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Infomation

In accordance with ORS 251.165, your official 1982 pri-
mary election Voters’ Pamphlet is divided into separate sec-
tions for MEASURES and REPUBLICAN, DEMOCRATIC
and NONPARTISAN CANDIDATES. Page numbers for
these sections are listed under CONTENTS on this page,
where you will also find a page number for the alphabetical
INDEX to candidates.

Material in the MEASURE section includes each state
and county (if any) ballot title, the complete text of the
proposed measure, an impartial statement explaining the
measure and its effect, and any arguments filed by propo-
nents and/or opponents. Oregon law allows the legislature to
submit one argument in favor of each measure it refers to the
people. Citizens or organizations may also file arguments on
state measures by purchasing space for $300 or by submitting
a petition signed by 1,000 electors. No arguments supporting
or opposing ballot measures can be printed by the Secretary
of State unless they have been submitted by one of these
methods. This year no arguments in opposition to Meas-
ure No. 1 or Measure No. 2 were submitted.

The order for candidate material alternates with succes-
sive primary elections. This year the REPUBLICANS appear
before the DEMOCRATS. All space is purchased; statements
and photographs are submitted by the candidates or their
designated agents. The information required by ORS
251.085—pertaining to occupation, occupational and educa-
tional background, and prior governmental experience—has
been certified by each candidate. The reason some spaces
appear blank is that Oregon law does not allow the placement
of material relating to candidates for different offices on the
same page in the Voters’' Pamphlet.

The fourth section contains material provided by candi-
dates for NONPARTISAN office. An unopposed candidate for
the office of Superintendent of Public Instruction or district
attorney is automatically nominated and the unopposed can-
didate’s name will not be printed on the ballot until the
general election. Otherwise, two candidates will be nominat-
ed at the primary election unless one candidate receives a
majority of all votes cast for the office, in which case that
candidate alone is nominated. Similarly, two candidates will
be nominated at the primary election for the office of judge of
the Supreme Court, Court of Appeals, circuit or district court,
or the Oregon Tax Court. However, when a candidate for one
of these offices—other than a candidate to fill a vacancy—
receives a majority of all votes cast at the primary election for
the office, that candidate is elected. When a nonpartisan
candidate for Metropolitan Service District Executive Officer
or Councilor—in Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington
Counties only— receives a majority of votes cast at the
primary, that candidate is also elected.

Although this is a combined Voters’ Pamphlet, in the
primary election only registered Republicans vote the Repub-
lican ballot and only registered Democrats vote the Democ-
ratic ballot. All electors, however, including Independents,
vote on measures and nonpartisan positions.

Miscellaneous voting aids—including district maps, pre-
cinct and polling place lists, voting instructions, a complete
listing of state-certified candidates, and an absentee ballot
form—follow the fourth section.

The Voters’ Pamphlet has been compiled by the Secretary
of State since 1903, when Oregon became one of the first
states to provide for the printing and distribution of such a
pamphlet. In 1909, the Legislative Assembly passed a law
requiring pamphlets to include information on candidates.

One copy of the Voters’ Pamphlet is mailed to every
household in the state. Additional copies are available at the
State Capitol, post offices, courthouses and other public
buildings.

VOTING REQUIREMENTS

You may register to vote by mail or in person if:

1

2.

3.

You are a citizen of the United States.

You will be 18 or older on election day.

You are a resident of Oregon.

IMPORTANT: You may register to vote if you meet the
above qualifications, but you must be a resident of Oregon 20
days before you may vote.

You must reregister to vote if:

L

2
3.

Your address changes for any reason, even within the same
precinct.

Your name changes for any reason.

You wish to change political affiliation.

IMPORTANT: You cannot change political party affiliation
within 20 days of the primary election.

YOU MUST BE REGISTERED 20 DAYS BEFORE
THE ELECTION IN ORDER FOR YOUR NAME TO
BE INCLUDED IN THE POLL BOOK.

You may register and vote within 20 days of election day if:

L
2.

You have been a resident 20 days prior to the election date.
You deliver to the appropriate county clerk or a person
designated by the county clerk a completed voter registration
form and obtain a "Certificate of Registration.”
IMPORTANT: If the county clerk receives your application
more than ten days prior to election day, your certificate will
be mailed to you. During the final ten days before the election
you must obtain the certificate in person. Certificates are
issued by the county clerk or designated representatives until
8 p.m. on the day of the election.

. You present and surrender your certificate to your new pre-

cinct on election day and sign it in view of the election board
clerk. The certificate shall be considered part of the poll book
and your name will appear in the poll book at the next
election.

INFORMATION ON VOTING BY ABSENTEE BALLOT
IS ON THE INSIDE BACK COVER OF THIS PAMPHLET.

Absentee Ballot—127
Democratic Candidates—57
District Map—114
Index—125

Information—2
Instructions—121
Measures—3

Nonpartisan

Precincts & Polling
Republican Candidates—29
State Ballot—123

The "Hugh Wetshoe”
illustrations in

this Voters’ Pamphlet
were furnished

free of charge by
James Cloutier, Eugene.

Official 1982 Primary Voters’ Pamphlet



MEASURE NO. 1
Use of State Bond Proceeds to Finance Municipal Water
Projects; QUESTION—Shall the state lend funds it may now
borrow to towns and communities for building water projects for
MUNICIPAT USE? it eneae e

MEASURE NO. 2
Multifamily Housing for Elderly and Disabled Persons; QUES-
TION—Shall loans be made under elderly housing bond pro-
gram for housing for disabled persons? Shall low income restric-
tioN be repealed?. ...

MEASURE NO. 3
State Bonds for Fund to Finance Corrections Facilities; QUES-
TION—Shall state sell general obligation bonds for fund to
finance state, regional, county or city corrections facilities? ......

MEASURE NO. 4
Raises Taxes on Commercial Vehicles, Motor Vehicles Fuels for
Roads; QUESTION—Shall truck and other commercial vehicle
taxes and motor vehicle fuel taxes be raised for road repair,
improvement and coNStruction? ........ccccccoviieeiiiiee e

MEASURE NO. 5
Governor to Appoint Chief Justice of Oregon Supreme Court;
QUESTION—Shall Chief Justice of Oregon Supreme Court be
appointed by Governor, instead of by judges of court? .................

Oregon law allows the legislature to sub-
mit one argument in favor o feach measure it
refers to the people.

Citizens or organizations may also file ar-
guments supporting or opposing state meas-
ures by purchasing space for $300 or by sub-
mitting a petition signed by 1,000 electors.

No arguments can beprinted by the Secre-
tary of State unless they have been submitted
by one o f these methods. When no arguments
supporting or opposing ballot measures ap-
pear, it is because NONE WEREFILED with
the Secretary of State.
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Veasure Noll

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 6—Referred to the Elec-
torate of Oregon by the 1981 Legislature, to be voted on at
the Primary Election, May 18, 1982.

BALLOT TITLE

USE OF STATE BOND PROCEEDS
1 TO FINANCE MUNICIPAL WATER
PROJECTS

QUESTION—Shall the state lend funds it may YES O
now borrow to towns and communities for build-
ing water projects for municipal use? NO O

PURPOSE—Amends state constitution. The
law now permits the state to borrow in an
amount up to one and one-half percent of the
true cash value of all property in the state to
fund secured loans for building irrigation and
drainage projects. Measure would permit up to
half of these funds to be lent to towns and
communities of less than thirty thousand per-
sons to pay for the building of water projects for
municipal use.

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

Paragraph 1. Section 1, Article XI-I(l) of the Con-
stitution of the State of Oregon, is amended to read:

Sec. 1. Notwithstanding the limits contained in sec-
tions 7 and 8, Article XI of this Constitution, the credit of
the State of Oregon may be loaned and indebtedness
incurred in an amount not to exceed one and one-half
percent of the true cash value of all the property in the
state for the purpose of creating a fund to be known as the
Water Development Fund. The fund shall be used to
provide financing for loans for residents of this state
for construction of water development projects for irriga-
tion, [and] drainage and municipal use and for the
acquisition of easements and rights of way for water
development projects authorized by law. Secured repay-
ment thereof shall be and is a prerequisite to the advance-
ment of money from such fund. As used in this section,
"resident” includes both natural persons and any corpora-
tion or cooperative, either for profit or nonprofit, whose
principal income is from farming in Oregon or municipal
or quasi-municipal or other body subject to the laws of the
State of Oregon. Not less than 50 percent of the poten-
tial amount available from the fluid will be reserved
for irrigation and drainage projects. For municipal
use, only municipalities and communities with popu-
lations less than 30,000 are eligible for loans from the
fund.

Paragraph 2. The amendment proposed by this resolu-
tion shall be submitted to the people for their approval or
rejection at a special election held throughout the state on
the same date as the next regular state-wide primary
election.

STATE OF
OREGON

continued @
EXPLANATION

This measure amends the state constitution to
broaden the use that may be made of existing water
development project bond authority. The constitution now
authorizes funds raised thru this bonding authority, to be
loaned for irrigation and drainage projects.

The measure would authorize the use of up to one-half
(50%) of the bonding authority for loans for municipal use
water projects in municipalities and communities with
populations less than 30,000.

The measure does not provide for new bonding author-
ity, but it may increase use of existing bonding authority.

Committee Members:

Representative Wally Priestley
(dissenting)

Douglas Raines

Thomas H. Hibbard

Senator Mike Thome

Representative Caroline P. Magruder

Appointed by:
Secretary of State

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

(This Committee appointed to provide an impartial explanation
of the ballot measure pursuant to OHS 251.215.)

NO ARGUMENTS OPPOSING THIS BALLOT
MEASURE WERE FILED WITH THE SECRETARY
OF STATE.
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VMeasure Noll s7?

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

The Water Development Fund was established by a
vote of the people in 1977. It provides financing for the
construction of water development projects for irrigation
and drainage. Money for this fund is generated through
the sale of General Obligation Bonds by the State Treas-
urer. The proceeds of the bond sales are available for low
interest loans.

Until now, the type of project eligible for a loan was
limited to irrigation and drainage projects only. Many
smaller communities desperately need to repair and up-
date their water supply systems. Unlike some larger
cities, the smaller communities have very few alterna-
tives available to finance such water projects and, with
the existing economic situation, federal funds are virtual-
ly non-existent for municipal water projects.

Ballot Measure 1 proposes an amendment to the Ore-
gon Constitution which will add "municipal” use to the
other beneficial uses which are eligible for loans through
the Water Development Fund. Under this change, the
loans would be available only to those communities hav-
ing a population of under 30,000. Fifty percent of the total
fund, however, will be reserved exclusively for irrigation
and drainage.

SJR 6, the legislation which placed this issue before
the voters, passed both the House of Representatives and
the Senate in the 1981 Session with only one dissenting
vote.

The passage of this measure will not affect the bond
rating of Oregon. The bonding authority of one and one-
half percent of the total cash value of the state is not
changed. The total bonding authority is over one billion
dollars and, tp date, projects totaling only $23.5 million
have been financed. Thus, less than one percent of the
fund has been used. The passage of this measure will not
affect the General Fund since there is no General Fund
subsidy involved in the loan program.

Ballot Measure 1 will protect the ability of the agricul-
tural community to fund irrigation and drainage projects.
It will make the repair and maintenance of community
water supply systems financially feasible for many small-
er communities in our state. This will help insure safe
drinking water for many Oregonians.

Joint Legislative
Committee Members:
Senator John Kitzhaber
Representative Bill Bradbury
Representative Bob Harper

Appointed by:
President of the Senate
Speaker of the House
Speaker of the House

(This Committee appointed to provide legislative argument ih
support of the ballot measure pursuant to ORS 251.245.)

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

continued Q

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

Oregon has a problem. It currently has about three times
the national average of waterborne disease outbreaks and
ranks sixth nationally in incidence of waterborne disease
outbreaks. Luckily, the 1981 Session of the Oregon Legisla-
ture saw fit to address this issue by passing a bill that will
enable the State Health Division to set up a comprehensive,
statewide drinking water monitoring and inspection pro-
gram. However, Oregon still has a problem.

That problem is the large number of very small water
systems in the state. The American Waterworks Association
estimates that a water system must have about 1,000 serv-
iced customers before that system will be capable of upgrad-
ing its facilities with normal operating revenues. About 89%
of all water systems in Oregon serving the public have less
than 1,000 serviced customers.

Since the vast majority of water problems are associated
with small water systems, this means that inadequate sys-
tems will likely be unable to make needed repairs because
they don’t have the money. What Oregon needs is a source of
loan money that can be made available to small systems
truly in need.

Fortunately, Oregon may have a solution. There exists in
Oregon something called the Water Development Loan
Fund. This fund is constitutionally valued at | A% of the
total assessed value of the state; about one billion dollars
today. This fund was established to provide money for irriga-
tion and drainage projects and is administered by the Direc-
tor of the State Water Resources Department. To date, only
about 20 million dollars of this fund have been used.

Senate Joint Resolution 6 proposes to amend the constitu-
tion to include drinking water systems in small munici-
palities as eligible projects for the loan funds. The question
before the voters wisely limits the use of these funds to small
cities having less than 30,000 inhabitants. This will guaran-
tee that the money is spent for those systems in need, the
small systems. This measure also provides for future irriga-
tion and drainage needs by limiting loans to water systems to
no more than 50% of the fund. In this way, pressing problems
can be addressed while, at the same time, assuring that the
fund always has sufficient monies for agricultural projects.

Oregon has a problem but the citizens of Oregon can go a
long way to finding a solution by passing this resolution. We
urge you to vote "Yes” for this resolution, both to correct a
pressing deficiency in our state water systems as well as to
provide a safe source of drinking water for us all.

Submitted by: Larry R. Clausen, President
Oregon Public Health Association
P.O. Box 746
Portland, Oregon 97207

(This space purchased for $300 in accordance with ORS
251.255.)

The printing of this argument does not constitute an
endorsement by the State of Oregon, nor does the state
warrant the accuracy or truth o fany statementmade in the
argument.

Official 1982 Primary Voters’ Pamphlet 5



mMeasureNo1&No.2 ...

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

VOTE YES FOR
FAMILY FARMS AND CLEAN WATER

"God blessed the Oregon country with great resources like
our rugged Cascades and vast forests.

"One natural resource essential to Oregon’s quality of life is
pure drinking water. Another is Oregon'’s rich fertile farmland,
like our Willamette Valley.

"We must provide generations of stewardship for these re-
sources. Our great-grandchildren should share our clean water
and family farm heritage.”

DAVE McTEAGUE

View of: DAVE McTEAGUE
Position: Democratic National Committeeman *
Memberships: Union Hill Grange (Marion County)
Oregon Farmer’s Union
Oregon Wildlife Federation
Degree: University of Oregon (Political Science)

Fellow Oregonians:

 MEASURE #1 PROTECTS OREGON RESIDENTS.

— In 1977 voters approved the Water Development Fund to allow
low-interest loans for irrigation projects.

— The voter’s major purpose was to aid Oregon’s Small Fam-
ily Farmers. Our law granted them loan preference.

— However, the Legislature goofed! A major legislative flaw
created 2 dangerous loopholes which could allow:

a) Funds to be given to large foreign or out-of-state corporations.
b) Funds to be given away without repayment requirements.

— Measure #1 inserts "for loans for residents of this state” in
our Constitution, filling this loophole.

= OUR CLEAN WATER ENDANGERED!

— New-Right federal policies of James Watt and Denny Smith
endanger our clean drinking water:

a) Logging pristine watersheds like Marion County’s Opal Creek
and the Bull Run will foul our water with silt.

b) Rolling back clean water and chemical pollution standards
removes our protections.

— Oregonians may need improvements to save our clean drinking
water. Measure #1 helps provide funding to small municipal
water systems.

— Our cities like: Albany, Oregon City, Woodburn, West Linn,
Gladstone, Monmouth, Canby, Silverton, Independence
and Stayton may need this help!

Sincerely,
DAVE McTEAGUE

512 Oregonians signed a petition agreeing with this argument
and requesting that it be printed in the Voters’ Pamphlet.

Submitted by: Beulah Hand and Steve Anderson
Co-Chairpersons, McTeague for Congress
P.O. Box 2273, Pringle Park Station
Salem, Oregon 97308

(This space purchased for $300 in accordance with ORS
251.255.)

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

continued Q>

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 1—Referred to the Elec-
torate of Oregon by the 1981 Legislature, to be voted on at
the Primary Election, May 18, 1982.

BALLOT TITLE

MULTIFAMILY HOUSING FOR EL-
2 DERLY AND DISABLED PERSONS

QUESTION—Shall loans be made under elder- YES O
ly housing bond program for housing for dis-
abled persons? Shall low income restriction be NO O

repealed?

PURPOSE—Amends state constitution. At the
present time, the state may sell bonds to make
loans to finance multifamily housing for low
income elderly persons. The measure repeals
the low income restriction. This measure also
allows loans for multifamily housing for disabl-
ed persons. It also permits state loans to elderly
persons to buy ownership interest in single
units in multifamily housing. It does not in-
crease the bonding authority of the state.

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

Paragraph 1. Section 1, Article XI-1(2) of the Constitu-
tion of the State of Oregon is amended to read:

Sec. 1. In the manner provided by law and notwith-
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 amount not to
exceed, at any one time, one-half of one percent of the
true cash value of all taxable property in the state to
provide funds to be advanced, by contract, grant, loan or
otherwise, for the purpose of providing additional financ-
ing for multifamily housing for [elderly households o f low
income] the elderly and for disabled persons. Mul-
tifamily housing means a structure or facility designed to
contain more than one living unit.[, which units may be
rented, leased, owned or purchased by elderly households
of low income. The structure or facility mayprovide spaces
for common use by the occupants. ] Additional financing
may be provided to the elderly to purchase own-
ership interest in the structure or facility.

Paragraph 2. The amendment proposed by this resolu-
tion shall be submitted to the people for their approval or
rejection at the next regular primary election held
throughout this state.

6 Official 1982 Primary Voters’ Pamphlet



VessureMb 2 ...

EXPLANATION

Ends Low-Income Restriction

This measure changes the state constitution so that
the state may sell bonds to make loans to finance mul-
tifamily housing for elderly persons even if they do not
have a low income. Under current law, the state may sell
bonds to make loans to finance multifamily housing only
for low-income elderly persons. Measure Number 2 ends
the low-income restriction.

Allows Inclusipn of Disabled Persons in Program

Measure Number 2 changes the state constitution to
allow the sale of bonds to make loans to finance multi-
family housing for disabled persons. Under current law,
these loans may not be made to finance housing specific-
ally for the disabled.

Allows Financing of Purchase by Elderly

The measure changes the state constitution to provide
that funds from the bonds may be used to finance the
purchase of the multifamily housing by the elderly.
Under current law, the individuals may not obtain loans
from the bond funds to finance the purchase of individual
units. This will be possible for the elderly if Measure
Number 2 is approved.

Does Not Increase Authorized Debt

Measure Number 2 does not increase the limit on debt
currently established by the state constitution for the
financing of multifamily housing for the low-income el-
derly. The measure retains the existing debt lid to apply
to financing of multifamily housing for both the elderly
and disabled and to financing of the purchase of individ-
ual units by the elderly. The combined debt for financing
all these programs cannot be more than the limit under
present law.

Requires Legislation

The legislature must pass laws to carry out this meas-
ure if it receives voter approval. This is required by the
present language of section 4, Article XI-1(2) of the state
constitution. The legislature already has passed one law
to carry out this measure. That law, however, will not
operate unless Measure Number 2 is approved.

Committee Members:
Senator Jim Simmons
Representative Howard Cherry
Senator Ed Fadeley
Representative Joyce Cohen
Frank Thompson

Appointed by:
Secretary of State
Secretary of State
President of the Senate
Speaker of the House
Members of Committee

(This Committee appointed toprovide an impartial explanation
of the ballot measure pursuant to OJtS 251.215.)

NO ARGUMENTS OPPOSING THIS BALLOT
MEASURE WERE FILED WITH THE SECRETARY
OF STATE.

continued )

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

Measure Number 2 deserves the support of Oregoni-
ans. It helps elderly and disabled citizens get housing
without imposing new financial burdens on the public.

The measure:

ONE: Expands eligibility to elderly persons not al-
ready eligible to rent low-cost, state-financed multifamily
housing. Low-income citizens already participate in this
program.

TWO: Makes disabled persons eligible to rent low-
cost, state-financed multifamily housing.

THREE: Allows funds from state bonds already au-
thorized to be loaned to the elderly for the purchase of
individual multifamily-housing units.

Measure Number 2 does not increase the limit on debt
for financing multifamily housing for the low-income
elderly. The combined debt for financing the entire pro-
gram cannot be more than the present constitutional
limit.

Support Measure Number 2. It helps elderly and dis-
abled Oregonians obtain low-cost housing. At the same
time, it protects our pocketbooks.

Joint Legislative
Committee Members:
Senator Rod Monroe
Representative Peter Courtney
Representative Eldon Johnson

Appointed by:
President of the Senate
Speaker of the House
Speaker of the House

(This Committee appointed to provide legislative argument in
support of the ballot measure pursuant to ORS 251.245.)

The printing of this argument does not constitute an
endorsement by the State of Oregon, nor does the state
warrant theaccuracy or truth o fany statement made in the
argument.

Official 1982 Primary Voters' Pamphlet 7



VeasureNo.2

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

VOTE YES "FOR HOUSING FOR ELDERLY &
HANDICAPPED CITIZENS”

Ballot Measure 2 would provide additional housing, at

a reasonable price, for elderly and disabled Oregon citi-
zens.

Passage of the measure would have a positive impact
on the Oregon economy by providing financing for reason-
ably priced housing for the elderly and disabled.

Measure 2 does not increase taxes and does not expand
current state bonding authority.

In 1978, Oregon voters authorized the State of Oregon
to issue general obligation bonds to finance multifamily
rental housing for the elderly. The bonding authority now
equals $412 million. To date, $23 million has been used.
Ballot Measure 2 does not increase this previously au-
thorized bonding limit.

Currently, the Oregon Constitution permits rental
housing to be financed only for the elderly.

Ballot Measure 2 expands the program to allow hous-
ing for our severely handicapped citizens who require
group living arrangements.

Ballot Measure 2 would allow eligible elderly persons
to buy a unit in a cooperative or condominium apartment
building or a mobile home in a mobile home park.

The program will still serve below median income
elderly households as defined by state law. Definition of
income should be in state law rather than our constitu-
tion.

A vote "Yes” on Ballot Measure 2 will benefit our
handicapped and elderly citizens.

Submitted by: Ralston Smith, Chairperson
The Committee for Elderly and
Handicapped Housing
1420 N.W. 15th
Corvallis, Oregon 97330

(This space petitioned by 1,000 electors in accordance with ORS
251.255.)

The printing of this argument does not constitute an
endorsement by the State of Oregon, nor does the state
warrant the accuracy or truth o fany statement made in the
argument.

STATE OF
OREGON

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

VOTE YES
HELP SENIOR AND DISABLED OREGONIANS
HELP OUR DEPRESSED HOUSING INDUSTRY

"Private home ownership, once part of the American Dream, is
becoming an endangered species as Reagan’s federal policies price
most Oregonians out of the private housing market. This is wrong.

"Measure #2 will help Oregon’s Seniors and Disabled own their
housing. It's one step towards a solution.”

DAVE McTEAGUE

Views of: DAVE Me LEAGUE
Position: Democratic National Committeeman
Member: Oregon State Council for Senior Citizens
Salem Gray Panthers
Oregon Consumer League
Degree: University of Oregon (Political Science)

Fellow Oregonians:

HELP OUR HOUSING INDUSTRY

— Congressman Les AuCoin stated January 6th "the Reagan ad-
ministration’s 'anti-housing bias’ threatens to destroy a faltering
industry.” Oregonian, 1/7/82.

— Now Oregonians should help our housing industry and the
thousands of Oregonians out of work in construction work and
lumber mills.

— Measure #2 will provide increased capital for housing.

HELP OUR SENIORS AND DISABLED

— Oregon’s Senior Citizens and Disabled are facing increased hard-
ships because inflation destroys the buying power of their fixed
incomes and irresponsible New-Right federal policies have re-
duced their benefits.

Measure #2 will help meet the housing needs of Senior Citizens
and Disabled persons.
PRESERVE PRIVATE HOME OWNERSHIP

— Americans have come to expect to be able to own their homes.
Private home ownership builds community responsibility and
involvement.

— Unless our government can reverse the trends which are forcing
most Americans out of private housing markets, a fundamental
and radical change in our lifestyle will occur.

— Measure #2 will offer us a tool to preserve private home own-
ership.

MORE ACTION NEEDED

— Measure #2 is not the entire answer. It won't solve the problem
alone. Government at all levels must start developing housing
policies to make private home ownership a reality for average
Oregonians again.

Sincerely,
DAVE McTEAGUE

472 Oregonians signed a petition agreeing with this argument and
requesting that it be printed in the Voters’ Pamphlet.

Submitted by: Steve Anderson and Beulah Hand
Co-Chairpersons, McTeague for Congress
P.O. Box 2273, Pringle Park Station
Salem, Oregon 97308

(This space purchased for $300 in accordance with ORS
251.255.)

The printing of'this argument does not constitute an
endorsement by the State of Oregon, nor does the state
warrant the accuracy or truth o fany statement made in the
argument.
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STATE OF
OREGON

VeasureNo 3

continued &

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 22—Referred to the Elec-
torate of Oregon by the 1981 Legislature, to be voted on at
the Primary Election, May 18, 1982.

BALLOT TITLE

STATE BONDS FOR FUND TO
3 FINANCE CORRECTIONS FACILI-
TIES

QUESTION—Shall state sell general obligation YES O
bonds for fund to finance state, regional, county
or city corrections facilities? NO O

PURPOSE—Constitutional amendment would
permit state to sell bonds for fund to finance
acquisition, construction, equipping or im-
provement of state, regional, county or city cor-
rections facilities. Bond issuance not to exceed
$60 million. Requires legislature to provide for
payment of bonds.

ESTIMATE OF FINANCIAL EFFECT—This
proposed amendment, authorizes the issuance of
general obligation bonds in an amount not to
exceed $60 million for the purpose of creating
the Corrections Building Fund. The principal
and interest for these bonds will be repaid from
the state general fund.

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 a new Article to be known as
Article XI1-K and to read:

ARTICLE XI-K

SECTION 1. Notwithstanding the limits contained in
any other provision of this Constitution, the credit of the
State of Oregon may be loaned and indebtedness incurred
in an amount not to exceed $60 million for the purpose of
creating a fund to be known as the Corrections Building
Fund. This fund shall be used to provide financing for the
planning, acquisition, construction, equipping or im-
provement of state, regional, county or local corrections
facilities. The facilities may include, but are not limited
to, jail or prison facilities, work camps and centers for
housing inmates in the process of paying fines or making
restitution. The Legislative Assembly by law may provide
for financial grants to counties or cities from the Correc-
tions Building Fund for acquisition, construction, equip-
ping or improvement of regional, county or city correc-
tions facilities, other than jails. The Legislative Assembly
by law may provide for loans to counties or cities from the
Corrections Building Fund for the acquisition, construc-
tion, equipping or improvement of regional, county or city
corrections facilities, including jails. Cities or counties
may borrow from the Corrections Building Fund in such
manner as may be provided by law.

SECTION 2. Bonds of the State of Oregon containing
a direct promise on behalf of the state to pay the face
value thereof, with the interest therein provided for, may

be issued in an amount authorized by section | of this
Article for the purpose of creating such fund. The bonds
shall be a direct obligation of the state and shall be in
such form and shall run for such periods of time and bear
such rates of interest as shall be provided by law.

SECTION 3. Refunding bonds may be issued and sold
to refund any bonds issued under authority of section 2 of
this Article. There may be issued and outstanding at any
time bonds aggregating the amount authorized by section
1 of this Article, but at no time shall the total of all bonds
outstanding, including refunding bonds, exceed the
amount so authorized.

SECTION 4. Bonds and interest thereon are payable
from any state funds designated for that purpose by the
Legislative Assembly, but if the Legislative Assembly
does not designate any state funds for that purpose, then
the Legislative Assembly shall provide for an annual levy
of ad valorem taxes in a manner prescribed by law upon
all the taxable property in the State of Oregon in suffi-
cient amounts to provide for the payment of principal and
interest of bonds issued pursuant to sections 2 and 3 of
this Article.

SECTION 5. The authority contained in sections 1
and 2 of this Article to loan the credit of the State of
Oregon and to incur debt, and to issue bonds of the State
of Oregon, shall terminate on January 1,1991. The termi-
nation of authority as provided in this section shall not
affect rights and obligations already incurred by the state
in regard to bonds issued before January 1, 1991.

SECTION 6. The Legislative Assembly may enact
legislation to carry out this Article. This Article shall
supersede all conflicting constitutional provisions and
shall supersede any conflicting provision of a county or
city charter or act of incorporation, including but not
limited to debt limitations imposed by any such provision.

Paragraph 2. The amendment proposed by this resolu-
tion shall be submitted to the people for their approval or
rejection at the next state-wide primary election.
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EXPLANATION ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

This measure, if approved by the voters, amends the Oregon, like many other states, is faced with the need
state constitution. Approval would permit creation of a to provide additional cell space for an increasing number
fund to be known as the Corrections Building Fund. The of convicted offenders who must be confined to protect the
fund would be used to finance planning, acquisition, public. Both county and state needs can be addressed
construction, equipping or improvement of state, region- under the provisions of this measure.
al, county or local corrections facilities. In addition to There has been no major construction of state correc-
using the fund directly for such purposes, the Legislative tional facilities in Oregon since 1959. Work is now under-
Assembly by law could provide for grants from the fundto  way to develop a construction plan which will meet
counties or cities to acquire, construct, equip or improve present and future needs for both county jails and state
those regional, county or city corrections facilities other prisons. When completed this plan will be submitted to
than jails, and could provide for loans to counties or cities the legislature for its review. Bonds cannot be sold until
to acquire, construct, equip or improve any regional, the plan receives legislative approval.
county or city correctional facilities, including jails.

The question is, after the development and approval of
To create the Corrections Building Fund, the state a plan, how can the plan best be funded?

would be empowered to issu” general obligation bonds.
The total amount of debt the state could incur under this
measure is $60 million. The measure would authorize the
legislature to enact law to carry out the measure.

The measure would authorize the legislature to pro-
vide for repayment of the bonds from state revenues; but
if the legislature does not act to appropriate the repay-

This ballot measure advocates the sale of bonds as the
best method. Through the use of bonds, construction
projects can be paid off, over time, rather than paying the
entire amount at once.

It is important to understand that this measure does
not authorize construction, neither does it create a "blank
- check” for construction. It simply permits the legislature
ment, the bonds shall be repaid by a levy of an ad valorem to authorize the sale of up to $60 million in bonds, with
tax on all real property within the State of Oregon. provisions to remove that authorization after a ten (10)

Authority to issue bonds under this measure would year period.
end on January 1, 1991. The termination date would not
affect rights or obligations incurred by the state regard-
ing bonds issued before that date.

There is no question that additional correctional facil-
ities are necessary in Oregon to preserve public safety.
This measure will make it possible to responsibly finance
their acquisition, construction or improvement, over time,

Committee Members: Appointed by: rather than potentially bankrupting already limited cash
Senator Frank Roberts Secretary of State reserves.
Representative Mary McCauley
Burrows Secretary of State B B A
Senator Cliff Trow President of the Senate Joint Legislative ) . .
Representative Tom Mason Speaker of the House Committee Members: App_omted by:
Senator Bill McCoy Members of Committee Senator Anthony Meeker President of the Senate
Representative Peter Courtney Speaker of the House
(This Committee appointed to provide an impartial explanation Representative Kip Lombard Speaker of the House

of the ballot measure pursuant to ORS 251.215.
P ) (This Committee appointed to provide legislative argument in

support of the ballot measure pursuant to ORS 251.245.)

The printing of this argument does not constitute an
endorsement by the State of Oregon, nor does the state
warrant the accuracy or truth o fany statement made in the
argument.
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ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

MEASURE #3 IS A FAIR APPROACH TO THE
CORRECTIONS DILEMMA IN OREGON

FAIR JUSTICE: The present system is unfair to the taxpayer, the
victim, and the offender.

The corrections system in Oregon has not kept pace with the
growth in population or in crime. The number of people in Oregon
has increased by more than one million since the last state prison
was built. Counties have added space, but nowhere near enough to
meet the demand. Crime is increasing faster than the population.
Five years ago, the number of reported crimes per 1,000 Oregonians
was 60; today, it is 71. Nationally Oregon ranks 11th in reported
crime and even higher — 9th — in property crime.

Releasing offenders is not an acceptable solution. We must
provide adequate space to protect the public. We must strike a
reasonable balance between the need to lock up serious offenders in
secure settings, and the need to provide opportunities for less serious
offenders or those nearing parole tq learn constructive ways to live,
including payment of restitution for their crimes. The threat of
confinement must be restored. Without adequate jail or prison space,
offenders know the system well enough to realize that many types of
crime carry little or no potential for punishment.

FAIR GEOGRAPHICALLY: The need for more space exists in all
regions of the state, and this measure provides a way to
respond statewide.

The measure requires that attention be given to the full spec-
trum of corrections services and facilities across the state. Local
plans developed by county commissioners with citizen input will be
considered in the total state plan. Any county which proposes a plan
and justification for it must have its needs considered. The Legisla-
ture will make the final decision on the plan.

FAIR FINANCING: State issued general obligation long-term
bonds are the most fiscally responsible and least costly means
of paying for the construction of diverse facilities around the
state.

The total amount of these bonds cannot ever exceed $60 million
and none can be issued after January 1, 1991. Even with high
interest rates, state tax-exempt general obligation bonds are less
expensive annually than a lump-sum state expenditure, or than local
bonds issued for local facilities. The state bonds are NOT intended to
be paid from property taxes, but solely by legislative appropriations
from the State General Fund. The cost is estimated to be about $3
per person, per year.

Constructing corrections facilities is a high cost investment.
However, the cost of crime is high, too — to the taxpayer and to the
victim. The consequences of increasing crime impose other burden-
some costs to taxpayers and painful human costs to victims. A
diversified corrections system which can incarcerate when needed
and offer alternatives when appropriate is the least costly overall.

VOTE "YES” ON BALLOT MEASURE #3

Submitted by: Representative Donna Zajonc, Chairperson
Committee to Finance New Correctional
Facilities
4789 Sesame Street N.E.
Salem, Oregon 97305

(This space purchased for $300 in accordance with ORS
251.255))

The printing of this argument does not constitute an
endorsement by the State of Oregon, nor does the state
warrant the accuracy or truth o fany statement made in the
argument.

continued @
ARGUMENT IN FAVOR

More facilities are needed in Oregon to lock up con-
victed criminals to protect law abiding citizens. The state
needs more prison cells. Counties need more jail space.
Both the state and counties need more alternatives such
as work camps and restitution centers.

The state has not built a major correctional facility for
felons for more than 20 years. Counties have added only a
limited number of cells for misdemeanants. But in those
20 years, the state’s population has increased nearly 50
percent. Crime has increased even faster. More offenders
are being sent to prison, and kept in prison longer, than at
any time in recent history.

This means that the corrections system at both the
state and county levels has been stretched to the limit.
Ballot Measure Three represents a balanced, fiscally
sound approach to the problem.

1. It would provide more space so we can lock up
criminals who have committed serious crimes.

2. It would provide more space in alternative settings
so we can help prisoners work their way back into
the community, or make it possible for them to pay
restitution to the victims of their crimes.

3. It would provide a method of paying for these
facilities that makes good financial sense. Bonding
would allow the state to spread the construction or
acquisition cost over time in much the same way as
a person would buy a home.

Frustrations and limitations imposed by inadequate
correctional facilities are very real for all concerned —
law enforcement officers, prosecutors, judges, parole and
probation officers, and the general public.

Frustrations and fears are even more real for the
victims of crime — real emotions bom of real increases in
crime. New correctional facilities will not stop crime, but
they will assure the threat of confinement and punish-
ment for those who violate the law.

Because crime is increasing, we must increase our
efforts to respond. Ballot Measure Three is part of this
response. It is necessary. It is balanced. It is fiscally
sound. It will help the state. It will help the counties. It
will help protect the safety of Oregonians. The issue has
been studied long enough. The time has come to bring our
corrections system up-to-date. As Governor and Attorney
General, we support Ballot Measure Three, and we urge
your support as well.

Submitted by: Governor Vic Atiyeh
Attorney General Dave Frohnmayer
State Capitol
Salem, Oregon 97310

(This space purchased for $300 in accordance with ORS
251.255.)

The printing of this argument does not constitute an
endorsement by the State of Oregon, nor does the state
warrant the accuracy or truth o fany statement made in the
argument.
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ARGUMENT IN OPPOSITION

We oppose the construction of more prison facilities in
Oregon. Oregon already ranks in the top third of the
states in the rate of incarceration. More prison bed space
would result in more prisoners and greater costs to the
taxpayers. Abt Associates, in a study for the Federal
government, noted that the major factor in the imprison-
ment rate is the space available. In other words, the more
space available, the more police and judicial practices
change to fill that space. Other options exist for the
taxpayers of Oregon.

1 BUILDING MORE PRISONS IS NOT A SOLU-
TION TO THE OVERCROWDING OF THE
OREGON PRISON SYSTEM. Overcrowding can
be attributed to the unnecessary incarceration of
non-violent offenders. Imprisonment should be a
last resort reserved for the few truly dangerous.
Community based alternatives, such as restitution,
are safe, effective, less expensive, and a viable
option for us.

2. OUR SAFETY AS INDIVIDUALS DOES NOT
INCREASE WITH AN EXPANSION OF THE
PRISON SYSTEM. Crime rates are higher in
states where the main response to crime has been
more prison construction. It rises with the in-
creased number of people coming into contact with
the "schools of crime.” Former prison warden, Wil-
liam Nagel, says, "Has all this harshness brought
us protection? The crime statistics suggest not. .

3. THIS BOND MEASURE IS AMBIGUOUS. No
specific uses are designated for the 60 million dol-
lars. It relies on the 1983 Oregon legislature to
determine use. Your county, regional, or state
plans may go to waste.

4. COST TO OREGONIANS WOULD BE TRE-
MENDOUS IN TERMS OF MONEY AND LOST
OPPORTUNITIES. 60 million dollars is only an
initial expense. William Nagel estimates that for
every dollar spent on prison construction, the tax-
payers pay another $16 (exclusive of inflation) for
operations over three decades. Even the initial 60
million dollars would weaken an already poor bond
market. This measure could endanger other bonded
projects so desperately needed in the ailing Oregon
economy.

We urge that you vote against this measure.

Submitted by: Jacklyn Bartruff for
People for Prison Alternatives
1987 University Street
Eugene, Oregon 97403

(This space purchased for $300 in accordance with ORS
251.255))

The printing of this argument does not constitute an
endorsement by the State of Oregon, nor does the state
warrant the accuracy or truth o fany statement made in the
argument.

STATE OF
OREGON

ARGUMENT IN OPPOSITION

Rep. Wally Priestley urges you to vote "No” on
Measure No. 3.

The new prison facilities Measure No. 3 seeks to build
will: cost too much, decrease Oregonians’ personal securi-
ty, further stress Oregon’s bond rating, and not be needed.

e Cost. The $60 million sought through Measure No. 3
will actually add up to $120 million when interest is
added. This means $45.60 for every woman, man, and
child in Oregon. This means either higher taxes or cuts
in programs benefiting seniors, schools and many
others.

= Decreases security. Since the early 1970's the Oregon
Corrections Division has opted for fewer programs that
rehabilitate prisoners and more strictly "custodial” ef-
forts. The result has been that released prisoners now
commit more crimes than before this change. In fact,
50% more prisoners return to prison now than when we
had less emphasis on caging and more on helping.

e Bond rating. Did you know Oregon has borrowed far
more money through bonding than any other state?
Oregon’s bonded indebtedness has multiplied four-fold
since 1972. Our bonding policy cost Oregon its triple A
bond rating in July 1980. Adding these prison bonds
could raise the cost of future bond sales for:

= Veterans
e Pollution control
e Education

e Elderly housing
< Highways
= Reforestation

« Unnecessary. Studies show that the crime rate has
closely followed the population of 15-30 year-olds in
Oregon. This population has already peaked here and is
expected to decline over the next 20 years. By the time
the new facilities would be usable, the need for jail
space will be about equal to the need in 1979. Let’s show
more wisdom than the Portland school board did when
they built two high schools in the 1960’s only to have
surplus space and the need to close them a little more
than a decade later.

Vote "No” on Measure No. 3. More concrete and steel
is not the answer.

Submitted by: Representative Wally Priestley
7427 N. Lancaster Street
Portland, Oregon 97217

(This space purchased for $300 in accordance with ORS
251.255.)

The printing of this argument does not constitute an
endorsement by the State of Oregon, nor does the state
warrant the accuracy or truth ofany statement made in the
argument.
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HOUSE BILL 3237-—Referred to the Electorate of Oregon
by the 1981 Legislature, to be voted on at the Primary
Election, May 18, 1982.

BALLOT TITLE

RAISES TAXES ON COMMERCIAL
VEHICLES, MOTOR VEHICLES
FUELS FOR ROADS

QUESTION—Shall truck and other commercial YESO
vehicle taxes and motor vehicle fuel taxes be
raised for road repair, improvement and con- NO O

struction?

PURPOSE—The measure would raise commer-
cial vehicle highway taxes an average of 12.5
percent this July 1, 11.1 percent on July 1,1983,
and 10 percenton July 1, 1984. The state tax on
gas and other motor vehicle fuels is now 8t per
gallon. This measure raises this tax by \ per
gallon on each of these three dates. Use of these
funds is limited by the Oregon Constitution to
road repair, improvement and construction.

ESTIMATE OF FINANCIAL EFFECT—This
measure will increase revenue to the Highway
Fund by $20.6 million in fiscal year 1982-1983;
$42.3 million in fiscal year 1983-1984; $65.2
million in fiscal year 1984-1985. Distribution of
this revenue will be made as follows: 67.76
percent state government; 20.07 percent county
governments; 12.17 percent city governments.

AN ACT
Relating to motor vehicle taxes; amending ORS 319.020,
319.530, 767.820 and 767.825; and providing that this
Act be referred to the people for their approval or
rejection.

Be It Enacted by the People of the State of Oregon:

Section 1. On July 1, 1982, ORS 319.020, as amended
by section 1, chapter , Oregon Laws 1981 (Enrolled
House Bill 3241), is further amended to read:

319.020.
section, in addition to the taxes otherwise provided for by
law, every dealer and subdealer engaging in the dealer’s
or subdealer’'s own name, or in the name of others, or in
the name of the dealer’s or subdealer’s representatives or
agents in this state, in the sale, use or distribution of
motor vehicle fuel or aircraft fuel or withdrawal of motor
vehicle fuel or aircraft fuel for sale, use, or distribution
within areas in this state within which the state lacks the
power to tax the sale, use, or distribution of motor vehicle
fuel or aircraft fuel, shall:

(a) Not later than the 25th day of each calendar

month, render a statement to the division of all motor
vehicle fuel or aircraft fuel sold, used, distributed or so
withdrawn by the dealer or subdealer in the State of
Oregon as well as all such fuel sold, used or distributed in
this state by a purchaser thereof upon which sale, use or

(1) Subject to subsections (2) to (4) of this

continued )

distribution the dealer has assumed liability for the appli-
cable license tax during the preceding calendar month.

(b) Pay a license tax computed on the basis of [eight]

nine cents per gallon of such motor vehicle fuel or air-
craft fuel so sold, used, distributed or withdrawn as
shown by such statement in the manner and within the
time provided in ORS 319.010 to 319.430.

(2) When aircraft fuel is sold and delivered by a dealer
or subdealer to a person holding a valid and unrevoked
license as an aircraft fuel retailer or is delivered by the
dealer or subdealer into the fuel tanks of aircraft the
license tax shall be computed on the basis of three cents
per gallon of fuel so sold and delivered, except that when
aircraft fuel is delivered by a dealer or subdealer into the
fuel tanks of aircraft operated by turbine engines (turbo-
prop or jet), or when it is delivered into storage facilities
operated by a licensed aircraft fuel retailer and used
exclusively for fueling aircraft operated by turbine en-
gines (turbo-prop or jet), the tax rate shall be one-half of
one cent per gallon.

(3) In lieu of claiming refund of the tax paid on motor
vehicle fuel consumed by such dealer or subdealer in
nonhighway use as provided in ORS 319.280, 319.290 and
319.320, or of any prior erroneous payment of license tax
made to the state by such dealer or subdealer, the dealer
or subdealer may show such motor vehicle fuel as a credit
or deduction on the monthly statement and payment of
tax.

(4) The license tax computed on the basis of the sale,
use, distribution or withdrawal of motor vehicle or air-
craft fuel shall not be imposed wherever such tax is
prohibited by the Constitution or laws of the United
States with respect to such tax.

Section 2. On July 1, 1982, ORS 319.530, as amended
by section 2, chapter , Oregon Laws 1981 (Enrolled
House Bill 3241) is further amended to read:

319.530.
of its highways, an excise tax hereby is imposed at the
rate of [eight] nine cents per gallon on the use of fuel in a
motor vehicle.

Section 3. On July 1, 1982, ORS 767.820, as amended
by section 3, chapter , Oregon Laws 1981 (Enrolled
House Bill 3241), is further amended to read:

767.820.

MILEAGE TAX RATE TABLE "A”

Declared Combined Fee Rates
Weight Groups Per Mile
(Pounds) (Mills)
0 to 6,000 ..oiiiiiiiiiie s [1.5] 2.0
6,001 to 3.0
8,001 to [4.0] 4.5
10,001 to [5.0] 6.0
12,001 to [6.5] 7.5
14,001 to [7.5] 9.0
16,001 to [9.0] 10.5
18,001 to [10.5] 12.0
20,001 to [12.0] 13.5
22,001 to [13.5] 15.0
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24,001 to [15.0] 16.5 48,001 t0 50,000 .ooiviricier ceereereeeas [53.0] 60.0
26,001 to [16.0] 18.0 50,001 t0 52,000 .oocevciveiees eeeeeenens [55.5] 62.5
28,001 to [17.0] 19.5 52,001 t0 54,000 .ooocoieicrrss eeeeeeeees [58.0] 65.0
30,001 to [18.5] 21.0 54,001 to 56,000 ...cccevreen e [60.5] 67.5
32,001 to [20.0] 22.5 56,001 t0 58,000 ...cccecevies eererererenns [62.0] 69.5
34,001 to [21.5] 24.0 58,001 t0 60,000 ..cooocioriers corvieniinne. [63.0] 71.0
36,001 to [23.0] 255 60,001 to [64.5] 725
38,001 to [24.5] 27.5 62,001 to [66.0] 74.0
40,001 to [26.0] 29.0 64,001 to [67.5] 75.5
42,001 to [27.5] 31.0 66,001 to [68.5] 77.0
44,001 to [29.0] 33.0 68,001 to [69.5] 785
46,001 to [30.5] 34.5 70,001 to [71.0] 80.0
48,001 to [32.0] 36.0 72,001 to [72.0] 81.0
50,001 to [33.5] 37.5 74,001 to [73.0] 82.0
52,001 to [35.0] 39.0 76,001 to [74.0] 83.0
54,001 to [36.0] 405 78,001 to [75.5] 84.5
56,001 to [37.0] 42.0 80,001 and OVer ... Add [1.01 15
58,001 to [38.5] 43.5 [mill] mills
60,001 to [40.0] 45.0 per ton or
62,001 to [41.0] 46.0 fraction
66,001 to [43.0] 48.0
68,001 to [43.5] 49.0
70,001 to [44.0] 49.5
72,001 to [44.5] 50.0
74.001 to [45.0] 510
76.001 to [455] 515 FLAT FEE TABLE
78.001 to [46.0] 52.0 Declared Combined
80.001 andover Add 0.5 Weight Groups Flat Fee
mill per (Pounds)
ton or 0 to 6,000 $ [40] 45
fraction 6,001 to 8,000 .... [55] 65
of ton 8,001 to 10,000 .. [70] 85
10,001 to 12,000 .. [85] 100
12,001 to 14,000 .. [105] 115
14,001 to 16,000 [130] 145
16,001 to 18,000 [160] 180
MILEAGE TAX RATE TABLE "B~
Declared Combined Fee Rates
Weight Groups Per Mile
(Pounds) (Mills)
0 to 6,000 .coooiiiiiies e [7.0] 8.0
6,001 to [9.0] 10.5 FLAT FEE TABLE "D”
8,001 to [11.0] 12.5 Declared Combined
10,001 to [13.0] 15.0 Weight Groups Flat Fee
12,001 to [15.5] 17.5 (Pounds)
14,001 to [18.0] 200 0 t0 6,000 wooooerrers crsrrre $ 1/677] 180
16,001 to [20.5] 225 6,001 to [190] 215
22,001 to [27.0] 30.5 12,001 to [290] 320
2600 1o R S
28,001 to [33.0] 37.0 16,001 to [370] 415
30,001 to [35.5] 39.5
32,001 to [37.5] 42.0
34,001 t0 36,000 ..oooiiueeis e [39.5] 44.0 Section 4. On July 1, 1982, ORS 767.825, as amended
36,001 to [41.0] 46.0 by section 4, chapter , Oregon Laws 1981 (Enrolled
38,001 to [43.0] 48.5 House Bill 3241), is further amended to read:
40,001 to [45.0] 51.0 767.825. (1) In lieu of the fees prescribed in ORS
42,001 to [47.0] 53.0 