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Overview 
 Healthy Democracy 

 Description & Overview of Citizens’ 
Initiative Review (CIR) 

 Brief History of CIR 

 2010 Pilot & Evaluation 

 2009 & 2011 Legislation 

 Q&A 

 



Healthy Democracy 

 Non-partisan, nonprofit 
organization 

 Founded in 2007 

 Developed, tested & refined 
the Citizens’ Initiative Review 



Citizens’ Initiative Review 

 Voters are inundated with sound 
bites, mailers and ads 

 Voters consistently report 
confusion with ballot measures 

 These are big decisions with much 
at stake 



The Citizens’ Initiative Review 
 Citizen-based evaluation of ballot 

measures 

 Gives voters access to clear and 
trustworthy information 

 Randomly-selected and 
demographically-balanced panels 
of voters 



CIR Overview 
 Panel of 24 voters 

 5 Days of balanced hearings  

 pro & con advocates; background 
presenters 

 Evaluate a citizen-initiated measure 

 Issue a ‘Citizens’ Statement’ in 
Voter’s Pamphlet 



Random Selection 

 Large random sample of registered 
voters (n=10,000) 

 Send invitations in the mail 
 (includes dates of review, 

stipend, reimbursements) 

 Receive & Compile responses  
 (with additional demographic 

information) 



Cross Section of 24 Voters 
(Demographics) 

Gender 

Education 

Age 

Party Registration 

Voting History 

Ethnicity 

Congressional District 



Day # 1 

Advocates 
Introduction 

Evidence  
Summary 

Pro & Con 
Statements 

Advocate 
Feedback 

Information 
Requests 

Agenda 
Planning 

Day # 2 

Background 
 Presenters 

Draft 
Findings 

Best Reasons 

Agenda 
Planning 

Day # 3 

Final 
Presentations 

Key Findings 

Trying Out 
Positions 
Agenda 

Planning 

Day # 4 

Final Input 

Statements 

Wrap-up 

Press 
Conference 

Day # 5 

Learning about 
the measure 

Studying information 
and evidence 

Informed judgment & 
sharing with voters 



Brief History of CIR 
 Proposed the Citizens’ Initiative 

Review in 2007 
 Successful ‘Field Test’ in 2008 
 Pilot legislation in 2009 (HB 2895) 
 Full scale pilot of the CIR 2010 
 Independent Evaluation 
 Legislation passed in 2011 (HB 2634) 
 CIR Commission in formation (current) 
 First official round of CIRs (August) 



2010 Citizens’ Initiative 
Review Pilot 
 Measure 73 August 9th- 13th  

Mandatory minimum sentencing for 
certain sex crimes and repeated 
DUII 
 

 Measure 74 August 16th-20th  
Legalization of medical marijuana 

dispensaries 
 



NSF-Funded Evaluation 
 1 Quality of Deliberation 
Panels were considered high quality 

deliberation 
 
 2 Utility of the Citizens’ Initiative 

Review 
CIR was widely used and very useful 

for voters statewide 



1. Quality of Deliberation 
in CIR Panels 

 

 
Criteria for Evaluating Deliberation 

Measure 73 
(Sentencing) 

Measure 74 
(Marijuana) 

1. Promote analytic rigor    
  1a. Learning basic issue information B+ B+ 
  1b. Examining of underlying values B-  B 
  1c. Considering a range of alternatives A B 
  1d. Weighing pros/cons of measure A A 
2. Facilitate a democratic process   
  2a. Equality of opportunity to participate A A 
  2b. Comprehension of information B+ B+ 
  2c. Consideration of different views A A 
  2d. Mutual respect  A- A 
3. Produce a well-reasoned statement   
  3a. Informed decision making A-                          A 
  3b. Non-coercive process  A A 

 



CIR Awareness by Week 
1
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2. CIR Utility for Voters 
 
 A majority of voters who read the Citizens’ 

Statements found them to be helpful & gained 
new information 

 Voters reported spending considerably more 
time reading the Citizens’ Statements 
compared to other parts of the voter’s 
pamphlet. 

 Voters who carefully read the Citizens’ 
Statements were much less likely to support 
M73 and M74.  

 
 



Comparison of 2009 & 2011 
Legislation 

HB 2895  
(2009) 

HB 2634  
(2011) 

-Selection of 
panelists 
-Advocates 
-Placement in 
voter’s pamphlet 
-No state funding 
  

CIR Fund 

Ongoing 
Evaluation 
Advocate 
Review  

Measure 
Selection 

CIR Commission 

-Selection of 
panelists 
-Advocates 
-Placement in 
voter’s pamphlet 
-No state funding 
  



Questions? 
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