

ng ‘my tenure as Chlef Co nsel of FDA, I was a strong pro-‘ o

gredient labelmg, and i+

ARGUMENT IN OPPOSITION

MEASUHE 27 WOULD FORCE OHEGONIANS
@l TO PAY:FOUR WAYS: . .

As an’ economlst and former professor of, agncultural economics,

scheme laden. with hlgher costs and: no benefits. Retannlng a
strong competmve posmon in'global. agrlcultural markets is essen-
tial to the economic well being of our state, our ‘'schools and other |
tax- -supported infrastructures. Oregon will.not prosper is we pass.
senseless measures that reduce our. ablhty to compete

I passed by Oregon voters, Measure 27 would 1mpose unwneldy
labeling. regulations and. bureaucratlc red tape that: would force .
Oregonlans to pay four ways: . ENE

1, Family iarmers and tood proces ors, would tace compllance

~ costs linder Measure 27 that would add more than 25% 1o their
production costs. These costs would be incurred for the array

- of recordkeeping and system changes needed to track and iso-

“ ate-food and food. additives that would.! require special labeling
" under Measure:27: In addition, ‘Qregon; food producers would
* be-forced to pay the costs ‘of other process changes — from |
handfing systems to barcodes ‘and |labl|liy “insurance = | .-

. required to meet this sweepmg regulatlon . L E

é;Grocery stores, restaurants and’ tood service. taclllties o
" would face higher costs for recordkeeping and tracking of an |-

- estimated 500,000 food products, beverages and menu. |tems ‘

- they. sell or serve

“3. Taxpayers would pay $120 m||||on over q 0 years to enforce

. ‘Measure, 27's - compllcated new . labeling requnements
- Department of Agriculture’s. estimates included 60 -additional
‘staff members and equipment needed to ‘conduct over 100,000

1nSpect|ons, ‘audits and-lab tests: each year, requmng a doubhng
~"of the Department's current General Fund Budget

3 Consumers would pay hlgher “food costs In fact a recent

" study estrmated that Measure 27's’ |abeling scheme would cost
an average family of four an addmonal $550 a year.

lear that Measure 27i isa costly labellng law that deserves o

on Reeder, PhD o
r-Professor of Agrlcultural Economrcs

atron furmshed by Clmton B Reeder, Ph D., Farmer Consulnng
tand Publlc Polrcy Analyst. ) . . .

or 500 ln accordance wlth OHS 251, 255 )

r 'ent does not constltute an endorse-
on, nor does the state warrant- the
statement made in the argument
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| 1abels on toods from’

Measure Ne 21 Arguments

~ ARGUMENT IN OPPOSITION

- ‘Measure 27 Would Serlously Threaten
Oregon Farmers ‘and Food Producers

< ancy, and .|, together w:th my brother and his . famlly,
farm-900, agres near Mt ‘Angel: Most of the vegetable and seed
"Grops‘we grow are- shtpped throughout the United: States  and.
around the world, Much: of lt is: processed through a cooperatlve

owned by farmers llke us. : :

Measure 27 would be devastatlng for farmers and the food
lndustry in Oregon The misleading Iabels Measure 27 would
reguire on-many Oregon food-products would worry consumers
about their foods when they are krniown to be safe. Gonsumers in

_ | other states and countries, glven the choice between an Oregon-
|| made

roduct with the: warnlng Iabel and.an |dent|cal product

Warnmg labels would put Oregon food products at a
: el competltlve d|sadvantage i

disadvantage and cos {
farmers .and food. processors are struggllng already Complymg
with Measure:27: would require segregated handling of biotech
foods and- |ngred|ents from-their non-biotech counterparts Either
separate. equipment:. ‘would be.‘used:- or downtime:would be
required for thorough clean|ng Tracking would need to trace foods
from the seed producer througp the final products :

- A these costs would make Measure 27 expenslve for Oregon

*-| farmers and-food Processors ~ and: ultrmately for consumers We

urge you to VOTE NQ on M AsuRE gz

Mark chkman
chkman Farms

( Th/s rnformatlon furn/shed by Mark chkman chkman Farms)

: (Thls space purchased for $500 in accardance with- ORS 251.255,)

| about 70% of the food on my's

| ARGUMENT IN OPPOSlTION

j : Boardman Oregon Grocer
Measure 27s Labellng Scheme is Rldtculous )

Our family has operated a grocery storein Boardman for-19years. -
I've seen some extreme: measures on our-state ballot and soon
we’Il alI be votlng on another one ~ Measure 27, T

Pve read- alI about Measure 27 and tts Iabelrng scheme And
| have to tell you, rts srmply ndrculous B

~Measure 27 would dump a.whole. new set ot food Iabelmg

regulatlons and red tape on grocers like. me and on’ Oregon’
family farmers and restaurants. And, i would create 'a whole
new state bureaucracy 10. ce, the most confusmg and compl|-
cated regulations. lve ever een‘ R

Measure 27 'would force me and my customers to pay more
My businesses costs wolild go' up; consumer food costs would go

up and taxpayer costs would go up

| sure don't want to’ charge my customers more-for basic. food
items, like bread and miilk; because | have to do a lot of paperwork | -
and stick. on a bunch of. scary and mlsleadmg labels that say

‘customers want to buy organicf ‘foods, they' leSt have to look at all
the products | stock that are labeled ganlc D

State law would impose fines an
or-jar of food. In fact, the-penalti
some real: cnmes ||ke illegal- drug us

‘ id bei ~higherf~than‘ fo‘r

Look into Measure 27 yourself When you do I think< you'll
agree with me =the more you know about- Measure: 27 the Iess
you'll Jike it. N e . o

- Dean Kegler

Owner Kegler Sentry Market
(Thls rnformatlon furnrshed by Dean Kegler Keglers Sentry)

*{Thisspace. purchased for. $500 in accardance with OHS 251.255,)

| | The printing of this argument does not constitute an.endorse-
1 ment by the State of Oregon; nor. does the state warrant the
_|.accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument. "

The printing of this argument does not constltute an. endorse-
ment'by the State of Oregon, nor does the state.warrant the |

" | accuracy or-truth of any statement made in. the argument.-
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Measure No 27 %Arguments

et ——

T\RGUMENT N OPPOSIl ON |

OREGON’S LEADING BUSINESS ASSOCIATION
RECOMMENDS YOU VOTE NO ON MEASURE 27

,,Measure 27.is another: example of ‘narrow specral interests trying
to use- Oregon’s -ballot. measure. process to- push thelr rad|cal‘
political agenda. : S e

The' organrc food ‘companies’ and actrvrsts behrnd Measure 27

-want to ban the use of brotechnology to improve agrrculture and |-

| food  crops, and they have proposed a scheme to put special:
‘warning labels on thousands of products that are not 100 percent

Measure 27 would requrre a huge and expenswe
X o regulatory program..

. :fMea‘ ure’ 27s labellng regulatrons would be so sweeplng that: the :
“Oregon’ Departmen‘t of Agriculture’ estimates it would have to |

nd track more than a half mlllron food products and

‘ | 'ment would more than ‘double the departments current generalf
“fund budget and cost: taxpayers more than $118 mrllron over. the
~next 10 years. - f . .

Anyplace food is sold or served Iabels would be requrred <

Measure 27s Scary warnmg labels would be required not only on
food-and beverages sold in Oregon stores, buton food-served:in-
restaurants :school cafeterias;. church bake sales, prison mess
‘halls vending ‘machines’ ‘ ood is sold or served

) Labels also would be'r arm | roducts and food grown

eand food product|on Measure 27
d hav g flect on Oregon farmers, our food
productlon and dlstrlbutlon mdustry, our ‘restaurants and food

| service: operatlons and on other busmesses in the state: that rely. |

1on these rndustrles

Assocrated Oregon Industrres Oregon S largest busrness organr-
‘zation opposes the Co$tly:Labeling Law

" Measure 27 Would Unfalrly Hurt
Oregon Farmers and Businesses.
PLEASE VOTE NQ ON 27

Assocrated Oregon lndustrles (AOI)

(This /nformar/an furnished by Richard Butrick, Associated Oregon
| Industries. ) )

orda tek with QRS 251 255 )

| ARGUMENT IN OPPOSITION

-They are promoting Measure 27, a: misleading -and unnecessary |-
,Iabelmg law that threatens the future of- Oregons agrrcultural :

| petitive multi-state, nat|onal and international markets. Our ‘ability

* | Under- Measure 27 we v
“on’ thousands of

“biotech mgredlents

‘Please join me and the 22 000 famrly farmers and ranchers of the
_Farm Bureau in vottng NOon 27, the CoStly Labelrng Law.

| Bureau.) -

' (Thls space purchased for $500 in-accordance wrth ORS 251 255, )

Measure 27 unfalrly harms
Oregon famlly farmers and ranchers

'Some extremrsts are at it again. --push|ng therr specral rnterest o

agenda at-the expense.of Oregon family farmers: and ranchers..

exports

About- 80% of Oregons agrtcultural productton is shrpped out of‘
state, with-half.sold overseas, Agriculture. is the third Iargest
sector of. Oregon ‘exports-and supports over 20,000 jobs in our:
state. In fact,: every dollar of‘agricultural exports generates an
addltronal $1:32 in economic act|V|ty - .

Measure 27’5 lab fing scheme puts Oregon food producers 1
‘competrtlve dlsadvantage S

Oregon farmers : nd ranchers sell their products in hrghly com-

to remain competlt' e would be severely damaged if Measure 27" ) k
passes; - ) : ;

“_t

uld have to put specral warnmg Iabels ,

ominous labels wo
biotech ingredient or pr

esprte the fact that they pose no
health risk -and -even:if th

f|nal“product doesn’t7Contain any f

To make matters worse, regon w0uld be the only state in” the‘
country-and the only place in the world that: requires these labels,
There's no-doubt that labels that look and sound alarming would
scare off buyers here and. abroad. And, that's just what the
promoters the Iarge orga ic food: corporatlons, of Measure 27
want. . . . :

Measure 27 S could cost us tens' of mllllons of dollars o
" inlost sales ‘and hrgher overhead

The proposed Iabelmg scheme would force farmers and ranchers' o
to pay for detailed record keeping -and complicated product
labeling. Thus, our overhead costs wouId increase as our; ‘sales

decrease U : o

David Crurckshank
Yamhrll County Farm Bureau -

(Thrs rnformatran furnrshsd by David Cruickshank, Yamh/ll Caunty Farm

" | The printing of. This argument does not constrtute an endorse-
.| ment by the State of Oregon,.nor does the state warrant the |

accuracy or truth of any statement made |n the argument

CONTINUED b
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ARGUMENT IN OPPOSITION

Oregon Food Processors Strongly Oppose
Measure 27’s Costly Labelmg Mandates

costly and complrcated regulations requrrrng mtsleadrng labeIs on
| most foods that aren’t 100% “organic.”

Complrance costs would fall heavily on Oregons strugglrng
food processors. Companies would have to implement ‘costly
recordkeeping and segregatron systems to-isolate food and food
additives when labeling -is' required, Processors would face
huge potential costs for separate processing lines, dual storage

inputs, documentation from suppliers -extending all-the way back
to farmers and seed. producers, label changes, new barcodes
and, of course, Irabllrty lnsurance

Compllance costs are Ilkely to add 15-20% to Oregon
-Products . .

Under Measure 27 Oregons food rndustry would face competr-
tive disadvantages. Food makers in other  states would be

-Qregon. Oregon companies must label food,

_that carry.scary soundrng labels on shelves nexi to identical
products from other. states that donthave those labels, . -

' Oregon’s farmers, food processors and suppliers form: the- heart
| of an‘industry with deep roots-heré: We take great pride in the
| quality of our products, Warnigg. labels that make Oregon -made
“products falsely appear to be Iess than safe or heahhy are clearly
A mlsleadmg

implement — and for consumers. It would also be expensive for
-Oregon taxpayers, wasting more than $1.18 million over the next
| 10 years to pay for a new bureaucracy attemptlng to |mp|ement
“an unneeded and unfair law.

= .| The Oregon Food Processors FOODPAC urges you to VOTE NO
1on MEA§L!B§ 27,

(This lnformatron furnrshad by Kan Yates Oregon Food Processors
FOODPAC.) . . :

(This space purchased for $5DD in accordance with ORS 251.255.)

Measure No 27 Arguments
ARGUMENT IN OPPOSITION

Oregon s food |ndustry is deeply concerned-about Measure 27's

jadvantage over conventional food producers,

warehouses, special facility -and-equipment cleaning, testing of |~ ,
‘State ofﬂcrals estlmate the Oregon Department of Agnculture '

‘| Oregon - restaurants, actuaIIy auditing 100,800 of those items,.

_monitoring and inspections will cost the state nearly $9 million per

-required to apply mrsleadtng 1abels, only for. food they sell in
itis sold. Constimers elsewhere would avoid: products from Oregon:

"| through higher prices. On top -of ‘that, we'd face huge fines and ’

;Basic food rtems like bread dairy products, meats and many, |

Measure: 27 wouId be ‘expensive - for Oregons food rndustry to.

'On- behalf of all the members. of the Oregon Restaurantﬁ :

‘Meastire 27 Would Create -
a Regulatory Nightmare
for Oregon Restaurant Owners

Measure 27 would -force Oregon restaurant owners to provide .|
special warning labels with thousands of menu items served each
that aren’t 100% “organic.” Organlc food companies are promoting
the Iabehng scheme, to try to give themselves a competltlve

 State officials estimate regulatlng :
restaurant food labels will cost .
nearly $9 million a year.

will .have to monitor more than 400,000 menu items served in |
then sampling and testing 20,000 of them, State restaurant

year with nearly $3 m|II|on in start -up costs,

Measure 27 would also cost restaurant owners mllhons more.

Restaurants would face & complicated new burden - specral
record keeprng and research 1o track and determine the origin of |
virtually every product or mgredlent used in any dish we serve.
Staff time and-costs would be passed on to-Oregon. consumers |

even jail terms if we accrdentaHy use the wrong labels:
Many basic foods would requlre costly labels.

beverages, would require Measure 27 labels reading “Genetically
Engineered,” even if they dor't contain any genettcally engineered
ingredients. The labels would be useless, They are‘just intended |
io scare consumers away from “non-organic foods” -- even though
they are just as safe as "orgamc products. :

Association, ] urge you to say NO to the Co$tly Labeling Law.
- Pleage Vote NO on Measure 27. - - - :

Bill McCormick, President :
McCormick & Schmlck's Restaurants

(This information furnished by - Bill - McCormrck Oregon Frastaurant
Association.) .

(This space purchased for $500 in accordance with. ORS 251.255)

The printing of this argument does not constltute an endorse-
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the

The printing of this argument does not constltute an endorse- |
ment by the State of Oregon, nor does the state warrant the :
dccuracy. or truth of any statement made in the argument

accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument..
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‘One Teacher S Concern g about Measure 27,

) slump has forced budget cuts |n schools across the state, mcludmg
where | teach SR RO

|Ata
_taxpayers more than $11 million over the next 10 years —to put
; ‘meanmgless tabels n fo that arent 100% “orgamc"

Schools Would Hav

,Put Labels on Food and Bev rages

, yi ! 27'is 0. poorly wntten that it
| would- requrre schools liké-mine to_label-foods and. beverages
‘served in:the school" cafeterta, in vendmg machlnes on: school

So nearly half of Measure 27’s costs: are likely to

Ia|m lts a rtght -to- know |ssue b
abels it requires would be misleading and

issue. | belteve my students have,a right to-an adequately-funded
educatton Their- nght to Iearn should be the state’s top tundtng

rmation furnished by Kialg J. Hoene) .

0.in accordance with ORS 261.255) T

1 Asa ‘teacher, I'm painfully aware of -how Oregons economic | :
,The Llfesc1ence Industry Orgamzatlon represents Oregon biotech
, compames and.we.oppose Measure 27 |t is a direct attack on the

: Measure 27 proposes fo create'a new state bureaucracy costlng‘ grow to help diversify our. state's -economy. Measure 27’s attack

N :Measure 27 s ‘another example of” lmtratlve actlvrsts forcnng‘ :
k “Oregon voters to decide on an innocent-sounding proposal with:
-|-huge, hidden: rmpacts ‘on. governmentprograms taxpayers and,

damaging. School costs make up nearly half of state budget |

nds:that. otherwnse would be avarlable to pay. for
q t

think:of Measure 27 as.a. right-to-learn .

‘Iess competltrve

| (This information furnlshed by C. Jeff LIppS, President; L/fesc:/ence Industry
Organ/zatlon (LIO) of Oregon )

ARGUMENT.I‘NO OPPOSITION

The Llfesctence lndustry Organlzatlon
Urges Oregonians to.Vote NO on 27

Oregon s Buddmg Brotechnology Industry
. Will Be Harmed If Measure 27 Passes;

science that forms.the. basns of;the. mdustry that we are trying to | -

on biotechnology could hurt all of Orégon's_emerging biotech
mdustry, chasing away research dollars ‘and- mvestment capttat

“‘“Top us screntists have determmed foi ds

‘consUmers can. be confident that products made usmg biotech- |
tnology meet the government's most stnngent safety standards It

Measure 27 will add a further
. toOregon’s citl

producers from. outs:de Oregon would have 1o ;standards, :
that go-well beyond any other.regulations; making. it-unlikely that
they would sell their products here. Similarly; Oregon farmers and
food producers exporting outside our state would be burdened |
with-additional costs makmg the|r prod‘ ts‘more expensive and

We urge you please, to vote NO‘on Measure 27
Thank you :

C. Jett Lipps, Prestdent )
L|fes0|ence Industry Orgamzatlon

(7 Thls space purchased. for $500 in accordance w:th ORS 251 255,)

ent does not consﬂtute an ‘'endorse-

ent made in. the argument

or does the state. warrant the k

| The printing of this argument does.not constltute an endorse- |
ment. by.the State of-Oregon,.nor does the. state warrant the |

. accuracy or, truth of any statement made in the argument s
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| Measure No 27 Arguments
: ARGUMENTEIN OPPOSITION ARGUMENT IN OPPOSITION |

The Oregon State Grange AsksYoulo | . TAXWATCHDOG enoup NO on 27

~Vote NO on Measure 2 S - ~ L K

, Measure 27 theproposed Iabellng Iaw is another example of thet
B ‘The Oregon State Grange is the: Iargest grassroots, ruraI based | widespread damage that a special interest agenda can wreak on
.| fraternal organizationin Oregon and has been ‘active in protectmg, our state its people and our. economlc future L
‘Oregon for. 129 years . . y - - .

i ’ S ’ i Measure 27 would cost taxpayers milllons : )
‘Grange members a|ways advocated for farmers and This' labeling scheme would cost taxpayers over $17 mflllon in-
+| families; Measure 27 would be b for our famllles our farmers 1 the first year : alone drvertmg already llmlted funds from‘needed‘

: that .
: produce sell or ‘setve food or beverages to. put warmng labelson’| -
‘an-estimated 500,000. produgts that .aren’t 100% “organic. This.|,
| would ‘increase business costs;: while.farmers and . processors |-
| who-export over 80% of their products at'a daunting competitive |
'disadvantage. Such ‘punitive, costly regulations could only-worsen | .
S Oregons -mounting job Iosses and drag our. economy further ‘

f ;The mcreased costs lmposed on: food productlon and dlstrlbutlon
would be" passed on to Qregon consumers.: A recent. study?
‘ an average k

Oregon needs 0 d|rect |ts pollttca wi and dwmdlmg tax’ dollars:ﬁ -
SR K ‘combating our state budget- deficit, “‘mounting unemployment :
. ‘and further erosnon of drscretlonary |ncome of Oregon famllfes

) Measure 27s costly and extreme regulatnons would only

, ,des ves 1o be :efeated

= | Join'me — ~-and the 10, 000 member of. Crtlzens tor a. Sound

: ~Eco omy — ln votlng m on: 27

.| Me if: ecause even farm produce stands‘ R -~

- | church. bake sales, food carts and schools would be required to | ==
‘add labels to the foods and beverages they serve

ussell Walker
Executive Director” )
- ;Oregon szens fora Sound Economy

Measure 27 Would Hurt Oregon s
g n ( This mformatron furnlshed by R Russell Walker Oregon Cltlzens for a :

Ftead Measure 27 and you will agree with the 19, 000 plus Sound Economy)
| members of the Oregon State Grange and vote “NO" on -
‘Measure 27 : : SR

| (This information furnlshed by John Flne, Oregon State Grange )

(T hls space purchasad Ior $500 ln accordanba wlth ORS 25 1. 255) o { Thls space purchased Ior $500in accordance wlth ORS 251 255)

The printing of this argument does rot constitute an endorse- ) The printing of this argument does not constnute an endorse-
| ment by the ‘State of Oregon, nor-does the state warrant the |:ment by the State ‘of Oregon nor-does the state warrant'the |-
accuracy or truth of any statement made in‘the’ argument ) accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argumen :
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" | Oregon’s initiative. process to impose its own -extreme ‘agenda

|tog

Measure Noi’

[ ;Argéu'ments

| ARGUMEI\IT IN OPPOSITION

OREGONIANS FOR FOOD AND SHELTER
STRONGLY OPPOSE MEASURE 27

‘Once agam ‘an antl technology, specar |nterest group rs us1ng

| on:us all, This-time, they've targeted Oregon’'s food supply, wnhﬁ
i hopes of. gettrng the other49 states to foIIow o :

‘ Llromcally, the same people ‘who oppose the: use oT agrrcultural
) jchemrcats are attacking the technology that will allow our farmers-
: row higher ‘quality, more abundant food on’ Iess Iand con-

fﬁ{{servmg topsonl and reducmg pestlmde use. N S

re 27 ts a complrcated costly Iabellng scheme that wouId ]

":ou get fro
ouldn't: provf'd any useful or r_ellable

) onty “safe ods a e"‘organlc” foods.

Thisis not a “Rrght to Know lssue ‘benefits a'select 'few‘or"ganlc
- ~’compan|es at the expense of us all,. old saying goes, “The
| devil is in the details.” Read for yourself ‘what the statute ‘will-do,
.| not what the proponents tell you it will, The more you know about
o Measure 27, the less you Il ||ke it . .

: ‘Vote N_Q on 27

| Terry witt ,
|, Executive Drrector S L
I"Oregonians for Food and Shelter )

| Paulette’ Pyle ,

1 k ‘(Thls space purchased far $500 :n accardance w:th ORS 25 1 255 )|

o ARGUMENT IN OPPOSITION

| that these’ labels would apply to over 500 000 food and bever'
a ,‘products T

,Larry George ‘ j'
) Oregon Famlly Farm Assocratlon .

OREGON FAMILY FARMERS URGE __Q ON 27

) Famrly farm|ng isa proud tradltron here in Oregon Famrly farmers
work long and hard — facing all kinds of challenges —to supply

healthy-and safe food for our fam|I|es and our communmes

|- But now, ‘we are facing a threat to our future that will do nothrng
| but make our jobs tougher and consumer food prices h|gher That;

threat is. Measure 27 the Co$tly Labelrng Law

Measure 27 makes no sense. This proposed Jaw- would requwe ~

| warning labels on food that is researched, tested and regulated to
eensure safety. These scary. labels would have to be stuck all over
‘any food that ‘éontains ‘a biotech_ ingredient or was processed

using biotechnology. The Department of Agrrculture has estimated

Measure 27 would bury us in red tape Famrly, farmer o
have to keepelaborate records to determme which foods* reqwre
which labels. Then, whether we sell our food at farm stands or to-

grocery stores, we would have to label each product. Because the |. -
| labeling requirements under Measure 27 are so badly, wntten '
| virtually.all’ our products could be subject to these regulatrons

| Measure: 27 threatens us with harsh ‘pe altues If we make a )
|- mistake and use the wrong label or the wrong tabelmg Ianguage N

we face frnes of up to $5 000 and up to s|x months in Jal|

: Please don't: allow afew organrc food companles to expand the|r: '

busmess on the backs of Oregon 3 famlly farmers Vote N_Q on 27 )

{Thls lnformat/on furn/shed by Larry George, Presrdent Oregon Famlly*
Farm Assoc/at/on ) B R o

fy { Thls space purchased far $500 In accardance w:th ORS 25 1 255 )

‘| The printing of this’ argument does not constitute an endorse-‘ '

1 ment by the State of Oregon, ‘nor does the state warrant the )

The printingof this argument does not constttute an endorse- |
‘ment by:the State of. Oregon, nor does the:state warrant the E
accuracy or. truth of any statement made m the argument

: accuracy or truth of any statement made in the argument
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00unty Electlons Oﬁlces

Baker . .
Tamara J. Green
‘Baker County Clerk
1995 3rd St. Suite. 150"

Baker City, OR 97814-3398 ;
541-523-8207 TTY 541-523-8208

| Benton

-James Morales
Elections' Division
120 NW 4th.St.
-Corvallis, OR 97330

:541-766-6756 . TTY 541-766-6080 Fax 541 -766- 6757 ,

}Clackamas

"Ardis Stevenson - '
Clackamas County Clerk
-Elections Division

825 Portland Ave.

. Gladstone OR97027-2195

| 503-655-8510 TTY 503-655-1685 Fax 503-655-8461

“Clatsop - -

| Elections ‘Division

PO Box 178, 749 Commercial -
|. Astoria, OR 971 03-0178

1503-325-8511 TTY 503-325-9307 Fax 503-325-9307

-e-mail: nwilliams@co:clatsop.or.us
http’://www. co. clyatsgp.or.US

| Columbia ' S
.Elizabeth (Betty) Huser

I Golumbia County Clerk
Courthouse, 230 Strand St.
St. Helens, OR 97051-2089: -

503-397-7214 TTY 503-397-7246 Fax 503-397-7266

|'e-mail: huserb@co.columbia.or.us
http://www.co.columbia.or.us

Coos

Terri L, Turi, CMC

Coos County Clerk

| Courthouse, 250 N. Baxter St

-Coquille, OR 97423-1899

541-396-3121, Ext. 301 TTY 1-800-735- 2900
Fax 541-396- 6551

e-mail; coosclerk@co.coos.or.us

| httpi//www.co.coos.or.us

Crook

: Deanna (Dee) Berman

Crook County Clerk

300 NE Third, Room 23 )

| Prineville, OR 97754-1919

- 541-447-6553 TTY 541-416-4963

{ Curry
Reneé Kolen
‘Curry County Clerk
PO Box 746
Gold Beach, OR 97444 ,
| 541-247-3297 Fax 541-247-6440

Deschutes

Mary Sue (Susie) Penhollow

Deschutes County Clerk

| Deschutes Services Bldg.

11340 NW Wall St.

Bend, OR 97701 *
541-388-6546 TTY 541-385- 3203 Fax 541 389 6830
e-malil: susiep@deschutes.org

Douglas S
Doyle Shaver, Jr. ©
Douglas County Clerk
PO Box 10

Roseburg, OR 97470 0004 :
541-440-4252 Fax 541-440-4408
e-mail: electlons@co douglas.or.us

Gilliam
Rena Kennedy

Gilliam County CIerk' : S :

PO Box 427 i
Condon, OR 97823- 0427

. 541-384-2311

Grant
Kathy -McKinnon:

- Grant County Clerk

201 5. Humbolt St. #290

“ Canyon City, OR 97820 .

541-575-1675 TTY 541-575-1675 Fax 541 575 2248

" -e-mail; grantco@oregontrall net

e

- hitp://mww.co.klamath.or.us

Harney

- Maria lturriaga”

Harney County Clerk

-~/ “Courthouse, 450.N. Buena Vista
- -Burns; OR 97720
. b4q -573- 6641. Fax 541-573- 8370
- e-mail: clerk@co.harney.or. us

http://www.co.harney.or.us’

Hood River
Sandra Berry,

*.. Director, Records/Assessment
'Courthouse 309 State St:

Hood River, OR 97031-2093 . ..

541-386- 1442

Jackson

. Kathy Beckett

Jackson County Clerk
1101 W Main St Suite 201
Medford, OR 97501-2369

541-774-6148 TTY. 541-774- 6719 Fax 541 774 6140

e-mail: becketks@jacksoncounty.org
http://www.co.jackson.or.us

Jefferson

Kathy Marston ,
Jefferson County Clerk .
Courthouse Annex A, 66 SE “D” St. Sulte c

Madras, OR 97741

541-475- 4451 TTY 541-475- 4451 Fax 541-325-5018

e-mail: kathy.marston@co.jefferson.or.us

Josephine

Georgette Brown
Josephine-County Clerk

PO Box 69

Grants Pass, OR 97528- 0203 .
541-474-5243 TTY 1-800-735-2900 Fax 541-474-5246

e-mail: clerk@co .josephine. or.us

Klamath

Linda Smith

Klamath County CIerk
305 Main St..
Klamath Falls, OR 97601

© 541-883-5134 or 1-800-377-6094 Fax 541 885- 6757 ]

e-mail; Ismith@co:klamath,or.us

http://www.deschutes.org
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. Annette Newmgham : T

. |'Chief Deputy ounty: Clerk SRR

185 E. 6th A SRR

| Eugene, OF
; L541~682 42

-~ ftinn: County Clerk

-['soo'swath - o

' |‘Albany, OR 97321 T '
‘5541 967—3831 TTY 541 967 3833

: :‘Malheur S R
~| Deborah R. DeLong R
|Malheur:County Clerk -~ - -
" [251.“B" St. West, Sune 4
| Vale, OR 97918

-g-mail: ddelong@malheurco org
:;http //www malheurco org :

:;Marlon ) : ;

‘Alan H, Davidson .

*. | Marion County Clerk

Elections Division = -

" 14263 Commercial St. SE, #300
| Salem, OR'97302-3987 -

-\ e-mail; elections@co.marion.or.us =
http J/lwww.co. marlon or. us/clerksofﬂce/ _: S

- Morrow .
‘| Barbara: Bloodsworth
- | Morrow County Clerk
. |'PO.Box 338
| Heppner, OR 97836 0338 L s
541 676 5604 TTY 541 676 9061f S

Multnomah
| John Kauffman
- | Director of Electlons

11040 SE Morrison'St " ;
* |.Portland, OR: 97214—2495 '

| 503-988-3720  Fax 503- 988-3719 o
‘e-mail: john.kauffman@co.multnomah.or.us .
~ 'http //www,co multnomah or. us/elect/ ‘

i 00unty Electlons Ofnces

: ‘,Sherman

541-473-5151 TTY 541 473 5157 Fax 541 -473 5523 .

‘Enterprise, OR 97828 1335 . ‘ ;
'541-426-4543; Ext. 15 Fax: 541 -426 5901 '
‘e-mail: weclerk@co. wallowa.or.us =

JWasco
~ B “ L Karen LeBreton
503-588-5041 or. 1-800- 655 5388. TTY 503 588 5610; . Courthouse, 511 Washmgton St -
. The Dalles, OR 97058 . N
. 541-296- 6159 TTY 541; 296 6159 Fax 541 298 3607 A

g,fe mall karenl@co wasco or us o

" . Elecfions Division IR
<3700 SW Murray Blvd.;Sulte 101 . ) ,
. Beaverton, OR 97005 R

: 563 846 5800 TTY 503 846 4598 P

S ‘Wheeler R L
- Barbara S. Sftton S
- Wheeler County’ Clerk -
PO Box 327 ; ;
+ Fossil, OR 97830-0327 R
o 541- 763 2400 TTY 541- 763 2401 Fax 541 763 2026 IR
- e-mail; bsntton@ncesd k12.0r. us R

: ;Yamhlll e

- 'Charles Stern .~ . s
-* Yamhill County Clerk =~ ~
~  Courthouse, 535 NE 5th St,, Room 1 19
" McMinnville, OR 97128-4593 SR
-~ 503-434-7518 TTY 1-800-735- 2900 ax 503 434 7520
- g-mail: elections@co. yamhlll or.us o
T ,http //wwwco yamhnll or.us/clei

Linda Cornie- .

... - Sherman County Clerk
. PO Box 365
" Moro, OR 97039-0365
. 541-565-3606 Fax541-565-3312

e- mall scclerk@sherman k12.orus -

Tlllamook

" Tassi O'Neil: -
Tillamook County ¢ Clerk
201 Laurel Ave, - .
* Tillamook, OR 97141

503-842-3402 Fax 503-842-1599

- e-mail: toneil@co.tillamook.or.us. -
_http://www.co.tillamook.or.us -

~ Umatilla
- PattiChapman =~
-+ Director of Elections

~. PO Box 1227

. Pendleton, OR 97801 - C

- 541-278- 6254 Fax 541 278 5467 :
. e-mail: elections@co.umatilla.or.us-
'fhttp Jwww, co umatilla. orus ’

k;Unlon S

" R.Nellie. Bogue Hlbbert

*. Union County Clerk - ,
1001 4th St. Suite D C
.. LaGrande; OR 97850 !

. '541-963- 1006 Fax 541-963- 1013

 ermallint

.http‘ wwwunlon countyorg Sy

hlbbert@unlon county.org: - ‘

',,Wallowa R A
~ - Charlotte Mclver

Wallowa County Clerk - T
101 S River-St,, Room. 100 ’”‘, S

co.wallowa or. us. -

Wasco County: Clérk" k

copolkorus o




SECRETARY OF STATE
Bilt Bradbury

... State Capitol

Salem, Oregon 97310 0722

RESIDENTIAL CUSTOMER

Volume 1 of 2

MEASURES

| G‘eneraI'EIection o
-November 5, 2002

h’

Please F?ECYCLE thls pamphlet



	Voter Instructions
	Information
	Voter Registration Information
	Measure No. 14
	Measure NO. 15
	Measure No. 16
	Measure No. 17
	Measure No. 18
	Measure ·No. 21
	Measure No. 22
	Measure No. 23
	Measure No. 24
	Measure No. 25
	Measure No. 26
	Measure No. 27
	County Elections Offices

