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Presentation Notes
My name is Art Ayre with the Chief Financial Office.

With me is Steven Powers of the Governor’s office, who will present the second half of this presentation.

We are here to present information on how the Governor developed his budget for the 2013-15 biennium with a focus on programs in the Safety Outcome Area.


DAS

DEPARTMENT OF
ADMINISTRATIVE
SERVICES

Develop a statewide vision of the future, with accountability to
citizens

Focus on achieving outcomes over 10 years through strategic
spending and investments

Start the budget process with the amount available to spend

Separate the people who recommend budgets from the people
who receive the money

Make budget decisions based on getting the best results for the
money available

Invest in areas of change and innovation


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Budget development started with the creation of a statewide vision document (Who was involved? Policy Advisors.)

Drilled down from the vision to more detailed outcomes (Who decided on outcomes? Policy Advisors.)

Recognized that the budget must be balanced and that expenditures cannot exceed revenues

Brought in outside people – members of the Program Funding Teams – to help recommend budgets (How chosen? Who chose? Identified by Governor’s Office.)

Asked those outside people to focus their recommendations on programs that are most effective in achieving the outcomes (How was effectiveness determined? By PFT based on info they gained from written and presented materials.)

The process also encouraged agencies to propose changes and innovations that would help achieve the outcomes (How? By giving them leeway to propose more than CSL and by letting them know that we were looking for effective innovations.)
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Governor’s Budget: Priorities

ADMINISTRATIVE

SERVICES
()

e Putting Children, Families and Education First

* Investing in Jobs and Innovation

» Lowering the Cost of Government



Presenter
Presentation Notes
Governor’s top priority is investing in a stronger future – children, education, the economy – while lowering the cost of administering government and remediating problems.
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Governor’s Budget: 10-Year Goals

ADMINISTRATIVE

e Education @

o Every Oregonian has the knowledge, skills, and credentials
to succeed in life

e Jobs & Innovation

o Oregon has a diverse and dynamic economy that provides
jobs and prosperity for all Oregonians

» Healthy People

o Oregon provides better health and better care at lower costs

o Safety

o Oregonians are safe and secure

* Healthy Environment

o Oregon’s environment is healthy and sustains our
communities and economy



Presenter
Presentation Notes
The Governor’s 10-Year Goals fell into five groups, which became the five areas in which more detailed outcomes were identified. The safety goal is for Oregonians to safe and secure both personally and financially. This goal recognizes that public safety is focused not only on crime and reducing criminal behavior and victimization but also includes protecting citizens from financial abuse, fraud, and deception and the safety of vulnerable citizens at home and in licensed-case settings. 



Organized budget discussions by program outcomes, instead of
agency by agency

Created a bid form process requiring agencies to propose how
funding their programs would help achieve long term
objectives

Capped agency General Fund and Lottery Funds requests
Invited citizens to participate on Program Funding Teams
Instead of the historical analyst recommendation/agency

appeal process

Made recommendations based on evaluating investments’
effectiveness in reaching long term goals


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Rather than deal with each agency’s budget as a whole, the new budget process assigned each program in each agency to one of the five outcome areas and then dealt with the outcome area as a single budget, as if it were a super-agency.

Agencies were required to submit a 4-page summary of each of their programs to the appropriate outcome area program funding team and to present their program to that team and answer the team’s questions about the program. These summaries outlined how each program helps achieve one or more of the outcome area’s long-term objectives. Some programs also pointed out how they helped achieve objectives in other outcome areas … many programs have an influence on more than one outcome area and this made assigning programs to outcome areas somewhat frustrating for some agencies and imperfect as a way to examine the effectiveness of a program. [Bid forms have been given to LFO]

The members of the funding teams were people selected for their awareness of the outcome area and their diversity of views.

More than in the past, the budget development process used long-term goals and outcomes as a basis for budget recommendations. Funding teams recommended program funding levels for programs within their outcome area to provide what they felt was the best mix of program efforts to help reach the outcome area’s long-term goals.


Governor started with flat funding

- - - Educati Jobs & | vati
at 2011-13 biennium spending levels e e & moveten
Healthy People Er?silrtgzment
General Fund and Lottery Funds e State Government
. atety Administration
revenues are projected to grow at

approximately 9%

Governor appointed six Program Funding Teams to identify
programs most effective at achieving long-term outcomes

Funding Teams asked to recommend investments in the
2013-15 biennium holding outcome areas to 6% growth rates
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Presentation Notes
Development of the budget began by limiting agencies’ proposed budgets to current biennium levels plus a fixed percentage increase, with rare exceptions in which agencies could propose a budget based on current service level due to unusual circumstances that made the current biennium level unreasonable as a starting point for the 2013-15 biennium (e.g., …). Prior budget development cycles have relied on agencies to limit themselves to a “threshold of embarrassment” in proposing their agency budgets.

Question – was the LAB + 20% and CSL + 1% applied to whole agency budget or individual program budgets?

The Governor appointed funding teams composed of members of the public who, in my estimation, were from diverse backgrounds and points of view and fairly knowledgeable of the issues facing their respective outcome areas.

The funding teams were given outcome area budget targets within which they would limit their recommended funding of programs in their outcome areas. These targets were below the projected revenue growth, forcing teams to focus their recommended budgets on the most effective programs and allowing for additional investments where the Governor deemed these were needed.


2013-15 biennial revenue growth is
projected to add $1.4 billion in
General Fund and Lottery Fund
resources

Program Funding Teams

Education

Jobs & Innovation

Healthy People

Healthy
Environment

Safety

State Government
Administration

Program Funding Teams made specific recommendations

to the Governor

Increase investments in areas that position Oregon for the

future

Limit growth in areas that are the consequences of failed

systems



Presenter
Presentation Notes
The revenue projection for 2013-15 showed a $1.4 billion  increase in General Fund and Lottery Funds with which to make these investments, including innovations. The revenue projection provided the basis for the targets which limited the funding teams’ recommendations.

Harking back to the Governor’s three priorities, the investments are designed to improve Oregon’s position in the future by focusing on containing the costs of solving past problems to free up resources to invest in a better future that has fewer of these problems.


»

2013-15 Governor’s Budget Process =i==
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Presentation Notes
Visually, here is a flow chart of the budget process we used. The Governor set targets for the outcome areas, agencies submitted funding requests, the funding teams evaluated the programs and made funding recommendations, the Governor and his staff reviewed those recommendations and made their final policy decisions that became the Governor’s Balanced Budget.
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2013-15 Governor’s Budget Overview ===

ADMINISTRATIVE

@ SERVICES

Total Funds Distribution GF/LF Distribution Across
ACross Outcome Areas Outcome Areas

State Gov
Admin
0,
Healthy 4%
Environment
1%

Jobs &
Innovation
4%

Healthy
Environment
2%

Displays exclude constitutionally elected officials; Legislative and Judicial branches



Presenter
Presentation Notes
As with the traditional program area organization of agencies, the outcome area organization of programs shows Education, Healthy People, and Safety as the top three uses of General Fund and Lottery Funds resources.

Programs within the Safety outcome area comprised 9% of total funds: 5.1 billion out of 59.1 billion
Programs within Safety comprised 16% of GF/LF: 2.5 billion out of 15.4 billion


2013-15 Governor’s Budget Overview

Agencies in the Public Safety

Subcommittee

DAS

DEPARTMENT OF
ADMINISTRATIVE
SERVICES

Agencies with Programs in the

Safety Outcome Area

» Corrections, Dept of

e Criminal Justice Commission
» District Attorneys & Deputies
» Justice, Dept of

» Judicial Dept

» Judicial Fitness & Disability,
Commission on

» Military Dept

» Parole & Post-Prison Supervision,
Board of

* Public Defense Services

» Public Safety Standards & Training

» State Police

* Youth Authority

Accountancy
Aviation
Chiropractic Examiners

Consumer & Business
Services

Corrections, Dept

Criminal Justice
Commission

Dentistry, Board
District Attorneys
Energy

Geology & Mineral
Industries

Health Licensing Agency

Health Related Licensing
Boards

Human Services, Dept
Justice
Labor and Industries

Licensed Professional
Counselors & Therapists

Licensed Social Workers,

Board

Long Term Care
Ombudsman

Marine Board
Medical, Board
Military Department
Nursing, Board

Parole & Post-Prison
Supervision, Board

Pharmacy, Board
State Police

Psychiatric Security
Review Board

Psychologist Examiners,
Board

Public Safety Standards &
Training, Dept

Public Utility Comm.

Real Estate Agency

Tax Practitioners, Board
Transportation

Youth Authority



Presenter
Presentation Notes
This slide helps explain the similarities and differences between the traditional program area organization of agencies and the outcome area organization of agency programs.

The left half of this slide shows the 12 agencies likely to present their budgets to this Public Safety Subcommittee. The right half shows the 33 agencies with one or more programs in the Safety Outcome Area. Those 33 agencies have a total of 86 programs in this outcome area.

[See program list for list of programs by outcome area.]
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2013-15 Governor’s Budget Overview DAS

Agencies in Public Safety
Subcommittee

Corrections, Dept (2)

Criminal Justice Commission (1)
District Attorneys & Deputies (1)
Justice Dept (3)

Judicial Dept (0)

Judicial Fitness & Disability (0)
Military Department (3)

Parole & Post-Prison Supervision (1)

Public Defense Services (0)

Public Safety Standards & Training
(2)

State Police (4)
Oregon Youth Authority (2)

ADMINISTRATIVE
SERVICES

O,

How these Agencies Map to Outcome Areas

Education

Military Dept

Healthy
Environment

State Police

Healthy People
Justice Dept
Jobs & Innovation
State Police

Safety

Corrections

Criminal Justice Cmmsn

District Attorneys & Deputies
Justice Dept

Military Dept

Parole & Post-Prison Supervision
Public Safety Standards & Training
State Police

Oregon Youth Authority

State Gov Admin
Corrections
Justice Dept
Military Dept
Public Safety Standards & Training
State Police
Oregon Youth Authority
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Presentation Notes
This chart shows which outcome areas contain one or more programs in the 12 agencies likely to present to your subcommittee. One the left you see the 12 agencies. The numbers in parentheses indicate the number of outcome areas in which the agency’s programs reside.

On the right side, you see the six outcome areas with the names of the agencies with one or more programs in each of those outcome areas.
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2013-15 Governor’s Budget Overview DAS

ADMINISTRATIVE

SERVICES
Agencies in Public Safety @

Subcommittee How these Agencies Map to Outcome Areas

Corrections, Dept (2)

Safety
Criminal Justice Commission (1) Corrections

o : Education Criminal Justice Cmmsn
District Attorneys & Deputies (1)

Military Dept District Attorneys & Deputies
Justice Dept (3) Justice Dept
Military Dept
Judicial Dept (0) = Health Parole & Post-Prison Supervision
Envirciiment Public Safety Standards & Trainin
Judicial Fitness & Disability £0) S:qte Police State Policey g

Military Department (3) Oregon Youth Authority

Parole & Post-Prison Supervision (

i"ealthy People -
Public Defense Services (0) Justice Dept Correcww
Public Safety Standards & Training Justice Dept
2) Jobs & Innovation | Military Dept
_ State Police Public Safety Standards & Training
State Police (4) State Police

Oregon Youth Authority (2) Oregon Youth Authority
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Presentation Notes
As an example, Military has the Community Support (Oregon Youth Challenge Program) in Education, Admin & Debt Service in State Gov’t Admin, and the remainder in Safety (Operations, Emergency Management, Capital Improvement, Capital Construction)


2013-15 Governor’s Budget Highlights

“1TISACOMMITMENT TO EQUITY AND
OPPORTUNITY FOR ALL, SECURE JOBS WITH
UPWARD INCOME MOBILITY, AND SAFE,
SECURE COMMUNITIES WHERE PEOPLE
HAVE A SENSE OF COMMON PURPOSE AND
COMMITMENT TO ONE ANOTHER.”




Ensure sustainable investment and balance across

the safety system.

Target investment up front in order to shift resources
from expensive backend systems into preventive
programs at the local level.



Safety: At a crossroads. . . .

©

* Public safety professionals have done fantastic work
with declining resources:

o Kept our incarceration rate below the national average; and
o Achieved one of the lowest recidivism rates in the nation.

* Oregon is trending in the wrong direction:

o Instead of focusing costly prison beds on serious and violent

offenders, Oregon is on track to build 2,300 more beds over the
next ten years at a cost of over $600 million.

e Is building more prisons the best or the most
effective way to improve public safety?




»

Safety: Major Issues

1995-97 Public Safety Budget 2011-13 Public Safety Budget

m Corrections m Corrections
m State Police
m Youth Authority

m Other

m State Police
m Youth Authority
m Other
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Presentation Notes
Legislatively approved budgets for Public Safety Program Area agencies (General Fund and Lottery Funds only) from 1995-97, 2001-03, and 2011-13 (through Sept. E-Board).

Corrections has grown from 63% of GF/LF to 69%.
State Police has fallen from 16% to 12%.
Youth Authority has fallen from 18% (in 01-03) to 13%.


Safety: Strategies for Change

©

* Fund core safety programs in the Oregon State
Police, Oregon Youth Authority, and Department of
Justice

» Hold prison population flat and look to the
Commission on Public Safety’s recommendations

o Build on the achievements that have made us a national leader
and reverse the trajectory of simply funding prisons to a more
balanced public safety system.




Hold prison population flat through policy changes and
Incentives

Invest prison savings and additional funds into front-end
services that reduce victimization and protect public safety

Invest in community corrections and drug courts

Invest in a “differential response” model of child protective
services intervention

Maintain core safety services in most programs

Continue to defend the Tobacco Master Settlement Agreement


Presenter
Presentation Notes
The major policy issues in the Safety Outcome Area.

The crime rate per 1,000 Oregonians has fallen over the past decade for both violent crimes and property crimes. But Oregon is on track to add 2,000 prison beds over the next 10 years at a cost of more than $600 million. This budget pursues opportunities to keep people safe and reduce victimization  while holding offenders accountable in more cost-effective ways. It eliminates the need to construct and operate new prisons by pursuing public safety reforms and investments in proven crime prevention, reformation, community corrections, and re-entry strategies.

The $32 million GF community corrections reinvestment and incentive is in DOC package 090 in Community Corrections program, net of $6.3 million GF reduction in Measure 73 grants for pretrial incarceration.

The $8.9 million GF for drug courts is in Criminal Justice Commission Sentencing, Policy and Research program Pkg 101.

The $23.6 million Differential Response is in DHS Child Welfare Delivery and Design, Pkg 106. Differential Response model in child welfare allows multiple responses to reports of suspected child abuse or neglect. Allows earlier and more collaborative process of addressing families’ needs. Continues to allow traditional Child Protective Services response for higher risk cases where significant intervention is needed. The Differential Response model is expected to reduce Substitute Care caseloads by 15 percent in 10 years. I understand that DHS will explain this to the Ways and Means Subcommittee on Human Services.

Core safety services means essentially no change to program.

Tobacco MSA:
	Pkg 301, $3,254,852 GF
History of MSA defense costs:
	2005-07: $1,295,895
	2007-09: $1,551,699
	2009-11: $2,384,046
	2011-13: $2,583,648 (proj.)

Bond proceeds:
	DOC, Cap Constr, Pkg 090, $4,961,000 OF capital outlay
	OYA, Cap Constr, Pkg 090, $5,074,941 OF capital outlay

Three NG Armories:
	Grants Pass: $2,391,660
	Roseburg: $2,230,416
	Sharff Hall (Portland, a former vacated US Army Reserve facility): $2,781,000
	


Prison is a box: to avoid retroactive changes, must act
now to avoid $600 million over the next decade.

By concentrating prison beds on the serious and violent
offenders that deserve it most and re-investing a portion
of those dollars into the local law enforcement, victim
services, and community corrections providers Oregon
can get a better return on its public safety investment.
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