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Juveniles
and justice

Editorial from The (Bend) Bulletin:

If Oregon wants to be smarter about crime, the Legislature should

pass Senate Bill 1008.

Who is best equipped to decide what the sentence is for a juvenile?
It's a judge who hears the evidence of the case.

But in Oregon it's prosecutors who get sweeping discretion with
juveniles. Because of Measure 11's mandatory minimum sentences,
juvenile offenders as young as 15 in Oregon are charged and sen-

tenced as if they were adults.

SB 1008 puts needed flexibility back into the system. Sentences
for juveniles could be tailored to the defendant. At the same time,
judges would not lose the ability to set severe sentences. And
prosecutors would be able to request a hearing to move a youth to
the adult justice system. The bill also eliminates life without parole
sentences for juveniles. Those convicted of a crime when they were
younger than 18 would be able to seek parole after 15 years.

Measure 11 passed two decades ago. Much has been learned
about juvenile offenders in that time. SB 1008 updates Oregon’s jus-
tice system based on brain research and tracking recidivism rates.

Adolescent brains are not fully developed. There can be a lack of
responsibility; a lack of weighing consequences, a significant suscep-
tibility to peer pressure and more. Most parents could confirm that,
and so has scientific research. It doesn’t mean that juveniles should
not face consequences for crimes. It does mean that they have more
potential to turn their lives around. The law should give them that

chance.

In addition to brain research, there have been studies looking at
recidivism rates for juveniles tried and sentenced in the adult court
compared with youth charged with similar offenses in juvenile
court. It's impossible to do a perfect comparison, of course, but gener-
ally the recidivism rates are higher for juveniles who go through
adult courts. The evidence is simply not there that punishing youth

as adults prevents future crime.

One issue that has come up in the debate about SB 1008 is if it
is retroactive and would overturn existing sentences. Supporters of
the hill say the legislative intent is that it would not disrupt existing

sentences.

So what is Oregon waiting for? Pass SB 1008.
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Rally around infrastructure work

Editorial from Newsday:

Under President Donald Trump,

the United States has added an-
other spring ritual to accompany
blooming flowers and the return
of baseball: the fresh promise of a
grand plan to rebuild the nation’s
infrastructure.

Tuesday, Trump and his
advisers met with Senate Minor-
ity Leader Chuck Schumer and
House Speaker Nancy Pelosi.
There were similar meetings and
similar brandings of “infrastruc-
ture week” in early 2017 and 2018,
too. But this time, Democrats
Pelosi and Schumer sounded
optimistic about the conversation,

the nation’s crumbling roads,
bridges and tunnels, improve the
power grid and expand broadband
service.

A vital nation must have high-
quality infrastructure. Rebuilding
ours would provide good-paying
jobs, a better business environ-
ment and a safer and more
comfortable nation. There is little
opposition in either party, so it’s
vexing that a bipartisan deal
hasn’t already been done.

But it always comes down to
funding and priorities. To spend $2
trillion, that money must be raised
via public or private sources,
whether it's borrowed, assessed

then it must be parceled out fairly
and wisely.

The tri-state area needs major
improvements. One is the Gate-
way project, a $30 billion effort to
build a rail tunnel under the Hud-
son River. We need more workaday
improvements, too, like safe roads
and bridges. We need to be able to
easily move products and people
about. And we need to be able to
move important legislation, too.

Trump and congressional lead-
ers plan to meet again on the topic
in three weeks. This time, they
need to forge the framework of
a deal. Because if failing to do so
becomes an annual tradition, the

and about a potential bipartisan in gasoline taxes or other levies decline of our nation will become a
plan to spend $2 trillion to repair or captured via tolls and fees. And ~ foregone conclusion.
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Hunting photos and seriously funny headlines

The headlines made me laugh
and I fixed them as the work of the
brilliant satirists at The Onion, or
perhaps a credible homage.

I was wrong on both counts.

The headlines were absolutely
earnest.

This is from Willamette Week:
“Gov. Kate Brown Picked a Big-
Game Hunter to Serve on the
Board That Manages Oregon’s
Wolves”

And The Oregonian: “Oregon
conservation groups ‘stunned’ after
big game hunter nominated to
wildlife commission”

Aside from Willamette Week’s
preference for the hyphen and
for capital letters — “Big-Game”
rather than “big game” — the mes-
sage is all but identical.

I initially wondered if I was
reading a spoof because The Onion
is so masterful at implying that
something normal is actually scan-
dalously strange and ironic.

And the idea that the governor
would nominate someone who
hunts large animals, and presum-
ably kills some of them, to serve
on the Oregon Fish and Wildlife
Commission is about as unusual
as a professor of oral surgery being
appointed to a board of dentistry.

The Fish and Wildlife Commis-
sion, which oversees the Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife
(ODFW), has seven members.
That at least one of those would
be a hunter seems to me all but a
necessity if the Commission is to
broadly represent the interests of
Oregonians.

Without hunters’ and anglers’
dollars the ODFW could scarcely
accomplish its vital task of trying to
ensure the state has healthy popu-
lations of fish and wildlife. About
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one-third of the agency’s revenue
comes from the sale of hunting
and fishing licenses. Another third
is federal money, most of which is
collected from a tax on the sale of
hunting and fishing equipment.

This is not to say that hunters
and anglers are omnipotent, or
should be, merely because they foot
so much of the bill to keep elk and
other animals roaming the state.
By “healthy populations” I mean
maintaining enough animals to
allow yearly hunting seasons while
also catering to people who just like
to see some deer on an evening’s
drive in the hills.

These goals, fortunately, are
complementary rather than
contrary — to maintain enough of
any species to allow hunting you
need far more animals than will be
killed by hunters.

The subject of those headlines is
James Nash. He’s a rancher and
hunting guide from Enterprise
whom Brown has nominated to
serve on the Fish and Wildlife
Commission.

(The Senate Rules Committee
will consider the governor’s nomi-
nees May 8.)

The stories in both Willamette
Week, which originally reported
on the matter, and The Oregonian
focused on environmental groups
that expressed astonishment, and
no small amount of disgust, at the
governor’s nomination of Nash and
two others — Robert Spelbrink, a
retired commercial fisherman, and

Mark Labhart, a Tillamook County
commissioner who retired from the
Oregon Department of Forestry.

Several groups sent a letter to
the governor’s office contending
that Brown’s nomination of that
trio represents the “same broken
model that has repeatedly failed
wildlife and failed Oregonians.”

The groups’ complaint seems to
be based in part on the idea that
Nash, Spelbrink and Labhart
would favor the consumption of
wildlife — literal consumption, in
the form of venison steaks and fish
fillets — rather than its preserva-
tion, including species, such as
wolves, that can’t be legally hunted
in Oregon.

This strikes me as specious. I've
never subscribed to the notion that
a person who kills and eats deer is
any less committed to making sure
there are healthy deer herds than
is a person who likes to watch deer
but would never shoot one.

Both people have an incentive to
encourage thriving deer herds.

If anything I believe the hunter/
eater has the stronger motivation,
if only because the deer-watcher
can always go to a zoo. But zoos, in
my experience, don’t want visitors
shooting their exhibits and then
slicing them into slabs of meat.
Without abundant wild deer, hunt-
ers have little chance to pursue
their hobby.

The outecry against Nash’s nomi-
nation in particular is rather more
nuanced, however.

The groups that chastised Brown
singled out Nash for a reason that
I dont find compelling but which is
at least reasonable, and which the
headlines don’t mention (although
the stories do). This is Nash’s mem-
bership in the Oregon Cattlemen’s

Association, which has long advo-
cated for the state to give ranchers
more authority to kill wolves that
attack their livestock.

Nash’s father, Todd, is also an
outspoken opponent of the prolif-
eration of wolves in Oregon.

I don’t believe either connection
ought to disqualify James Nash
from serving on the Fish and Wild-
life Commission. Cattle ranchers
certainly have a legitimate interest
in the topic of wolves, given that
wolves occasionally kill cattle — as
recently as last month, in fact, in
eastern Baker County. In any case
the Fish and Wildlife Commission
is a public body that conducts its
business in public, so if Nash were
to face a blatant conflict of interest
he could recuse himself — or face
the legitimate scrutiny of the public
if he refused.

Ultimately, though, it was those
headlines, and several photos that
accompanied the stories in Wil-
lamette Week and The Oregonian,
that quickly replaced my mirth into
minor annoyance. These packages
created a superficial, and thus
potentially misleading, implication
that hunting and wildlife preserva-
tion are inherently incompatible.

Both publications showed photos
from Nash’s Instagram account in
which he posed with animals he
had killed somewhere other than
Oregon — most notably a hippo-
potamus in Africa, and a crocodile.

Although it’s clear that the
conservation groups lobbying
Brown are more troubled by Nash’s
antipathy for wolves, they also re-
ferred to those photos, albeit briefly,
in their letter to Brown. They are
“troubled by Mr. Nash’s public
advocacy in favor of wolf hunting
in Oregon and embrace of trophy

hunting”

I am a hunter, though not an
especially dedicated one. I would
not shoot a hippo or a crocodile —
except to save myself from getting
chewed on.

But I also recognize the potential
fallacy in allowing my personal
disdain for that sort of trophy hunt-
ing to influence my opinion as to
whether Brown was reckless in
nominating Nash to serve on the
Fish and Wildlife Commission.

Neither story even suggested
that Nash had violated any law
during his hunts in Africa or
anywhere else. Nor did the stories
attempt to claim that Nash had
imperiled the future of any of the
species he killed.

The implication, at least based
on the headlines and photographs,
is that a man who not only kills
animals but does so, in some cases,
for sport rather than for food, is
incapable of responsibly overseeing
the conservation of wildlife.

I think this grossly oversimplifies
the matter.

I'have no idea whether Nash
would be a competent fish and
wildlife commissioner.

But I'm not in the least troubled
that he is a candidate, based solely
on his hunting exploits and his
concerns about the effects of wolves
on ranching.

The failure to acknowledge the
symbiosis between using and pre-
serving wildlife — indeed, any re-
newable resource — unnecessarily
inflames the conflict between those
who hunt and those who don’t.

On a lighter note, this also can
result in headlines of unintentional
hilarity.

Jayson Jacoby is editor
of the Baker City Herald.



