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Memorandum Date: April 22, 2011 
Order Date: April 27, 2011 

TO: Board of County Commissioners 
DEPARTMENT: Administration, Intergovernmental Relations 
PRESENTED BY: Alex Cuyler, Intergovernmehtal Relations Manager 
AGENDA ITEM TITLE: Legislative Committee Recommendaiions 

I. MOTION 
Move to approve recommendations of the Lane County Legislative Committee regarding 
certain bills before the 76th Oregon Legislative Assembly. 

II. AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY 
During the 2011 Oregon Legislative Session , the Legislative Committee will be meeting 
regularly to discuss various bills that will or could impact Lane County in order to provide 
recommendations to the Board regarding possible action to support, oppose, monitor, or 
ignore said bills. Discussion will include bills discussed during the April 22, 2011 meeting of 
the Legislative Committee. 

III. BACKGROUND/IMPLICATIONS OF ACTION 
A. 	Board Action and Other History 

• 	 The Board of County Commissioners regularly takes positions on specific legislation. 
• 	 On January 19, 2011, the Board of County Commissioners adopted nine legislative 

priorities for the 2011 Legislative Session and directed the Intergovernmental 
Relations Manager to pursue drafting bills and seeking sponsorship for those bills. 

B.Policylssues 

Participation in the state political process. 


C. Board Goals 

Seeking efficiencies and funding for county operations and programs. 


D. Financial and/or Resource Considerations 

The lobbying effort during the 2011 Legislative Session will take up the majority of the 

Intergovernmental Manager's time from February through June. There is an assistant 

available for the Manager during the 2011 Session. Lane County Directors or key staff may 

travel to Salem during the session if testilTlOflY is n~cessary. 


E. Analysis 

See Attachment A. 




F. Alternatives/Options 

1.) Adopt the entirety of the legislative committee report in a single motion. 

2.) Adopt a position on each bill individually. 


IV. RECOMMENDATION 

Staff has no recommendation with regard to how the Board chooses to adopt legislative 

positions. 


V. TIMINGIiMPLEMENTATION 

With the Legislature re-convening on February 1,2010 for the next five months, it is important 

for the Board to provide direction today. The Legislative Committee will be meeting every 

other week to discuss various bills and provide recommendations to the Board. 


VI. FO~.LOW'UP 

Staff will continue to monitor the activities of the 2011 Legislature in order to arrange for and 

provide analysis of bills for discussion in the Legislative Committee. 


VII. ATTACHMENTS 

Attachment A-Spreadsheet outlining the Legislative Committee report and 

recommendations from their April 22, 2011 meeting. 

Attachment B-Addendum to Attachment A. 

Attachment C-Minutes of April 22, 2011 Legislative Committee. 

Attachment D-County Parole Proposal 
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Spreadsheet fo r Leg is lative Review 
76th OreQon LeQislative Assemblv 

16·Feb·11 

BmSummarv Sta rr Ana lYSis 
Modifies circumstances under which This bill appears to have substantially changed. The language now under 4(d) would amend "has been convicted 
aLeC may refuse to approve liquor at any"lime of a felony" to "if the conviction is substantially related to the fitness and ability of the applicanl!0 
license for applicant. lawfully carry out activities under the license." The Sheriffs Office recommends to grant or deny an application-

period. We do not furnish Olec with the particulars of the applicant's background check. In the past. we have 
based our recommendation 'on alcoholic liquor law violations and felonies. Our office should not be pul in a 
position to judge the substantial ~rltness and ability of the applicant to lalN'fully carry out activities under the license." 
This is a broad and vague term thars tar too discretionary. This change also means that a convicted felon could 
now obtain an OLCC license jf the conviction wasn't related to their fitness and ability to carry out the duties of the 
license. U's not the Sheriffs O ffices's responsibility to judge that. In my opinion, this is a bad change. 

Expands public records disclosure Infonnation about businesses that get public dollars should be available to the public. Private information - SS, 
exemption to records, home addresses, etc - should be kept private. This bin seems to add all kinds of categories of exemptions. Not 
communications and information sure what Ihe problem is they are trying to solve. But Lane County probably does not need to spend much time on 
received by counties and cities in this. 
connection with applications for 
economic development moneys, 
SUPiX>rt or assistance. 
Defines ft informalion services" 10 From a wor)(load perspective, there are nol that many accounts in Lane County that we would have 10 value If Ihis 
mean offering capability to generate, passes, but it would make things mace complicated regarding Ihe d ivision of labor between coun ties and DO R as 
acquire, store, transform, process, to what portion is being valued by whom. Many of these "informalion services",companies would be split between 
retrieve, utilize or make available central assessment and local assessmenl Assessors haven't taken a formal position yet because after the firs t 
information through communications, public heari ng it sounded like it would get sent off to a workgroup for amendments and we have not been 
including electronic publishing. contacted by the DOR or the Industry folks . It's definitely an offshoot from the Comeasl appeal and the proponents 
Exempts person from assessment of are trying to shortcircuit any Tax Court ruling by get~ng the legislature to "fiX" somet~ing before the court has ruled 
centrally assessed property to extent on a pending appeal. (I feel it's premature, perhaps it'S an indicator that they think they will lose?) It was clear from 
thai person provides information 
se;rvices to consumers by means of 

the first public hearing there are a lot of problems with the bill and some in~ustry folk~ are opposed. 

agreements for telephone 
communication, data transmission or 
broadband access services. 



Requires clarification Of the Transportation Planning Rule (TPR; and tile Oregon j1;ilii~;a;;PIiID![Of:jpj;:and--1 

3280, 1t clar1fies that a full-service restaurant associated 
with a winery is aHowed only under certain circumstances, Adds standard for ga!lons of wme produced, acreage, 
on-site parking, setbacks, direct access, Limits substantial ownership 'Interest to one winery that operates a full 

seNices not descn'bcd in the section to be authorized as a special use permit for commercial activity in conjunction 

entirely replace 
previocs ianguage. "assoc~afed guidance documents" in particular regarding traffic impact require

changes prior to January 2012 and report to legislature 

On digital copy, amendment available by etieking on eeH to the right 

Changes type of restaLJrant al\owed This bill has tx:.--en stnended and IS now very 
at winery located in exclusive farm 
use zone. Continues current law 
allowing winery located in exclusive service restaurant. Allows retlil sales and private events incidental to the·sale 
farm use zone to provide seNices 
related to sale and promotion of wine, with farm use. 
including private events hosted by 

winery _____ --------------:l0n digit.al copy, amendment. availaJ;)!~. ~'i_9J!9_~Lr'!fL()n cell to the right 
Moves Ihe requ)rement to pay The bill. gives us a Httle more wiggle room to get the money out of our office, s
CAFFA money to the state from 10 though. we are never late with it 
davs to 10 workino days. 

ments_ Requires TPR and OHP 

of wine. Allows other items or 

o we support it Not a big deal 



7) 

>:;~.: 

8) 

$8 964·A C&F Monitor Sens 
Bates, 

Requires Department of Human 
Services and county partners to 

This is very exciting work DHS is taking on and the CCF has been supportive of the new direction As we watch 
this bill progress there may come a time we should change from monitor to support. 

Kruse, 
Monnes 

implement Strengthening, Preserving 
and Reunifying Families programs to 

Anderson, 
Morse, 

provide family preservation and 
reunification child welfare services. 

Shields, Allows department to enter into 
Winters; contracts with anQ make payments to 
Reps 
Buckley, 
Esquivel, 

eligible programs. Directs department 
to se~k federal approval to access 
federal savings accrued as result of 

Richardso reduction in c:;osts of foster and 
n, sut:>stitut~ care to reinvest in 
Freeman, pn:lgrams Linder·Act. Includes 
Greenlick, 
Thatcher, 

program!?' services in definition of 
"purchase of care:" Creates 

Thompson Strengthening: ·Preserving and 
Reunifying ·Families Program Fund. 
Continupusly appropriates moneys· in 
funq to department fQr specified 
pl.:'rposes. Requires departmE!nt and 
juvenile court to include in . 
reason<!lble or active efforts 
considerations and determinations 
whether pres~rvation and 

, reunifiCation services provided··by 
progral:ns are: most likely to prevent" 
or eliminate removal of child from 
child's home or most likely to make it 
possible "for;~hlld to safely retur~ 
home. Requlres·department to adopt 

HB 2001 CAO Support Reps 
Hanna, 
Sprenger 

Clarifies language in statutes that 
deal with lands managed by State 
Board of Forestry, stating that 

Policy issues come into play here, but the amendment to the statute accurately reflects the legislative history of the 
original statute. There have been questions about the proper interpretation of ORS chapter 530 in recent years 

"secure the greatest perr1}anent ~ 

value" means to ensure the lands are 
forests managed primarily for timber 
production in order to produce 
revenue for c.ounties, schools and 
local taxing districts. 



----

- - -----------..£Q§1 Monitor --------TGov for primanly senior services, which is not provided by Lane County.HHS Expands definition of "person with a9) CfiB 
DHS disabi!!ty" for person who are served available to determine what kind of impact this might have on services provided by H&HS io people with 


by DHS to match the definition in the ilbilfties. 

ADA Cunent definihon specifies 

poop!e eligible for SS! or genera! 

assistance. 


HE fY'N Oppose House Requires persons operating electric After~iu-rth-er-ie\l;i&.v I think we should be leaning more towards OppoS6\ The technology and methods 01 collection10) 
Interim motor vehicles and plug-in hybrid for a miles traveled tax for electric vehicles needs to be determined before Ina iegsllatlon IS approved. The tax on 
Comme n lelectriC motor vehicles to vehicle plug-in hybrid electric vehicles (PHEV) IS unworkable from a data collection standpoint as far as ! know there is no 
Transporia 

F 
road usage charge. person method for DOT to determine what miles are traveled on electric power and wh'al miles are trav;qled 00 gasoline 

tion for vehicle road usage Charge to (that tax has already been collected) as PHEV's use both, My original analysIs that we need to the entire tax 
Road U~ refund of motor vehicle (tie! still stands as gas tax revenue wi!1 continue to drop due to conservation efforts and new A 
Fee Tas tax. Directs Department of to thIS is better than a patch-work of new taxes and fees that address of the fleet J doubt 
Force Transportation to Idovelop there be enough !::t/s and PHE'/s In the fleet by 2014 to even make this tax when faced WIth the 

technofogy] establish methods: tor administrative burden. 
reporting vehicle miles traveled, 
Provides penalty for violation of !aws 
related to payment and of 
vehicle road usage charge. Pu"isi'es 
by maXimum fine of $720. Directs 
dopartment to suspend driving 
privileges of person who falls to 
pay vehicle road usage charge or 
related penaltles. Creates offense of, 
tampering with vehicle metering 
system. Punjshes by max fine of 
$720, Pen-nits person 10 seek refund 
for miles driven on private property, 
Modifies definition of "transportation 
project" to allow department to enter 
into agreements under Oregon 
Innovative Partnerships Program for 
collection of Vehicle-road usage 
charge. 

'., 



":"'

Monitor House11) IHB 123,,2, ISO Requires 10 those cDrrections officers employed by the Department of Corrections. It does not 
Interim [Comctionsj Public Safety 

Comm on 


6 
Standards and Training to adopt 


Business 
 rules establishing minimum 
ami L.abor requirements for maintenance of 

certification as corrections officers 
emPIOyed by the DOC 

CAO IMonitor (and House This bi(l·was· genera·tec(by·the":ln·terfm· on way and Means with some comments from the Judiciary Committee Administrator 
Interim Justice System Revenue Committee, regarding addrtlonal work that IS !"',oped for. The bill replaces the former practIce of funding law Ilbranes and family hote that thisIsI I I I I l 
Comm·on co-chaired by Representfritive Nancy mediation programs through local "add ons" to having those programs funded through a legislatively directed bill repeals 
JudlclalY Nathanson and Senator Joanne funding stream. It will direct the State Court Administrator 10 provide a certain level of funding to each county, and 

statute that HB 
ORS 9.840,. 

for JOInt Verger. The committee addressed the Board of Commissioners will then distribute thai funding to Ia;.v libraries, family mediation programs, and fot 

2367,Lane Interim criminal and civfl judgements and HS courthouse improvements (with the tatter being a new use of these funds), It appears the additional WOrk to b€ 

County's taw Comm on 2710 is the civil bill. These actions done at Ways and Means may put further sideboards on how the County Commissione(s may distribute these 
State were necessary to replace the dollars.library bill, 
JUstice Iternp,orarywork that had been doneamends. This 
System in the session on HB 2287could mean 
Revenues which increased court fees and fines that HB 2367 

in order to address the budget wilt be subject 
shortfalls of the Oregon JUdicial to Conflict 
Oepartment

Amendments}. 

13) IHB ,27n-ICAO loppose, UIlI"'IHouse This bill was generated lhe interim HB 2712 was met with very little entliusiasm when it was first roUed out in HOuse JudiCiary. However, due to the 
a amended Iflteflm Justice System Revenue sunsettlng of t'ie work that was established in HB 2287, it became a must-pass bill. A work group in House 

Comm on Co-Chaired by RepresentatIve Nancy amended H8 2712 such that tM fine schedule was amended, but kept in place the distnbution of tunds 
Judiciary Nathanson and Senator Joanne that has existed. The major policy piece that is contained in the measure is that Judges will have tess 
for Joint Verger. The committee addressed discretion in reducing fines for VIOlations. The important policy piece that is still outstanding is that there is 
Interim criminal and civil jUdgements and He in the bill lnat IS unfair to ju'stice courts; where it provides that court costs recovered are returned to the 
Common 2112 is the cnm!nal bl!1. These stats 43), when In fact those court costs may have been incurred by a justice cOurt. 
State 3(;tions were necessary to replace 

Justice 
 the temporary work that had been On digital copy, amendments can be seen by clicking on the two cells to the right. Both were approved, 
System done in the 2009 session on HB 

Revenues 
 2287, which increased court tees and 

fines in order to address the budget 
short:fa!!s of the Oregon Judicia! 
Department 



~, 

14) IHB 12854 IPW IOppose Requires Oregon Department of Unfortunately, the changes made in this bill require that I change my recomm,endation from "strongly support" to 

6 Administrative Services, in ~oppose." The main issue is that the bill, as amended, directs Oregon DAS to enter into agreements with other 
cooperation with other state agencies jurisdictions to take over their fleet operations. We are strongly opposed to this and, in fact, doubt the state fleet 
and public agencies, to establish can even accomplish this. We prefer earlier language that encourages cooperation amongst jurisdictions and 
policies, methods and means by creation of interagency fleet cooperation agreements that are responsive to the local needs. 
which department, other state 
agencies and public agencies can 
acquire, share, maintain, use, repair 

. ,and dispose of motor pool resources 
cost-effectively and efficiently. 

. 15) IHB 12865 ICC Oppose Reps Extends immunity to owner of land co: The recreational immunity protections of ORS ch. 105, basically provide liability protection to land owners 
6 and Garrett, [for aI/owing public en{ry upon land (public and private) that allow use '9f tnei'r land for "recreational purposes", gar~ening ~nd woodcutting. The earlier 

PW Greenlick, for using public trails 1or city of version of this bill sought to extend liability protecfion relating to Lise of ~public trails~ that are open to 'the public. 
Seo population of 500,000 or more or Whether using "trails" is nec~ssari1y cove'red by the iirfm\J[lities appiic:;able to "land" is. open to Interpretation, I . 
Burdick city's officers, employees or gu"ess, but for our purposes the bilfwas' positive as it r:nage clear that using tra!ls open to 'the Pl!bliC INSS cov~red by 

agents for personal Injury or recreatiqnallinmunity. The earlier bill also replaced th e vagW~ and cumbersom~ t~rm ,· recreationai purpdses" with 

property damage resulting from "recreating". " ., . . .,. 

specified uses of certain publlcly 
accessible trails or structures. 
[C/arffies language and conforms 

The A-engrosseo versio~ eliminates all of t/1e changes to the law pro'poseo. ~y the earije~ version, and replaces ' 
til'em with immunities applicable only' to Porti~md (dr owners of lan'd abutting a right 'qf way in Portlan'd) relating to 

language to form and style the publil;:'s u'se of an ·unimproved right 6f way". So, conceptually it 'is similar in that it extends'recreatlonal 

requirements. 1 immunity to u.s~ 9f trails, but obviously is m~ch more limited in its scope - it covers only platted or dedicated, but 
unimproved ROWs and applies only in PQrtland. Othe'r public entities with' 4nirilproveq R'OWs are not-covered, nor 
are privat~ ownerS" whose land. abuts the' unimprov~ ROW, W.,hy .th'~' drafters of the,House ame~dments think 
Portland is in need of this liability protection, but other' public entifies in the same ~r s'irriilar' sitLJat!dn are not 
escapes me .. 'Unless there is another bill out there' that would provide the same protections elsewhere in the state, 

16) IHB 13140 IHR Monitor Rep Provides guidelines for imposing Specifically exempts employees covered by collective bargaining agreements, Procedures for discipline are 

6 Barker (at discipline on non-probationary. included in our agreements. We should monitor this bill to evaluate further amendments. 
request of non supervisory public safety officers. 
Oregon Amendment Analysis: includes clarification that discipline is outlmed in CSA's. Refers to just cause as the standard 
Council of for public safety disciplinary action. Our CBA's offer the same protections as the ORS, so the amended bill does 
Police not appear to be of concem at this point. 
Associatio 
os) 

) 



17 , IHB I~ C&F MOnn.Or rR"ep· Kolek Changes (J:embershtp of State This bin is in conflict wilh a couple of other bills regarding CCF. so I would monitor it as well as the others to see 
Commission on Children and where they go and when we wilJ have t'ie best opportunity to have influence " Families. Charges state commission 

with promoting best praGHces at state 

and local level to prevent ch"lld abuse 

and neglect and juvenile clime 

Dir'ects stale commission to develop 

and administer [competitille'gnmls ' 

/0] funding through performaflce~ 


based contracts with local 

commissions. Directs stale 

com!lli~sio(1 to develop pcrfom,ance 

measures and outcomes. Requires 

Governor to appoint Director of State 


~~'" on Children and 
Famiiies, subject to Senate 
confirmatiof'l. limits state 
commission personnel budget to 10 
percent of total budget Requires 

~2" repolt to Gover.10r and legislative 
Assembly on Of before October 1 of
!each odd~numbered yeaL 

18 i HB PW Support Reps Modifies authority for establishment - ihis-bi!j-woulcfmake-a-restauran-t-a-n -outright allowable use not 
of· and fot winery salcs and 

I~§Q: 
identified by slatute). It is being termed a "!hird tier" wineries bi!!. Addresses the problem being faced byI~~;~~rt sONices in exclusive farm uS0 .ton6. Estate. Some people might think that it doesn't go far enough in 

Sen instead is specific to wineries. However, this could be a good thing to the interested parties. 
P(OZanSki 

Amendment: Besides what is included above, In my original analysis, the version IOclud6S additional 
criteria, such as requiring on~site parking, 100 foot setbacks, and acreage It also limits substantial 
ownership interest to ontY one winery that Qualifies for a fuE-service restaurant Future amendments may vremt to 
clarify if the ownership limItation applies to the entire State of Oregon or 1s it per County 

On digital copy, amendment available by clicKing on cell to the right.
I 



19) 

20) 

:::~~ . 

Support new Rep The clarification in the rules now means that if one of our volunteers goes on his own vol ilion (not sent by usj to a 

8, 
HB 3490 HR Clarifies responsibility of counties 10 

different county and volunteers to do SAR and the so/designee accepts his service then he is covered on their 

oth"ers dQ not 
Whisnant provide workers' compensationchanges/the 

workers' comp plan. I support this change. 


directly impact 


coverage to qualified search and 
rescue volunteers. 


the county 
 If we send them they are on our we policy. 
-

It still requires counties to provide we coverage if they accept the services of a volunteer even if they do not have 
their own SAR. I think this will present issues for the counties thai do not have a SAR unit because they do now 
have a clear way to insure the volunteer.. 

This basically opens up counties with no search and rescue units to provide workers' compensation if the sheriff 
accepts the services of a volunteer either individually or as a member of a rescue operation to provide workers' 
compensation. Lane County already has a recognized unit and provides wokers' compensation so there would be 
no additional cost to us but will have for other counties. 

MSD Monitor Comm on Provides that 10 percent of amount MSD: I am not sure of th e negative conse.quence because someone is not going to get the money that goes into 
and 

HB ~ 
Judiciary awarded as punitive damages under this Courthouse Capital Fund. The positive piece is that they are starting to put together funds for Courthouse 

CAO verdict in civil action is payable to upgrades, etc. 
Attorney General for deposit in 
Courthouse Capital Improvement CAO: This bill is being sen t to Ways and Means. The Chief Justice testified about the need for $843 million for 
Trust Fund. Establishes Courthouse courthouse work in Oregon and especially in Multnomah County. He reminded the Committee that this measure 
Capital Improvement Trust Fund. and HB 2710 are just a beginning in creating this fund . The discussion on the bill suggested questions about 
Appropriates moneys in the account whether the fund should come from the plaintiff or the defendant, with the Chief Justice recommending that the 
to Oregon Department of existing language in the bi ll (p laintiff) remain . 
Administrative Services, and limit 
uses of those moneys to payment of 
costs of capital improvements to 
county courthouses. 



3570- C&F Oppose 	 Reps 
8, 	 Clem, 

Cameron, 
Gilliam, 
Komp, 
Sprenger, 

21) HB [Renames State Commission on 
Children and Families to Slate 
Children and Families Commission. 1 
Changes number of members 
appointed to State Commission on 
Children and FamfHes by Govemor. 

nlOmpson 	[Directs slate commission and local 
commissions on children an.d 
families to facilitate coilaboration 
between agencie.s and partners to 
Improve outcomes and removo 
barriers J Requires state 
commission to distrihute 9S 
percent of all funds appropriated 
to and received by stat,13 
commission to local commislons 
on children and families. Redefines 
main purposes of local commissions. 

HB 3610 HHS Support 	 Reps This bill would ban tohacco retailers 
Berger. from operating a powered mach ine 
Baiiey, that rolls cigarettes. This bl!i also 
8arnhart, bans tobacco retailers from allowing 
Bentz, customers to operate a powered 
Brewer, machine that rolls cigarettes in their 
Clem, stores. Violation of law would be a 
Geiser, Class A misdemeanor. 
Johnson, 
Matthews, 
Olson, 
Read, 
Schaufler, 
G Smith, 
Tomei, 
Wand 

22) 

.A.n attempt to limit or eliminate the State Commission on Children and Families will only weaken the system and in 
the end wHi cause the loss of the work of the local Commission on Children and Families. The State Commission 
already allocates funds appropriately and in some cases more than 95%. This would add more restrictions and 
would have little gain. 

Smoking roll-your-own cigarettes is just as addictive and deadly as smoking regular cigarettes, but much cheaper. 
States typically fail to tax roll-your-own and other smoking tobacco at rates anywhere close to the state tax rates 
on Cigarettes. Because rOIl-your--own is so cheap and undeHaxed, some youth often find this method especially 
attractive. That means more smoking and higher related harms and costs. In addition, states lose subs!<':Intial 
amounts of tobacco tax revenue every time a regUlar cigarette smoker switches to iower-t.axed roll-your-own 
cigarettes. 

The Lane County General Fund currently receives about $400,OOOJyear in tobacco tax - an Increase in use of roll
your-own cigarettes could reduQe this amount 



<3) 

24) 

Modifies provisions 
Johnson lof submersible lands, Modifies 

provisions related to easements over 
submersible lands. Modifies !eas€: where the lessee is not in 
provisions related to certain privately 15 added to the existing 
owned floats and docks. Creates !1evv leases over state-owned lands. 
exemptions related to submerged 
and submersible lands, Modifies 
provisions related to kelp fieldS. bed in Sect,orr 1 and occuPYIng 200 s, f, or less 

recreation 

the ~M!scell@neous" 

means lands ,!:ring beloyv the line of ordinary.low water 
fleretofore or hereafter established, whether such 

We should support this bill In concept because treatment of autJsm Is important for the healtlJ and wellness of a 
community. We have a detailed letier on this issue from the Menta! Health Advisory Committee. lane County 
already pays for some auUsm servlces through our insurance rates because our carrier, PacificSource, already 
reimburses for some autism services, However, amendments to the bill allow for 87 hows of service a month and 
can only be reviewed every six months by the carrier. This seems like a lot of service hours that cannot be 
challanged as appropriate In addition there is a fairness is~ue because has been inserted in the bill that 
has co-pays, deductible~, no limits on out of pocket expenses, but ONLY for and OEBB. It would be easier 
10 the bi!! with some limits on hours of service Cjnd the same financial protections afforded to PEeS and 

(7} ·Submerged !ands,~ except 
of all navigable waters within !.he boundaries 
YJ8ters are tidal or nonliC'aL 

555 makes new and 
IreQuirement for health insurance of 

Bonamici, spectrur:l disorders. 
Rep 
BUCkley 

The bill addresses amendments to ORS Chapter 274 dealing with DSL adm;nistrat!on and control over lands of the 
state that are classed as submerged and submersible iands. The existing language give preference to 
owners in the leasing for such lands, but the amendment proposes that Ihe preference will not ;:ipply k> an 

with ·all the lerms and conditions of the lease. The word ·sL,bnleroed" 
in 11 instsoces relating to transactions wherein DSL Issues permits 

Section 2 of the Bill addresses privately owned floats and docks. The that any Aoat or dock 
that is othef\IVise exempt from the leasing requilement oe 

"regis:ered" wit~ DSL, and also exempt structures owned by a dq:dnage district, riprap used to stabilize bank along 
state~owned submerged and submerslple lands, vohJrtaiy habitat restoration (as opposed to required habitat 
restoration?) and uses determined by DSL to be minimally intrus·ive to any ·public rigl11s of navlg<':ltion, fishery or 

of the biil gtves specific instances as to when the provisions contained in the 
jamendments shall be effective, all of which are~ on or after the effective date of thiS act" 

On digital copy. amendments are avallable by clicking on the two cells to the right. Both were adopted. 



JOint25) IHB 

on 
Health 
Care 
Transform 
atiort 

is language ooncsming the intent ~to achieve the goals of universal access of h~a!th 
By implication the final phase of health transformation IS to blend public and private funding, The first 

Delivery Syslem; it seeks 
Medicaid and MedJcare l

apPlication will be 10 take current 
Coordinated Care OrganIzations 

Health Pian and some Medicaid fee for service do!!a~ to fund 
oversee health, subs:ance abuse, mental health, and oral 

pilot a Medicaid and Medicare because there,is federal 
Oraa"i",",,)n" (A':O)th,.t some persons in the community see as a 

are Clearly some interests for Medicaid and Medicare 
many different organizations have been at vanni-IS tables to seek 

The detalls are to be seen. It will clearly have lnipact on 
Authorities the Menral Health Authorities. This bill 

a lot. We need to be invofved with AOC to insure thiS does not llet 



ATTACHMENT B 


7) FIB 964-A Measure Summary 

Requires Department of Human Services and county partners to implement 
Strengthening, Preserving and Reunifying Families programs to provide family 
preservation and reunification child welfare services. Allows department to enter into 
contracts with and make payments to eligible programs. Directs department to seek 
federal approval to access federal savings accrued as result of reduction in costs of foster 
and substitute care to reinvest in programs under Act. Includes programs' services in 
definition of "purchase of care." Creates Strengthening, Preserving and Reunifying 
Families Program Fund. Continuously appropriates moneys in fund to department for 
specified purposes. Requires department and juvenile court to include in reasonable or 
active efforts considerations and detem1inations whether preservation and reunification 
services provided by programs are most likely to prevent or eliminate removal of child 
from child's home or most likely to make it possible for child to safely return home. 

)

Requires department to adopt rules. 

IS) FIB 2865-A Staff Analysis 

CC: The recreational immunity protections of ORS ch. 105, basically provide liability 
protection to land owners (public and private) that allow use of their land for 
"recreational purposes", gardening and woodcutting. The earlier version of this bill 
sought to extend liability protection relating to use of "public trails" that are open to the 
public. Whether using "trails" is necessarily covered by the immunities applicable to 
"land" is open to interpretation, I guess, but for OUT purposes the bill was positive as it 
made clear that using trails open to the public was covered by recreational immunity. 
The earlier bill also replaced the vague and cumbersome tenn "recreational purposes" 
with "recreating". 

The A-engrossed version eliminates aU of the changes to the law proposed by the earlier 
version, and replaces them with immunities applicable only to Portland (or owners of 
land abutting a right of way in Portland) relating to the public's use of an "unimproved 
right of way". So, conceptually it is similar in that it extends recreational immunity to 
use of trails, but obviously is much more limited in its scope ...~ it covers only platted or 
dedicated, but unimproved ROWs and applies only in Portland. Other public entities 
with unimproved RO Ws are not covered, nor are private owners whose land abuts the 
unimproved ROW. Why the drafters of the House amendments think Portland is in need 
of this liability proteclion, but other public entities in the same or similar situation are not 
escape~me. Unless there is another biU out there that would provide the same 
protections elsewhere in the state, my recommendation (FWIVl) would be to oppose. 

PW: This incarnation of the proposed legislation appears to add Portland ("a city with a 
population of 500,000 or more") to the immunity list. lfthis was necessary, then where 
does that leave jurisdictions that are smaller or for that matter, a County that has a 
population of 500,000 or more? It's possible that this somehow addresses some unique 



issues related to Portland's Forest Park which is greater than 5,000 acres and may have 
some neighboriadjacent property access issues, but that would just he a guess. 

23) SB 600 Staff Analysis 

The hill addresses amendments toORS Chapter 274 dealing with DSL administration and 
control over lands of the state that are classed as submerged and submersible lands. TIle 
existing language give preference to abutting owners in the leasing for such lands, but the 
amendment proposes that the preference v.~ll not apply to an existing lease where the 

is not in compliance ,vith all the terms and conditions of the lease. The word 
"submerged" is added to the existing "submersihle" in 11 instances relating to 
transactions wherein DSL issues permits and leases over state-owned lands. 

Section 2 of the Bill addresses privately owned floats and docks.· The amendments 
reclull'e that any float or dock bed in Section 1 and occupying 200 s. f. or less that is 
otherwise exempt from the leasing requirement he "registered" v.~th DSL, and also 
exempt structures owned by a drainage district, riprap used to stabilize bank along state" 
owned submerged and suhmersible lands, voluntary habitat restoration (as opposed to 
required habitat restoration?) and uses determined by DSL to be minimally intrusive to 
any public rights of navigation, fishery or recreation. 

Finally, the "Miscellaneous" section of the bill gives specific instances as to when the 
provisions contained in the amendments shall be effective, all ofwhich are" on or after 
the effective date of this act." 

(7) "Submerged lands," except as provided in ORS 274.705, means lands lying below the 
line of ordinary low water of all navigable waters within the boundaries of this state as 
heretofore or hereafter establishecL such waters are tidal or nontidaL 

(8) "Submersible lands," except as provided in ORS 274.705 means lands lying between 
the line of ordinary high water and the tine of ordinary low water of all navigable waters 

all islands, shore lands or other such lands held by or granted to this state hy of 
her sovereignty, wherever applicable, within boundaries of this state as or 
hereafter establishecL whether such waters or lands are tidal or'nontidaL [1967 c.421 §98 

addition of "Submerged" to the language of ORS 274 as noted in the definitions 
above applies the provisions of the Chapter to the lands below the line of ordinary low 
water, whereas before it applied to the lands between the ordinary high water and the 
ordinary low water. It seems with regard to Navigable Waters that DSL was already 
administering and regulatirig these areas, Tbis may be merely a housekeeping matter, 
then. 

25) HB 3650 Staff Analysis 

In the "Whereas" clauses is language concerning the intent "to achieve the goals of 
mhrf'N~l access ofhealth care." By implication the final phase ofhealth transfonnation is 



to blend public and private funding. The flrst application will be to take curren! Oregon 
Health Plan and some Medicaid fee for service dollars to fund Coordinated Care 
Organizations (CCO) that oversee physical health, substance abuse, mental health, and 
oral health services, Also Oregon is seeking to pilot a blend ofl'vfedicaid and Medicarc 
because there is federal language concerning Accountable Care Organizations (ACO)that 
some persons in the community see as a mandate that we need to be proactive on, There 
are clearly some interests for Medicaid and Medicare and CCOs compared to an 
ACO, many different organizations have been at various tables to 
how Lane could serve as its own health region. The details are Lo be seen, It 
will clearly on Mental Health and Public Health and on the Public Hel~lth 
Authorities and the Mental Health Authorities. This bill will likely change a lot. We need 
to be involved with AOe to insure this does not negatively impact our safety !let 
populations. 



ATTACHMENT C 


Draft Minutes 

Lane County Legislative Committee Meeting 


April 22, 2011 

2:00 PM 


BCC Conference Room 


The meeting was called to order at 2PM 

Attending:. CommissiOr1er Faye Stewart (arrive 2:10), Commissior1er Jay Bozievich, Alex 
Cuyler, Ben Nussbaum, Sheriff Tom Turner, Rob Rockstroh, Marsha Miller, Stephen Vorhes, 
Anette Spickard, Viriam Khalsa. 

The meeting opened with a quick discussion of federal House and Senate legislation that would 
allow states to increase allowable truck weights, The Committee discussed the issue briefly and 
decided that there was no reason to take actior; regarding the legislation as long as the federal 
government is not removing the state's control of truck weight 

Committee next moved on to State issues. Alex gave background of the origin of the Joint 
Special Committee on Health Care Transformation, Rob Rockstroh talked about HB 3650, 
which came out of the Joint Special Committee, and what the bill was trying to do, Essentially, it 
attempts to create universal health care coverage in Oregon, Rob discussed some of the 
problems/issues involved with the bill as currently written. He said staff was doing more detailed 
analysis of the bill and the Committee decided it was important to MONITOR the bill because of 
the effects it will have on Lane County when it does move forward. 

Next, the Committee discussed a proposal being worked on by five counties, including Lane 
County, to create a pilot program to refocus statE'l youth services, addressing the cuts to the 
DYS in the State budget, specifically regarding state beds available for youth. Alex Cuyler 
sought direction from the Committee regarding how to bring this issue to the Board. It was 
determined that a letter would be submitted to the Board next Wednesday, 

The Committee was then asked to re-consider an OPPOSE posilion taken earlier on HB 2214, 
covering autism in health insurance, which is now being considered in the Senate as SB 
However, some amendments obtained today changed the nature of the bill and although it was 
decided that covering autism was a good thing, the amendments created a fairness issue where 
the state protects itself and leaves everyone else with signif,cant costs. The Committee decided 
to MONITOR the bill as amended and add it to the agenda for the Board meeting. 

Discussion then moved to S8 600, which deals with designating roads on submerged and 
submersible iands. Alex explained some history of the issue and the Committee discussed how 
to address the county issues involved with the bill, It was determined to MONITOR the bill and 
add it to the agenda for Board meeting. 

Finally, discussion moved to the spreadsheet of bil's. The Committee discussed the bills on the 
spreadsheet and made recommendations, 

Meeting adjourned at 3:50p.m. 



Attachment D 

County Parole Proposal 

Prepared for Lane County Legislative Committee 


April 22, 2011 


Currently five counties (Deschutes, Jackson, Lane, Marion, 311d Multnomah) believe 
a better continuum of services can be provided to the youth returning to the community 
from a youth correctional fadlity by their local cOlmty probation office. Of the current 
OYA parolee population, these counties represent nearly 50% of the youth in the 
community. 

The counties have proposed to the Oregon Youth Authority that such a pilot should 
be implemented. 'This proposal has been rejected. 

The ii.ve counties currently supporting such a change can offer the following advantages: 

1. 	 After review of OYA reports of their current costs to operate field services in the 
community, the counties are confident that we could reduce 
state expenditures. The five OYA offices in these counties currently receive 
approximately $9.4 million per biennium. Tne five counties agree that 
operational efficiencies leveraged by existing infrastructure and personnel at the 
county level, would allow us to operate at a reduced cost table below). 
OYA's current fi.mding level for these services was made available to the five 
counties, we would be able to offer baseline services while increasing support, 
treatment and interventions at the local leveL 

2. 	 In mo~1 cases, pa1'Oied youth have previously been under county supervision. 
Under this proposal, tbey V/ill be able to be managed by those who know their 
history, families, neighborhoods, and resources in their community. This would 
also allow the connties to expand existing services for these youth and develop a 
continuum that might reduce future referrals to limited OYA beds. 

3. 	 The five counties would continue or exceed the existing level of engagement 
currently provided by OYA. 

Fiscal Impact 
OYA currently budgets $9.4M for providing services these five counties. The counties 
believe that the current level of service could provided by County staff at a savings of 
$1 M. The savings could then be allocated to secure custody beds, or at the discretion of 

. the legislative assembly. 

Approach 

To accomplish such an outcome, staff has identified strategies that include amending 

current legislation, seeking new legislation, or inserting a budget note into the OY A 

budget bill. 




IN THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF LANE COUNTY, OREGON 

ORDER NO. 	 IN THE MATTER OF ADOPTING POSITIONS ON 
LEGISLATIVE ISSUES DURING THE 76TH 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

WHEREAS, Lane County has a keen Interest in state le9181"II,'e activities, 

WHEREAS, Lane County Government employs an Intergovernmental Relations Manager 
for the purpose of advocating on behalf of Lane County government at the Oregon Legislature, 
and; 

WHEREAS, the Lane County Board of County Commissioners wishes to communicate 
their positions on legislative issues to the public and other electec officials, and; 

WHEREAS, the Legislative Committee is the established standing committee which 
exists to fully Inform the Lane County Board of Commissioners in a timely fashion on legislative 
ISSlJeS, and; 

WHEREAS, it has previously been resolved that the Legislative Committee will forward 
its recommendations to the Board of County Commissioners for final approval by the Board of 
County Commissioners on an as-necessary basis. 

NOW, THEREFORE, be it resclved that the Lane County Board agrees to the positions 
illustrated in Attachment A, and; 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that this Board Order will officially represent the will of the 
Board of County Commissioners and may be used by the Intergovernmental Relations Manager 
to communicate their position to Oregon legislators during the 76ID Legislative session. 

DATED this __~day of April, 2011 

Faye 
Lane Cou nty Board of Commissioners 



Memorandum Date: April 22, 2011 
Order Date: April 27, 2011 

TO: Board of County Commissioners 
DEPARTMENT: Administration, Intergovernmental Relations 
PRESENTED BY: Alex Cuyler, Intergovernmental Relations Manager 
AGENDA ITEM TITLE: Legislative Committee Recommendations 
~......~......~......~......~......~......~......~......~......-"......~......~......~......~......~~ .~--------~.....~......~......~......~......~......~......~......~......~......~......~......~......~......~....... ..~~....... 


I. MOTION 
Move to approve recommendations of the Lane County Legislative Committee regarding 
certain bills before the 76th Oregon Legislative Assembly. 

II. AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY 
During the 2011 Oregon Legislative Session, the Legislative Committee will be meeting 
regularly to discuss various bills that will or could impact Lane County in order to provide 
recommendations to the Board regarding possible action to support, oppose, monitor, or 
ignore said bills. Discussion will include bills discussed during the April 22, 2011 meeting of 
the Legislative Committee. 

III. BACKGROUNDflMPLlCATIONS OF ACTION 
A. 	Board Action and Other History 

• 	 The Board of County Commissioners regularly takes positions on specific legislation. 
• 	 On January 19, 2011, the Board of County Commissioners adopted nine legislative 

priorities for the 2011 Legislative Session and directed the Intergovernmental 
Relations Manager to pursue drafting bills and seeking sponsorship for those bills. 

B.Policylssues 

Participation in the state political process. 


C. Board Goals 

Seeking efficiencies and funding for county operations and programs. 


D. Financial andfor Resource Considerations 

The lobbying effort during the 2011 Legislative Session will take up the majority of the 

Intergovernmental Manager's time from February through June. There is an assistant 

available for the Manager during the 2011 Session. Lane County Directors or key staff may 

travel to Salem during the session if testimony is nEicessary. 


E Analysis 

See Attachment A. 




F. Alternatives/Options 

1.) Adopt the entirety of the legislative committee report in a single motion. 

2.) Adopt a position on each bill individually. 


IV. RECOMMENDATION 

Staff has no recommendation with regard to how the Board chooses to adopt legislative 

positions. 


V. TIMINGIIMPLEMENTATION 

With the Legislature re-convening on February 1.2010 for the next five months, it is important 

for the Board to provide direction today. The Legislative Committee will be meeting every 

other week to discuss various bills and provide recommendations to the Board. 


VI. F0l,-pLOW.UP 

Staff will continue to monitor the activities of the 2011 Legislature in order to arrange for and 

provide analysis of bills for discussion in the Legislative Committee. 


VII. ATTACHMENTS 

Attachment A-Spreadsheet outlining the Legislative Committee report and 

recommendations from their April 22, 2011 meeting. 

Attachment B-Addendum to Attachment A. 

Attachment C-Minutes of April 22, 2011 Legislative Committee. 

Attachment O-County Parole Proposal 


http:F0l,-pLOW.UP


ATTACHMENT B 


7) HB 964-A Measure Summary 

Requires and county partners to implement 
Strengthening, Preserving and ReunifYing Families programs to provide family 
preservation and reunification child welfare services. Allows department to enter into 
contracts v,'ith and make payments to eligible programs. Directs department to seek 
federal approval to access accrued as result of reduction in costs of foster 
and substitute care to reinvest programs Act. Includes programs' services in 
definition of "purchase of care, H Creates Strengiliening, Preserving and ReunifYing 
Families Program Fund, Continuously appropriates moneys in fund to department for 
specified purposes, Requires department and juvenile court to include in reasonable or 
active efforts conBiderations and deterrninatioIlB whether preservation and reunification 
services provided by programs are most likely to prevent or eliminate removal of child 
from child\home or most likely to make it possible for child to safely return home. 
Requires delJartment to adopt rules, 

15) HB 2865-A Staff Analysis 

CC: The recreational immunity protections of DRS ch. 105, basically provide liability 
protection to land owners (public and private) that allow use of their land for 
"recreational purposes", gardening and woodcutting. The earlier version of this bill 
sought to extend liability protection relating to use of "public trails" that are open to the' 
public. Whether using "trails" is necessarily covered by the immunities applicable to 
"land" is open to interpretation, I guess, but for our purposes the bill was positive as it 
made clear that using trails open to the public was covered by recreational immunity. 
The earlier bill also replaced the vague and cumbersome term "recreational purposes" 
'with "recreating". 

The A,engrossed eliminates all of the changes to the law proposed by the earlicr 
version, and replaces them with immunities applicable ordy to Portland (or owners of 
land abutting a right of way in Portland) relating to the public's use of an "unimproved 
right ofway". So, conceptually it is similar in that it extends recreational immunity to 
use of trails, but obviously is much more limited in its scope - it covers only platted or 
dedicated, but unimproved ROWs and applies ordy in Portland. Other public entities 
with unimproved ROWs are not covered, nor are private owners whose land abuts the 
unimproved ROW. Why of the House amendments think Portland is need 
of this liability protection, but other public 'entities in the same or similar situation are not 
escapes mc. Unless is another bill out there that would provide the same 
protections elsewhere in my recummendation (FWIW) would be to oppose. 

PW: This incarnation the proposed legislation appears to add Portland ("a city with a 
population of 500,000 or more") to innnunity list If this was necessary, then where 
does that leave jurisdictions that are smaller or for that matter, a County that has a 
population of 500,000 or more? It's possible that this somehow addresses some unique 



issues related to Portland's Forest Park which is greater than 5,000 acres and may have 
some neighbor/adjacent property access issues, but that would j ust be a guess. 

23) SB 600 Staff Analysis 

The bill addresses amendments to ORS Chapter 274 dealirig with DSL administration and 
control over lands of the state that are'classed as submerged and submersible lands. The 

language give preference to abutting owners in the leasing for such lands, but the 
amendment proposes that the preference will not apply to an existing lease where the 
lessee is not in compliance with all the terms and conditions of the lease. 1he word 
"submerged" is added to the existing "submersible" in 11 instances relating to 
='""~'W'"' wherein DSL issues permits and leases over state-oVllled lands. 

Section 2 of the Bill addresses privately floats and docks. The amendinents 
that any float or dock bed in Section 1 and occupying 200 s. f. or less that is 

otherwise exempt from the leasing requirement be with DSL, and also 
exempt structures ovmed by a drainage district, riprap used to stabilize bank along state
oVllled submerged and submersible lands, voluntary habitat restoration (as opposed to 
required habitat restoration?) and uses detennined by to be minimally intrusive to 
any public rights of navigation, fishery or recreation. 

Finally, the "Miscellaneous" section of the bill gives specific instances as to when the 
provisions contained in the amendments shall be effective, all of which are" on or after 
the effective date of this act." 

(7) "Submerged lands," except as provided in ORS 705, means lands lying below the 
line of ordina::-y low water of all navigable waters within the boundaries of this state as 
heretofore or hereafter established, whether such waters are tidal or nontidal. 

(8) "Submersible lands," except as provided in ORS 705 means lands lying between 
of ordina::-y high water and the line ordina::-y low water of all navigable waters 

and all islands, shore lands or other such lands held by or granted to this state by virtue of 
her sovereignty, wherever applicable, within boundaries of this state as heretofore or 
hereafter established, whether such waters or lands are tidal ornontidal. [19670.421 §98 

addition of "Submerged" to the language of ORB 274 as noted in the definitions 
above applies the provisions of the Chapter to the lands below the line of ordinary low 
water, whereas before it applied to the lands between the ordina.] high water and the 
ordinary low water. It seems with regard to Navigable Waters that DSL was already 
administering and regulating these areas. This may be merely a housekeeping matter, 
then. 

25) HB 3650 Staff Analysis 

the" Whereas" clauses is langnage concerning the intent "to achieve the goals of 
lllIlV~I:SiXI a,ccess of health care." By implication the final phase of health transformation is 



to blend public and private funding. The first application will be to take current Oregon 
Health Plan and some Medicajd service dollars to fund Coordinated Care 
Organizations (CCO) that oversee health, substance abuse, mental health, 
oral health services. Also Oregon is seeking to pilot a blend of Medicaid and Medicare 
because there is federal language concerning Accountable Care Organizations (ACO)that 
some persons in the community see as a mandate that we need to be proactive on. There 
are clearly some different interests Medicaid and Medicare and CCOs compared to an 
ACO, In Lane County many different organizations have been at various to seek 
how Lane County could serve as its own health region. The details are yet to be seen. It 
will clearly have impact on Mental Health and Public Health and on the Public Health 
Authorities and the Mental Health Authorities, This bill will likely change a lot. We need 
to be Involved with AOC to insure this does not negatively impact our safety net 
populations. 



ATTACHMENT C 

Draft Minutes 

Lane County Legislative Committee Meeting 


April 22, 2011 

2:00 PM 


BCC Conference Room 


The meeting was called to order at 2PM 

Attending: Commissioner Faye Stewart (arrive 210), Commissioner Jay Bozievich, Alex 
Cuyler, Ben Nussbaum, Sheriff Tom Turner, Rob Rockstroh, Marsha Miller, Stephen Vorhes, 
Anette Spickard, Viriam Khalsa. 

The meeting opened with a quick discussion of federal House and Senate legislation that would 
allow states to increase allowable truck weights. The Committee discussed the issue briefly and 
decided that there was no reason to take action regarding the legislation as iong as the federal 
government is not removing the state's control of truck weight. 

The Committee next moved on to State issues. Alex gave background of the origin of the Joint 
Special Committee on Health Care Transformation. Rob Rockstroh talked about HB 3650, 
which came out of the Joint Special Committee, and what the bill was trying to do. Essentially, it 
attempts to create universal health care coverage in Oregon. Rob discussed some of the 
problems/issues involved with the bill as currently written. He said staff was doing more detailed 
analysis of the bili and the Committee decided it was important to MONITOR the bill because of 
the effects it will have on Lane County when it does move forward. 

Next, the Committee discussed a proposal being worked on by five counties, including Lane 
County, to create a pilot program to refocus state youth services, addressing the cuts to the 
DYS in the State budget, specifically regarding state beds available for youth. Alex Cuyler 
sought direction from the Committee regarding how to bring this issue to the Board. It was 
determined that a letter would be submitted to the Board next Wednesday. 

The Committee was then asked to re-consider an OPPOSE position taken earlier on H8 2214, 
covering autism in health insurance, which is now being considered in the Senate as SB 555. 
However, some amendments obtained today changed the nature of the bill and although it was 
decided that covering autism was a good thing, the amendments created a fairness issue where 
the state protects itself and leaves everyone else with significant costs. The Committee decided 
to MONITOR the bill as amended and add it to the agenda for the Board meeting. 

Discussion then moved to S8 600, which deals with designating roads on submerged and 
submersible lands. Alex explained some history of the issue and the Committee discussed how 
to address the county issues involved with the bill. It was determined to MONITOR the bill and 
add it to the agenda for the Board meeting. . 

Finally, discussion moved to the spreadsheet of bills. The Committee discussed the bills on the 
spreadsheet and made recommendations. 

Meeting adjourned at 3:50p.m. 



Attachment D 

County Parole Proposal 

Prepared for Lane County Legislative Committee 


April 22, 2011 


Currently five cOlmties (Deschutes, Jackson, Lane, Marion, and Multnomah) believe tbat 
a better continuum of services can be provided to tile youtb returrllng to the community 
from a youth correctional facility by tbeir local county probatiob office. Of the current 
OYA parolee popul.ation, these counties represent nearly 50% of the youth in the 
community. 

The five counties have proposed to tbe Oregon Youtb Authority tbat such a pilot should 
be implemented. This proposal has heen rejected. 

The five counties currently supporting such a change can offer the following advantages: 

L 	 After review of OYA reports oftheir current costs to operate field services in tbe 
community, the five counties are confident tbat we could reduce 
state expenditures. The five OYA offices in these counties currently receive 
approximately $9.4 million per biennium. The five counties agree that 
operational efficiencies leveraged by existing infrastructure and personnel at tbe 
county level, would allow us to operate at a reduced cost (see table below). !f 
OYA's current funding level for these services was made available to the five 
counties, we would be able to offer base!ine services while increasing support, 
treatment and interventions at the local leveL 

2. 	 !n most cases, paroled youth have previously been under county superviston. 
Under tbis proPosal, they will be able to be managed by those who know their 
history, families, neighborhoods, and resources in tbeir community. This would 
also allow the counties to expand existing services for tbese youth and develop a 
continuum that might reduce future referrals to limited OYA beds. 

3. 	 The five counties would continue or exceed the existing level of engagement 
currently provided by OYA 

Fiscal Impact 
OYA currently budgets $9AM for providing services in these five counties. The counties 
believe that tbe current level of service could be provided by County staff at a savings of 
$1 M. The savings could then be allocated to secure custody beds, or at the discretion of 

. the legislative assembly. 

Approach 

To accomplish sucb an outcome, staff has identified strategies tbat include amending 

current legislation, seeking new legislation, or inserting a budget note into the OYA 

budget bill. 




IN THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF LANE COUNTY, OREGON 

ORDER NO, IN THE MA ITER OF ADOPTING POSITIONS ON 
LEGISLATIVE ISSUES DURING THE 76TH 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

WHEREAS, Lane County has a keen interest in state legislative activities, and; 

WHEREAS, Lane County Government employs an Intergovernmental Relations Manager 
for the purpose of advocating on behalf of Lane County government at the Oregon Legislature, 
and; 

WHEREAS, the Lane County Board of County Commissioners wishes to communicate 
their positions on legislative issues to the public and other elected officials, and; 

WHEREAS, the Legislative Committee is the established standing committee which 
exists to fully inform the Lane County Board of Commissioners in a timely fashion on legislative 
issues, and: 

WHEREAS, It has previously been resolved that the Legislative Committee will forward 
its recommendations to the Board of County Commissioners for final approval by the Board of 
County Commissioners on an as-necessary basis, 

NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved that the Lane County Board agrees to the positions 
Illustrated in Attachment A, and; 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that. this Board Order will officially represent the will olthe 
Board of County Commissioners and may be used by the Intergovernmental Relations Manager 
to communicate their position to Oregon legislators during the 76'" Legislative session, 

DATED this __day 01 April, 2011 

F aye Stewart, Chair 
Lane County Board of Commissioners 




